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Q1ei.    Affordable Housing – Viability of 30% benchmark figure. 
_________________________________________________________________________ 

1ei.1 Persimmon Special Projects Western acknowledge that there is an affordable 
housing problem in North Somerset, as there is elsewhere in the country. (See 
SD/22) It is also acknowledged that the future delivery of affordable housing in North 
Somerset is largely dependent upon the private sector. Without viable private sector 
development proposals the supply of additional new affordable housing will be 
dramatically reduced in North Somerset during the remainder of the plan period. 
Persimmon note there is a relationship between the overall level of housing planned 
for, and to be provided, and the realistic level of affordable housing likely to be 
achieved in North Somerset during the remainder of the plan period, if schemes are 
to individually remain sufficiently viable and attractive to developers to develop and 
deliver development in a timely manner.  

1ei.2 Persimmon note and welcome the Three Dragons document (SD/24) entitled 
Affordable Housing Policy : Viability & Deliverability Advice .(February 2011) It is 
clear from the report that a flexible approach to the delivery of affordable housing is 
required and the viability situation varies across the sub-markets of North Somerset 
and will also vary over time. The 30% benchmark target is likely to be somewhat 
ambitious in the lower sub-market areas in North Somerset.   

1ei.3 The current stringent economic conditions and the expected slower rate of economic 
recovery will inevitably have an impact upon the delivery of affordable housing and 
other development in North Somerset, particularly in the second quarter of the plan 
period, (2011-2016) unless public sector subsidy is forthcoming. However, this looks 
extremely unlikely to be the case and should not be relied upon. 

1ei.4 It is noted that the North Somerset Core Strategy is being prepared at a time of 
significant change to the planning system at the national level. The Localism Act 
2011, once operative, will, amongst other things, result in the revocation and abolition 
of the Regional Strategies, including the Interim Regional Spatial Strategy for the 
South West (RPG10) (2001) and the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy for the 
South West  Proposed Changes (2008). (RD/02) Therefore, the Core Strategy should 
no longer rely on Policy HO3 of RPG10  and Policy H1 of RSS10 Proposed Changes 
(2008) to provide the higher tier planning policy guidance on affordable housing, 
including viability.      

1ei.5 The Core Strategy approach seeks to continue and retain the existing Replacement 
Local Plan target of 30% affordable housing as a „benchmark‟ against which 
schemes will be assessed. 

1ei.6 PPS3 Housing (June 2011) (NP/04) seeks to improve affordability across the housing 
market, by increasing the supply of housing and the delivery of a mix of housing, both 
market and affordable, particularly in terms of tenure and price, to support a wide 
variety of households in all areas both urban and rural. 

1ei.7 The draft NPPF (ND/07), to deliver a wide choice of quality homes and wider 
opportunities for home ownership, states local planning authorities should, where 
they have identified affordable housing is required, set out policies for meeting this 
need on site, unless off-site provision or a formal contribution of broadly equivalent 
value can be robustly justified (for example to improve or make more effective use of 
the existing housing stock and the agreed approach contributes to the objective of 
creating mixed and balanced communities). 
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1ei.8    Paragraphs 39-43 of the draft NPPF, relate to ensuring viability and deliverability. 
Para 39 makes clear that sites and the scale of development, identified in the plan, 
should not be subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that their 
ability to be developed viably is threatened. 

1ei.9   The consultation document for the Draft NPPF (July 2011) paras 301-31, states while 
it is right that development should contribute to the wider sustainable development of 
the area and be asked to mitigate direct impacts, local councils must recognise the 
economic realities and risks to development. 

 1ei.10 The consultation document recognises that the cumulative impact of standards and 
policies should not put the delivery of the development at serious risk across the 
economic cycle. 

 1ei.11 Clearly, it is the intention of current and emerging national planning policy, on 
affordable housing and development viability, that affordable housing is expected to 
be delivered through viable private sector schemes. Policy CS16 identifies as a 
benchmark that 30% affordable housing will be sought as a starting point.  However, 
the policy also recognises that the precise size and type of affordable housing to be 
provided on individual sites will be determined through negotiation. Persimmon 
strongly endorses this flexible approach to the negotiations and delivery of affordable 
housing. 

1ei.12 The viability of specific development proposals should be assessed on a scheme by 
scheme basis.  Whilst it is acknowledged that overall viability is subject to a variety of 
considerations, including the state of the market and relative land values, Persimmon 
Special Projects Western accept that 30% is a reasonable district wide target, in 
terms of PPS 3 para 29, for inclusion in the Core Strategy, including for monitoring 
purposes, as a challenging aspirational target to open the negotiations on affordable 
housing provision on specific development proposals.  However, the Council must 
maintain a flexible approach to any negotiations, particularly in terms of the mix of 
social rented and intermediate housing and any impacts on the overall viability of 
development proposals, including the delivery of other infrastructure sought. Any 
negotiations should also take account of the viability implications of the „employment-
led‟ approach, where relevant.   

