
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr Robert Young 

c/o PP15, Town Hall 

Walliscote Grove Road 

Weston-Super-Mare 

BS23 1TG 

 

13th March 2014 

 

Dear Mr Young, 

 

Statement in response to NSC Position Statement of 28th February 2014: 

North Somerset Core Strategy remitted policies 

Gleeson Development Ltd 

 

Gleeson would like to add to the representations previously made by responding to some of the points 

made in the Council’s Position Statement of 28th February 2014.   

Agenda 2 - Strategic Context 
Strategic Context 
 
Paragraph 4 of the Council’s statement seeks to answer the question of whether the remitted policies 
result in an “inward-looking” plan as noted from the Inspector’s agenda 2 for 18th March.  The Council 
quote the original Inspector who referred to the phrase “inward looking” but then continue by saying the 
Inspector went on to find the plan sound.  The housing number policies were the policies subject to the 
legal challenge, and those are the policies which make the plan “inward looking.”  It is therefore 
inappropriate to refer to an Inspector’s conclusions when those very conclusions have been successfully 
challenged.   
 
The remitted policies as now proposed are “inward looking” as the housing number has not been derived 
from an up-to-date joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) covering the whole housing market 
area (HMA).  The Demographic Analysis and Forecasts report by Edge Analytics covers North Somerset only, 
therefore is clearly “inward looking” as it ignores needs arising from elsewhere in the HMA. 
 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
 
The Council’s statement refers to their progress on a joint SHMA with other authorities in the HMA and 
they suggest that this demonstrates co-operative working with their neighbours.  Reference to the new 
SHMA, which is not yet complete is not relevant in the context of the remitted policies.  The new SHMA has 
clearly not informed the preparation of the remitted policies as it is not yet complete.  Joint working on a 
new SHMA may represent joint working for another plan the Council prepares later down the line, but as it 
has not informed the remitted policies, this joint working cannot be associated with the Duty-to-Cooperate 
for this examination. 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
North Somerset Council appear to be hoping for their remitted policies to be adopted as they are, but for a 
review to be carried out shortly after adoption in order to incorporate the findings of the joint SHMA.  
Gleeson would suggest that it would be more beneficial for the Council to wait for the joint SHMA to be 
completed (which is envisaged to be in a short period of time), and then prepare the remitted policies on 
the basis of that information.  These policies could then be prepared on the basis of up-to-date 
information, and considered against up-to-date policy with the benefit of the latest guidance.  Such policies 
could then be in place for a long period of time, rather than being adopted for perhaps as little as a year, 
and then replaced. 
 
In paragraph 9 the Council refer to Bristol City Council’s statement confirming that in relation to their Core 
Strategy there is no unmet need which should be provided for elsewhere.  Bristol City Council adopted their 
Core Strategy in 2011, before the publication of the NPPF, and therefore before the requirement for 
housing targets to be based on objectively assessed needs for housing across the HMA was introduced.  It is 
therefore not clear if there is any unmet need which has not been planned for in Bristol (or anywhere else 
in the HMA).  The results of the joint SHMA are needed to determine this. 
 
Agenda 3 - Housing Requirement 
Q. Is the Assessment made by the Core Strategy consistent with national policy? 
 
Gleeson would disagree with paragraph 14 of the Council’s position statement which indicates that the new 
evidence for the remitted policies is consistent with national policy.  The evidence has not been prepared in 
accordance with paragraph 47 of the NPPF, as it does not cover the whole of the HMA.  Also, the evidence 
has not been prepared in accordance with paragraph 159 as the Council has not worked with neighbouring 
authorities where HMAs cross administrative boundaries. 
 
Q. Does the selected approach amount to a SHMA as required by the NPPF? 
 
In paragraph 15 the Council readily admits that their SHMA is not NPPF compliant, but then attempts to 
justify this by saying that the evidence base for the adopted Core Strategy was the 2009 SHMA guidance, so 
the evidence for the remitted policies does not need to be NPPF compliant.  Gleeson would disagree with 
this assertion.  The remitted policies have been prepared after the NPPF was published, therefore should 
have been prepared in line with the NPPF, not the 2009 SHMA guidance. 
 
Paragraphs 16 and 17 of the Council’s statement indicate that the judgement on the legal challenge of the 
Core Strategy did not conclude that a new SHMA was needed, and quote the following to support their 
argument: 
 
“Further, it is not inevitable that there will be extensive further delay in re-adopting the policies.  The time 
taken to undertake any further work will be in the Council’s hands.  The Core Strategy as a whole was 
submitted for examination on 8 July 2011 and the Inspector reported on 15 March 2012.  Re-examination of 
the housing policies in the light of the court’s judgment should take considerably less time.” 
 
