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ISSUE 4 
DAY 3  

(Tuesday 13th December 2011) 
 

 
NORTH SOMERSET CORE STRATEGY EXAMINATION 
 
POSITION PAPER 
 
ISSUE 4: DELIVERY, PROVISION OF INFRASTRUCTURE 
 

 
Issue 4a: Housing Trajectory and whether rates of build are realistic 
 
1. Notwithstanding our objection to the overall level of provision made for new house 

building, we say that the CS: does not identify the minimum 15 years supply. It also 
goes without saying that it does not identify a deliverable 5 years supply with the 
additional 20% requirement foreshadowed in the draft NPPF when a realistic and 
justifiable level of housing provision approaching that set out in the draft RS is used 
as the basis for the calculation. 

 
2. The Core Strategy as submitted covers the period 2006 to 2026 and this would have 

been consistent with the draft SWRS. However, it would be unlikely that the CS 
could be adopted much before the late spring/early summer of 2012, leaving less 
than 15 years of the plan period remaining. It would not therefore identify 15 years of 
housing land supply as required by PPS3 (Ref: Paragraph 34).  

 
3. The draft NPPF carries forward the requirement set out in PPS3 to identify sufficient 

specific sites to deliver against the housing requirement in the first five years (Ref: 
PPS3 Paragraph 54).  It nevertheless goes further than this in requiring the inclusion 
of an additional allowance of at least 20 per cent to ensure choice and competition in 
the market for land (Ref: Draft NPPF Paragraph 109); effectively a requirement to 
identify a 6 years supply of available, suitable and achievable sites.  

 
4. DLP Planning is not in a position to comment on a site-by-site basis in respect of the 

Council’s assumptions about deliverability within 5 years and in some respects this 
detailed examination of sites would be more appropriate to a Site Allocations DPD. 

 
5. If the Council is able to persuade the Inspector that on the basis of the housing 

requirement it is promoting there would be a five year supply (indeed a six year 
supply taking into account the minimum additional 20% allowance), this would clearly 
not be the case where a greater housing requirement approaching the level set out in 
the draft RS is justified.  

 
6. Notwithstanding the above, however, a key determinant of a site or scheme being 

deliverable in practice is its viability. We do not believe the Council has provided 
sufficient evidence to dispel doubts about the viability of development in the low 
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value market areas at 30% affordable housing and the level of Section 106 
contributions likely to be sought. 

 
7. In this context, it is clear that the Council’s intention is that Weston-super-Mare would 

account for the bulk of housing provision i.e. in lower value market areas. The 
viability of the 30% affordable housing benchmark in these areas is the subject of 
Issue 1e for discussion on Day 4 of the Examination. It goes without saying, however, 
that doubts about viability will be greatest in these areas and it is such doubts that 
will act as a brake on delivery in these areas. Site-by-site negotiations on affordable 
housing provision predicated on viability evidence is notoriously time consuming and 
will inevitably also act as a brake on the speed of delivery.  

 
Issue 4b: Land Availability within settlements with reference to the revised 
SHLAA and whether sites listed are achievable. 

 
8. We say that sites on the periphery of the Service Villages offer a significantly greater 

source of available, suitable and achievable sites, particularly within the first five 
years. Paragraph 6.17 of the SHLAA (August 2011) identifies “limited services, 
facilities and supporting infrastructure” as a “key constraint to development” on the 
periphery of these villages. We say that this is overplayed. 

 
9. As indicated on Day 2 (Issue 3), we are of the view that the spatial strategy grossly 

underestimates the scope and the sustainability benefits of meeting a greater 
proportion of the overall housing requirement within, or more accurately through 
small scale additions to, the ‘Service Villages’.  

 
10. Larger scale urban extensions, often in a multiplicity of land ownership, typically 

require more substantial investment in community facilities and infrastructure; very 
often from scratch. This has consequent implications for lead-times and viability 
which in turn affect their ability to deliver quickly; reducing the contribution they can 
make to the 5 year supply.  

 
11. The table included with NSCS Policy CS14 identifies the ‘Service Villages’ with 750 

net additional new dwellings over the period 2006 to 2026. At the equivalent of 37.5 
dwelling completions on average per annum this represents a substantial and 
unjustified reduction on the rate achieved over the last 4 years (2006-2010) for those 
nine settlements combined at 117.5 dpa. Indeed, the housing trajectory on page 70 
of the NSCS indicates this reducing to just 4 dwellings per annum shared between all 
9 settlements over the second half of the plan-period. 

 
12. We say that the CS fails to sufficiently reflect the sustainability benefits of smaller 

scale, more readily deliverable, often more viable and more easily assimilated 
developments which meet local needs and help to sustain and can potentially 

enhance, local services. Several villages in North Somerset straddle main radial 
roads to Bristol and, crucially, Backwell and Yatton also have railway stations. 

 

13. Delivering a more appropriate rate of development than that envisaged by the 
Council will clearly require a greater number, range and choice of sites. In 
topping up the sites currently envisaged by the Council, we say this should 
include a proper balance between what can be delivered relatively quickly at the 
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Service Villages and relatively sustainably, for the reasons set out above, and 
what can be properly planned in respect of larger urban extensions in the 
medium to long term  

 
 
Issue 4c: Projects required to support development 
 

Not addressed.  
 
Issue 4d: Timing and funding of projects 
 

Not addressed 
 

Issue 4e: Community Infrastructure Levy and Section 106 planning  obligations 
  
 

Not addressed 
 
Issue 4f: Distinction of infrastructure contributions from residential development 
and other development contributions 
 

Not addressed 
 
Issue 4g: Viability implications of required contributions for proposed 
development 
 

Not addressed  
 
 
 


