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North Somerset Core Strategy Examination 
 
Position Statement 
 
(As confirmed by the Programme Officer Bristol Developments will not be appearing 
in respect of Issue 3) 
 
Issue 3a-e – Spatial Strategy 
 
a. The degree of weight to be accorded respectively to the extant RPG10 and the 

draft Regional Strategy [dRS] and the evidence that underpinned the dRS with 
regard to the overall spatial strategy of the CS and broad locations for 
development 

b. Green Belt implications of the Core Strategy compared to the draft RS 
c.  SW Bristol urban extension – including consideration of its deletion from the Core 

Strategy compared with the draft RS 
d. Weston Villages developments as the main strategic provision of the Core 

Strategy, including by comparison with the draft RS provision for an urban 
extension SE of Weston 

e. Distribution of housing and employment by existing settlement 
i. Weston super Mare 
ii. Nailsea 
iii. Clevedon 
iv. Portishead 
v. Service Villages including appropriateness of designations 
vi. Infill Villages including appropriateness of designations 

 
Introduction 

 
1 The Statement below relates to the overall settlement hierarchy and spatial 

strategy but specifically focuses on Cleeve and therefore most clearly 
relates to Issus 3e (vi) set out above. 

 
2 Bristol Developments (BDs) represent Mr D Breeze who controls land at 

Cleeve.  BDs have made Representations on the Core Strategy related to 
Cleeve and have sought to demonstrate a settlement like Cleeve will be left 
as a result of the emerging policies of the Core Strategy in a position where 
there can effectively be no new development, including any opportunities 
for exceptions affordable housing. 

 
3 Such a position is likely to have a detrimental impact on the existing 

services and facilities the settlement enjoys given the population will 
inevitably lower and be likely to become older by profile.   

 
4 Given the issues set out below in this Position Statement it is the view of 

BDs that the status of Cleeve within the settlement hierarchy should be 
reappraised and consideration given to making it an Inset in the Green Belt. 

 



5 In the Position Statement on affordable housing policy, Issue 1f, BDs have 
set out that exceptions affordable sites should be allowed in Green Belt 
locations as recognised in the emerging NPPF; it is also part of the NPPF 
that consideration be given to limited market housing to deliver affordable 
housing sites (see below) but such market housing would be inappropriate 
in the Green Belt.   

 
6 The practical effect could therefore be to prevent any exceptions affordable 

housing coming forward in a washed over Green Belt location such as 
Cleeve.  For this reason BDs consider that consideration should be given to 
making Cleeve an Inset in the Green Belt.  

 
 
 Current Status of Cleeve 
 
7 In the Topic Paper on settlement function the position of Cleeve is set out.  

It is washed over by the Green Belt but continues to have a settlement 
boundary allowing, in theory, infill development. 

 
8 The practical affect of this policy designation is shown in the Topic Paper.  

There have been only 2 new dwellings delivered in Cleeve Parish between 
2002 and 2006, ranking it 32nd out of 37 Parishes in North Somerset.  

 
9 The Topic Paper effectively regards this as a success, restricting to almost 

nothing development in the village for several years, commenting that 
consideration should be given to removing the settlement boundary 
altogether in locations such as Cleeve. 

 
10 Following a Housing Needs Survey of Cleeve undertaken by the Parish 

Council and the Rural Housing Enabler in 2004, The Rural Housing Trust 
identified 29 households could not satisfy their housing needs in the open 
market and concluded that a local needs housing scheme of say 10-12 
properties with a mix of 2 and 3 bedroom dwellings would go someway 
towards meeting this need. 

 
11 Given that this survey is historic this situation will have only deteriorated 

and the shortage of affordable dwellings in the village is severely impacting 
upon local people who are unable to compete in the general open market. 

 
12 The solution according to the adopted Local Plan and the Topic Paper 

produced in 2007 is that affordable housing could be delivered at Cleeve by 
means of an exceptions site policy. 

 
13 However, the latest Proposed Changes to Policy CS17 now make it 

unacceptable to deliver even exceptions sites in Cleeve. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



14 The Council’s Position Statement notes on this point that: 
 

“Core Strategy Policy CS17 allows for affordable housing schemes outside 
of settlement boundaries in Service and Infill Villages which lie outside of 
the Green Belt, e.g. Yatton, Claverham, Congresbury and Wrington. These 
villages are in reasonably close proximity to Cleeve and therefore are well-
situated to meeting its housing needs.” 

 
15 So, any local person living in Cleeve and seeking an affordable home is now 

directed to other settlements including Claverham which has fewer facilities 
but is deemed a potential affordable housing location because it is beyond 
the Green Belt. 

 
 Draft NPPF 
 
16 On the issue of the Green Belt the NPPF states: 
   

“A local planning authority should regard the construction of new buildings 
as inappropriate in Green Belt. Exceptions to this are: 

• buildings for agriculture and forestry 

• provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation 
and for cemeteries, as long as it preserves the openness of the Green Belt 
and does not conflict with the purposes of including land within it 

• the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in 
disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original building 

• the replacement of a building, provided the new building is not materially 
larger than the one it replaces 

• limited infilling in villages, and limited affordable housing for local 
community needs under policies set out in the Local Plan; or 

• limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously 
developed sites (excluding temporary buildings), whether redundant or in 
continuing use, which would not have a greater impact on the openness of 
the Green Belt and the purpose of including land within it than the existing 
development.”  
 