1ei.13 Should a developer wish to put forward a level of affordable housing provision, lower 
than 30%, or an alternative mix, then it is incumbent upon that developer to produce 
evidence to justify the proposed level of provision, possibly through the „Open Book‟ 
Accounting approach. Policy CS16 makes clear that regard will be given to the 
residual land value once the costs of development have been deducted. 

 1ei.14 In summary, Persimmon consider that the overall viability and deliverability of a 
development should not be undermined by a rigid application of the 30% affordable 
housing benchmark in all new developments across North Somerset.  However, as a 
starting point for any future negotiations, the 30% „benchmark‟ target is considered 
sufficiently aspirational and appropriate, having regard to the Three Dragons report. 
However, the achievement of the 30% benchmark should be closely monitored as on 
past performance as set out in the Three Dragons Report (See Para 1.13 and Table 
1.1) it is somewhat ambitious and challenging and appears unlikely to be achieved. If, 
overtime, the 30% target is considered unviable or unachievable through planning 
negotiations, then the target 30% benchmark should be revised downwards, in a 
subsequent review of the Core Strategy or in the new style local plan, to a much more 
realistic and  reasonable figure.   
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 Q1eii.  Affordable Housing – Rural Exception Sites in the Green Belt. 
 

 

1eii.1 Persimmon Special Projects Western notes that Policy CS17 relates to rural 
exception schemes. The draft policy expressly excludes rural exception schemes in 
the Green Belt and states rural exception schemes will only be acceptable adjacent 
to the settlement boundaries of Service Villages and Infill Villages (Outside the Green 
Belt). 

1eii.2 The policy, as drafted, is inconsistent with existing national policy (PPS3 June 2011) 
(NP/04)  and emerging national policy (Draft NPPF) (ND/07) and therefore Policy 
CS17 should be subject to minor amendment to omit the words „but not in the Green 
Belt‟, Policy CS33 should also be subject to a minor amendment to omit the words 
„Affordable housing will not be permitted in the Green Belt‟ and there should be 
consequential amendments made to the supporting text, such as at para 4.87 and 
para 4.90.     

1eii.3 It is clear that the policy is only to be used where there are sufficient demonstrable 
exceptional circumstances to justify the setting aside the otherwise restrictive 
planning policies that apply to new housing in the Green Belt. Furthermore, if the 
policy were amended, as suggested, it would only additionally apply to any rural 
exception schemes proposed adjacent to the settlement boundaries of the Service 
Villages and Infill Villages in the Green Belt such as Easton in Gordano/Pill, Long 
Ashton, Backwell (Part), Cleeve, Dundry, Felton, Flax Bourton, Winford and 
Claverham (Part),  

1eii.4 It would be a matter of judgement for the planning decision maker to determine 
whether the local affordable housing need at a particular settlement was sufficiently 
exceptional, having regard to all material considerations, to set aside the objectives 
of the Green Belt i e:- 

 Checking the unrestricted sprawl of the Bristol conurbation and Bath; 

 Assisting in safeguarding the surrounding countryside from encroachment; 

 Preventing neighbouring towns from merging into one another; 

 Preserving the setting and special character of villages, towns and historic cities; 
and  

 Assisting in urban regeneration 

1eii.5 It is acknowledged that draft NPPF is still a draft and therefore may be subject to 
further change. However, the Coalition Government‟s intention to replace the current 
circulars, PPGs and PPSs with the NPPF, in due course, is clear. This is expected to 
occur in the second quarter of the plan period. The draft NPPF gives a clear 
indication of the direction of travel of national planning policy. Clearly, PPG2 and 
PPS3 should not be relied on solely to provide long term national planning policy on 
housing and Green Belt matters.  

1eii.6 Para 142 of draft NPPF states inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to 
the Green Belt and should not be approved, except in very special circumstances. 
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1eii.7   Para 144 recognises that limited affordable housing for local community needs , 
under policies set out in the Local Plan, would be exceptional to the usual restrictions 
on inappropriate development in the Green Belt. 

1eii.8 It should also be noted that the draft NPPF also does not regard development 
brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order as inappropriate in the 
Green Belt. 