This quote does not make it clear that no new SHMA is required as it does not specify what is meant by the 
“further work.”  It is perfectly feasible for the Council to prepare a SHMA covering the whole HMA in quite 
a short period of time, and then to use the information from this to inform the remitted policies.  The 
judgement was made in March 2013, when the NPPF was in place.  North Somerset Council should  
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
therefore have known that they should prepare their remitted policies in that context, and could have done 
this in a relatively short period of time. 
 
Paragraph 18 of the Council’s statement refers to the South Gloucestershire Core Strategy being found 
sound despite the housing needs assessment having been carried out before national policy changed.  The 
circumstances for South Gloucestershire are rather different from the circumstances for North Somerset 
and so it is inappropriate to draw comparisons.  Further detail on this matter is contained in the final 
paragraph of our hearing statement of 27th February 2014. 
 
Q: Does the selected methodology provide a full, objective assessment of market and affordable housing 
in the housing market area as required by the NPPF? 
 
Gleeson would disagree with paragraph 22 of the Council’s statement where it is stated that there is no 
need at present to make any additional provision for Bristol or any other authorities within the HMA.  
Without the results of the joint SHMA, the Council is not in a position to make such a statement.  It would 
be true to say that there is no identified need to be provided for, but the fact that the need has not been 
identified does not mean that the need does not exist. 
 
Balance of housing and jobs / Employment – led approach 
 
Gleeson would suggest that an appropriate balance of housing and jobs is not being struck.  If the pattern 
being followed by most new-style SHMAs being published across country is followed in the west of England, 
estimates of need are likely to increase, and therefore the Council’s proposed housing target will most 
likely result in under-provision of housing.  Under-provision of housing does not represent sustainable 
development.  It is therefore unclear what point the Council is trying to make in paragraphs 23-25 of their 
position statement. 
 
Gleeson would disagree with paragraph 30 of the Council’s position statement which suggests that the 
Council’s employment-led approach will result in self-containment.  Under-provision of housing will not 
help to ensure self-containment, out-commuting will just continue but there will be a lack of housing.  
 
Affordable housing 
 
In paragraph 35 of their statement, the Council aims to counter assertions made by representors that an 
additional allowance is needed to meet affordable housing needs.  The Council points out that the Core 
Strategy affordable housing Policy CS16 has not been remitted.  This misses the point which representors 
are trying to make.  Gleeson suggests that those making the point about affordable housing need are not 
trying to challenge the adopted affordable housing policy, but are seeking to ensure that, in setting their 
housing target, the Council takes into account the need for both market and affordable housing, as 
required by the NPPF. 
 
Agenda 4 - Housing Strategy 
Supply of deliverable sites 
 
Gleeson disagrees with paragraph 43 of the Council’s position statement which indicates that North 
Somerset does not have a record of under delivery and therefore the 5% buffer applies, rather than the  
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20% buffer.  The Council states that they have met requirements of the Joint Replacement Structure Plan, 
Replacement Local Plan and previous Core Strategy target.  This appears to be true in relation to the Joint  
 
Replacement Structure Plan, but not for the Replacement Local Plan.  The previous Core Strategy target 
should not be used in this assessment as that number has been successfully challenged and so is not 
relevant.   
 
The North Somerset Replacement Local Plan was adopted in March 2007 and set out in policy H/2 a 
requirement for 5,024 dwellings over the period 2006-2011, equivalent to approximately 1005 dwellings 
per annum.  This policy remains extant according to North Somerset Council’s website.  The table on page 
10 of the Council’s position statement suggests that from 2008/09, the Council has been under-delivering 
against the 1005 per annum target.  All of the bars of the chart from 2008/09 sit below the 1000 mark.  
Even if one assesses the completions (incorrectly) against the previous Core Strategy target of 700 
dwellings per annum it can be seen that the figures for 2012/13 do not meet this target (the previous Core 
Strategy having been adopted in April 2012). 
 
The Council appears to have completely ignored the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) target, which 
although never adopted, did go through thorough testing at examination.  The emerging RSS target for 
North Somerset was 1338 dwellings per annum (2006-2026), a figure which North Somerset Council has not 
achieved. 
 
Given the above, Gleeson would suggest that a 20% buffer should apply in North Somerset.  As the Council 
suggests in their position statement that they will only have a supply of 5.4 years, this would not be 
sufficient to meet the requirements for a 20% buffer. 

 

Yours sincerely 
 

 
Rachel Scott 

Strategic Planner 
rscott@mjgleeson.com  
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