(BDs emphasis) 

 

17 This is a key change in policy.  From being inappropriate by definition but 

being possible as exceptions, this would now see an affordable housing 

scheme in the Green Belt as an appropriate form of development.  

18  

19 In the Position Statement on Issue 3e this matter is considered further. 
 
20 For the purposes of this Statement however, it is important to note other 

aspects of the NPPF. 
 



21 NPPF states with regard to exceptions sites generally, and in regard to rural 

housing issues that: 

 

“In rural areas, local planning authorities should be responsive to local 
circumstances and plan housing development to reflect local requirements, 
particularly for affordable housing. Local planning authorities should in 
particular consider whether allowing some market housing would facilitate 
the provision of significant additional affordable housing to meet local 
needs. To promote sustainable development, housing in rural areas should 
not be located in places distant from local services.” 
 
(BDs emphasis) 

 

22 There is recognition that some market housing should be considered to 

facilitate affordable housing.   

23 Indeed draft policy CS33 appears to reflect this, and the Council’s Position 
Statement notes: 

 
“The policy accepts however that there may be community-led 
opportunities which could be pursued through the Sites and Policies DPD 
either as a specific allocation, even for a small number of dwellings, or by a 
change to the settlement boundary. Neighbourhood Plans or Community 
Right to Build Orders may also in the future be a means of achieving this 
where development is locally supported. This is considered to be a 
reasonable approach which balances sustainability objectives with localism.” 

 
24 This seems to be a sensible approach, recognising the emerging Localism 

Bill.  However, it is presumed that such an approach would not be 
acceptable in the Green Belt. 

 
25 So, in a settlement like Cleeve, even if Policy CS17 is amended to allow 

exceptions sites to once again be a possibility, if the means to deliver this is 
by a specific small scale allocation, amendment to the boundary or 
identification in a Neighbourhood Plan, which includes a market element, in 
accordance with the suggested approach of the NPPF, this would be 
precluded by the Green Belt status of the settlement. 

 
26 In the view of BDs there is a clear case to consider making Cleeve an Inset 

in the Green Belt to actually allow some, limited development to take place 
in accordance with the aims and objectives of Localism, the NPPF and Policy 
CS33. 

 
 Comparison with other settlements 
 
27 BDs consider that there needs to be a clear understanding of the 

implications of the proposed policy approach to the settlement of Cleeve. 
 
 



28 The Topic Paper identifies that the Parish population is nearly 950, and the 
village has a range of basic services – pub, community hall, shop, PO, and 
dentist, and has also has bus services for work purposes linking it to both 
Weston and Bristol. 

 
29 BDs note and accept that within the settlement classification of the Core 

Strategy that Cleeve does not meet the criteria for definition as a Service 
Village.  The key issue is the implications of the proposed policy approach. 

 
30 From now on, and indeed for some considerable time, there can be no new 

building in Cleeve beyond infilling, which given only 2 houses have been 
delivered in recent years suggests sites are limited at best and are in any 
event a diminishing resource. 

 
31 There will be no provision to meet affordable needs.  As supply is restricted 

it is inevitable that affordable needs will increase as will house prices.  
There must be concern that those very services in the village and the buses 
serving it will be put at risk as the population at best stagnates and more 
likely decreases. 

 
32 By contrast Bleadon, a Parish with 100 more population but with a lower 

level of overall services and facilities (it has no dentist and no bus service to 
Bristol) will be allowed to have some limited expansion by virtue of Policy 
CS33 and or CS17. 

 
33 Take also a village like Kingston Seymour with a population of less than 

350, no facilities beyond a village hall, and no work day bus services.  Here 
again Policies CS17 and 33 allow for some small scale development the 
difference being it is beyond the Green Belt. 

 
34 It appears anomalous at best that a village of a third of the population with 

not even basic services and facilities can be allowed some very limited 
growth, whilst Cleeve is not. 

 
35 The argument may be made that such an approach would therefore need 

to be taken with other washed over settlements.  BDs do not accept that 
this is the case.  There are a group of much smaller settlements where 
there are far fewer services and facilities and where the Green Belt policy 
approach of infilling only is likely to be appropriate.  Other washed over 
settlements have clear issues related to their proximity to Bristol where 
other policy objectives in the Core Strategy apply. 

 
36 Cleeve is a case where a review of the settlement hierarchy/strategy should 

be undertaken. 
 
 Conclusions 
 
37 BDs believe that Cleeve is a genuine anomaly within the settlement 

strategy.   Given its size, level of services and facilities it should not be 
washed over by the Green Belt. 

 



38 There is a clear case for reviewing the status of Cleeve and to make it a 
Green Belt Inset and to allow its needs to be met in accordance with the 
aims and objectives of the NPPF and other policies of the Core Strategy. 

 
39 As currently drafted the CS leaves Cleeve unable to have any scope to meet 

even its affordable needs which will impact over time on services and 
facilities. 

 
 