1eii.9 Whilst PPS3 (June 2011) will eventually be replaced by the NPPF, it remains national 
policy at the time of the examination. Amongst other things, PPS3 sets out the 
Government‟s commitment to improving affordability and the supply of housing in all 
communities, including rural areas. Para 30 specifically relates to rural exceptions 
policy. It notes that rural exceptions policy enables small sites to be used, specifically 
for affordable housing in small rural communities that would not normally be used for 
housing (such as Green Belt sites my emphasis)  because, for example they are 
subject to policies of restraint. 

1eii.10 In summary, it is clear that the draft Core Strategy is inconsistent with existing and 
emerging national planning policy in respect of its stance on affordable housing rural 
exceptions schemes in the Green Belt and should be amended accordingly through 
suitable minor changes.     
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 Q1fi. Gypsy & Traveller Site Provision – Projected deletion of government guidance 
circulars. 

 

 

1fi.1 Persimmon Special Projects Western note that, in combination, the Localism Act and 
the NPPF will result in the revocation and abolition of the Regional Strategy and the 
deletion of specific government guidance and circulars, which relate to gypsies and 
travellers.     

1fi.2  Therefore, to avoid a planning policy vacuum on this very sensitive issue, it is important 
that the Core Strategy contains sufficient policy and guidance to inform future planning 
decisions on gypsy and traveller site provision during the remainder of the plan period.  

1fi.3 Policy CS18 sets out the policy for gypsies and travellers and travelling showpeople. A 
reference to the Site Allocations DPD or the new style Local Plan in Policy CS18 would 
clarify the Council‟s intentions, as set out in para 3.233.  

1fi.4 Once the NPPF is finalised, it will no longer be appropriate for para 3.232 to refer to 
Circulars 01/2006 & 04/2007. The first sentence could be readily omitted from the Core 
Strategy, without undermining the thrust or soundness of Policy CS18.  

1fi.5 It is noted that a minor change is also required to paragraph 3.235 to refer to the 
criteria based policies in Policy CS18 as Policy CS18 already includes sufficient 
criteria to enable effective development management.  There should be no further 
requirement to prepare additional criteria based policies over and above those set out 
in Policy CS18. 

1fi.6 In summary, the Core Strategy, as drafted, fails to take sufficient account of the 
forthcoming deletion of Government guidance and circulars on Gypsy and Traveller 
site provision.  To “future proof” the Core Strategy, to a degree, it is suggested that the 
plan be revised through various suitable minor changes as described above to omit the 
specific reference to particular circulars or government guidance which are eventually 
to be deleted by the NPPF, including those relating to gypsy and traveller site 
provision, and the change to paragraph 3.235 in respect of criteria based policies. 
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Q1fii. Gypsy and Traveller Site Provision – Need for Accommodation post-2011. 
 

 

1fii.1 Persimmon Special Projects Western note the conundrum facing the Examination 
regarding gypsy and traveller site provision post 2011 in North Somerset. The West of 
England Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment only covers the period 
2006 – 2016 (SD/27). It identifies the need for 36 additional residential pitches and 10 
transit pitches. This is consistent with the Panel‟s recommendations following the 
Examination in Public into the single issue review of the Regional Strategy regarding 
the provision of additional gypsy and traveller sites. It is noted that the single issue 
review also only covered the period to 2011. 

1fii.2 As stated above, Persimmon note that the national planning system is subject to 
significant change as a consequence of the Localism Act and the NPPF. Amongst 
other things, the Localism Act will result in the eventual revocation and abolition of the 
Regional Strategy. This will have consequences in respect of draft Policies GT1 & 
GT2, which should no longer be relied on as forming part of the development plan 
during much of the remainder of the plan period.  

1fii.3 Persimmon note that Policy GT1 of the emerging Regional Strategy (RD/02) states 
local authorities will identify realistically deliverable sites in their DPDs to provide for 
1634 additional pitches for Gypsies and Travellers in the region, over the period 2006-
2011, distinguishing between residential and transit pitches to deliver the distribution of 
pitches contained in Table 4.3.  Where it is appropriate to make provision beyond 2011 
and other data is not available, provision should allow for a 3% compound growth in 
requirements per annum.  Local planning authorities should take account of the 
specific needs of different groups of gypsies and travellers in making site allocations.  
The provision of temporary accommodation in connection with festivals and other 
similar annual events is an important requirement, but should not be regarded as 
formal for site provision to merit the requirements identified in Table 4.3. 

1fii.4  Table 4.3 of the draft RSS refers 36 residential pitch and 10 transit pitch requirements 
being required in North Somerset.  Table 4.4 states 51 plots are required in the West 
of England to 2011 for travelling showpeople.  However, it does not breakdown this 
figure, beyond the overall West of England area. 

1fii.5 If the 2011 figures are compounded by 3% over the remainder of the period (2011-
2026) there would be a requirement for a total of 54 residential pitches and 15 transit 
pitches.  An additional 18 residential pitches and 5 transit pitches would be required in 
North Somerset by the compound method. 

1fii.6 Policy CS18 does not include a specific target.  Therefore, a minor change to Core 
Strategy Policy 18 would be necessary to quantify the provision.  The policy would be 
clearer if it referred to the document (Site Allocations DPD or new style local plan) that 
will identify the suitable sites for gypsies and travellers and travelling showpeople. The 
wording should be sufficiently flexible to take account of any more up to date evidence 
which informs the Site Allocations DPD, which recommends as lower or higher figure. 

1fii.7 In summary, Persimmon notes that problems associated with defining the scale and 
distribution of the gypsy and traveller sites needed post 2011 in North Somerset.  The 
policy, as drafted, would benefit from minor changes to indicate how many pitches 
should be provided over the entire plan period to 2026 to add greater clarity to guide 
future plan making.    
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Q1fiii. Gypsy and Traveller Site Provision – Providing sites in the Green Belt. 
 

1fiii.1 Persimmon Special Projects Western notes that Policy CS18 states gypsy and 
travellers and travelling showpeople sites are inappropriate in the Green Belt.  

1fiii.2 Persimmon note the recent sensitivities associated with site specific provision for 
gypsies and travellers in the Green Belt. 

1fiii.3 However, it is considered that the final bullet point of Core Strategy Policy CS18 “sites 
are inappropriate in the Green Belt” should be deleted as it is inconsistent with national 
policy. 

1fiii.4 The Core Strategy should incorporate sufficient flexibility and not seek to pre-
determine the outcome of future decisions on gypsy and travellers and travelling 
showpeople site provision in North Somerset. 

1fiii.5 As with affordable housing, the exceptional circumstances of the need to provide 
specific sites, in particular locations, for gypsies and travellers and travelling 
showpeople pitches in the Bristol-Bath Green Belt would need to be assessed against 
the Green Belt objectives i e: 

 Preventing urban sprawl; 

 Preventing towns from merging into one another; 

 Safeguarding countryside from encroachment; 

 Preserving the setting and character of historic towns; 

 Helping urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of underused and 
outworn urban land and buildings. 

1fiii.6 As stated in response to Issue 1f.ii, North Somerset Council lacks an evidence base 
regarding the scale and distribution of gypsy and traveller and travelling showpeople 
sites required for the remainder of the plan period (2011-2026).  Therefore, it is 
unable to confirm, or deny, whether or not such sites are needed in the Green Belt 
post 2011.  Persimmon does not seek to advance any additional evidence on this 
matter. 

1fiii.7 However, it is noted that the draft NPPF is silent on the issue of gypsies and 
travellers but provides guidance on the Green Belt.  Clearly, if the potential harm to 
the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm, is outweighed by 
other considerations, the Green Belt policy restraint should be relaxed. 

1fiii.8 Therefore, the Core Strategy should incorporate sufficient flexibility to ensure that an 
adequate and urgent review is undertaken of the West of England Gypsy and 
Travellers Accommodation Assessment or a North Somerset specific study be 
undertaken, as a matter of priority, to inform the North Somerset Site Allocations 
DPD or new style Local Plan in respect of the additional pitches required for gypsies 
and travellers in North Somerset, including any requirement in the Green Belt. 

1fiii.9 It is noted that Circular 1/2006 identifies that there is a general presumption against 
inappropriate development within Green Belts.  New gypsy and traveller sites in the 
Green Belt are normally inappropriate development, as defined by PPG2 Belts.  
Alternatives should be explored before Green Belt locations are considered.  
Pressure for development of sites on Green Belt land can usually be avoided if the 
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local planning authority allocates sufficient sites elsewhere in the area, in its LDF, to 
meet identified need. However, this does not overcome the exceptions test. 

1fiii.10 In summary, there may well be exceptional circumstances to justify gypsy and 
traveller sites in the Bristol – Bath Green Belt in North Somerset.  The Core Strategy 
should not seek to preclude or predetermine the issue of providing gypsy and 
travellers sites in the Green Belt in North Somerset.  If sufficient exceptional 
circumstances exist to justify such provision, then the usual policies of restraint in the 
Green Belt can be set aside. The Core Strategy Policy CS18 should be clear on this 
matter and consistent with national planning policy, for example by inclusion of the 
words at the end of the final bullet point „except in exceptional circumstances‟. 

 


