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NORTH SOMERSET CORE STRATEGY: EXAMINATION OF REMITTED POLICIES 

HEARING STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF BLOOR HOMES AND ALVIS BROTHERS LTD AND 

THE TRUSTEES OF THE AE AND RS HILL SETTLEMENT IN RESPONSE TO INSPECTOR’S 

AGENDAS FOR HEARING 

 

This Statement has been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of Bloor Homes who have 

interest at land off Arnold’s Way, Yatton; and Alvis Brothers Ltd and the Trustees of the AE and 

RS Hill Settlement, who have interests in land at Pill. 

 

We recognise that the Inspector is not expecting additional Hearing Statements from 

Representors.  Furthermore, we note that the Inspector has allowed for representors to make 

comment on, or submit responses to the Council’s Position Statements.  We have therefore 

intentionally kept this Statement short and if appropriate will expand on the points raised 

through our response to the Councils Statements, or as required by the Inspector. 

 

Agenda 2 

 

Question: Is the Core Strategy Prepared within an appropriate strategic context? 

 

Answer: We consider that there are fundamental flaws in the strategic context in which 

the Core Strategy has been prepared.  Whilst it has been assessed by the 

Council that the legal obligation of the Duty to Cooperate does not apply, we 

refer to Section 6 of our Representations in which we outline why we consider 

the Duty to Cooperate applies not only as an NPPF test, but also a legal duty. 

 

 This Strategic context introduced through the Localism Act and NPPF require 

cooperation and cross boundary working between neighbouring Local Authorities 

to meet housing and economic needs.  It is however clear that North Somerset’s 

Plan has been prepared in isolation from its neighbouring authorities through the 

commentary in the SA Supplementary Report, which (at paragraph 6.10) suggest 

that there is no need for the plan to consider the needs of any adjoining 

authorities housing requirements. 

 

 It is our view that this statement exemplifies the approach that has been taken 

by the Council in its consideration of the housing needs of North Somerset and 

demonstrates that no account has been taken of its geographic context of 

economic influences.  It is clear that north Somerset’s approach to Plan making 

is inward looking not only through this Statement, but also through its obsession 

with achieving self-containment within the arbitrary authority’s boundary and 
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with no reference to the relationship with the wider West of England.  It is our 

view if the plan is to be found compliant with the NPPF and Sound, there is no 

way it can avoid doing so. 

 

 There is now a commitment to preparing a new SHMAA for the West of England 

Authorities, the findings of which are expected to be published in 2015.  This 

will provide an additional assessment of housing needs in a West of England 

context, however, whilst this is emerging there is no acknowledgement of the 

relationship between North Somerset and the rest of the Greater Bristol Housing 

Market Area within the current Core Strategy or in establishing its housing 

requirement. 

 

 Furthermore, whilst making no allowance for the economic or housing needs of 

neighbouring authorities in the HMA, the Council’s Statement for consultation 

refers back to the 2009 West of England SHMA as remaining the current SHMA, 

with a review mechanism proposed for the Core Strategy when the new SHMA is 

finalised. 

 

 We find it hard to reconcile the suggestion that the housing requirement has 

been openly prepared in isolation from surrounding authorities, yet there is an 

acceptance that the 2009 West of England SHMA remains relevant, despite that 

SHMA reporting a housing need over the period of 2006-2026 of 29,000 in North 

Somerset; and an annual affordable need of 904 homes. 

 

 We are also concerned that the reliance on a review of the Plan is not the most 

appropriate way to proceed and is arguably not a legal mechanism for adopting 

the Plan.  Indeed, this approach is being challenged in the context of the 

Dacorum Core Strategy. 

 

 The NPPF requires that the North Somerset Core Strategy should be prepared 

now on the basis of a SHMA for the Housing Market Area, based on the most up-

to-date evidence available, and it is our view that this should be done through 

North Somerset leading the preparation of the new West of England SHMA. 

 

In the absence of the preparation of a West of England SHMA, it is critical that 

the housing requirement is increased to meet the higher levels of housing need 

identified to meet the Edge Analytics report’s jobs led requirement of 1,400 

dwellings per year.  
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Agenda 3 – Housing Requirement 

 

Question: Is the assessment made by the Core Strategy consistent with national policy? 

 

Answer: We consider that the approach taken in the Core Strategy is not consistent with 

national policy because: 

 

 It is, for the reasons summarised in our response to the second question 

below and set out in more detail in our previous Representations, not based 

on an NPPF-compliant SHMA.  The modelling that the Core Strategy’s 

approach is based upon does not provide an objective assessment of 

housing needs and demands. 

 

 The proposed housing requirement takes no account of unmet requirements 

from neighbouring authorities as required by paragraph 182 NPPF.  Instead, 

North Somerset is treated as a standalone housing market area. 

 

 As detailed in our separately submitted representations, the Sustainability 

Appraisal Supplementary Report which seeks to justify the Council’s 

preferred option is subject to a number of defects.  In particular, it wrongly 

omits to assess higher growth options because (a) they are not consistent 

with historic rates of delivery and (b) they do not fit with the Council’s 

preferred spatial strategy.  The Supplementary SA also makes a number of 

highly questionable assumptions about the impact that higher housing 

numbers would have and, contrary to the Draft NPPG and NPPF, its 

conclusions suggest that little or no weight has been given to the social and 

economic dimensions of sustainable development.    

 

 No updated assessment of affordable housing need has been undertaken, 

instead the 2009 WoE SHMA identified need of 904dpa is carried forward.  

The SA Supplementary Report states at paragraph 6.12 that the need 

“exceeds any realistic contribution from any of the options appraised here”.  

The Council has not considered how it could meet that affordable housing 

need.  Instead the SA Supplementary Report simply states that delivering 

affordable housing need is considered undesirable because it would 

necessitate delivering higher levels of market housing. 
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 The Council’s preferred housing requirement of 17,130 is portrayed in 

document RED/04 as an objectively assessed requirement.  As detailed in 

the first point above it is not an objectively assessed figure.  In addition, it 

is clear from RED/04 that 17,130 is a constraints-adjusted figure.  The 

constraints applied include: 

 

(1)  the Council’s view that higher figures cannot be delivered within its 

preferred (existing) spatial strategy;  

 

(2) limiting growth so as to achieve target self-containment percentages 

by restricting housing growth to that which is supported by local 

employment growth. 

 

Notwithstanding its discussion of these constraints, the Council seeks to 

portray 17,130 an objectively assessed figure.  The Council’s approach 

here is erroneous.  The correct approach, as required by the NPPF, would 

be to first calculate objectively assessed needs, then consider whether 

those needs and unmet needs of neighbouring authorities can be met in a 

way which is consistent with achieving sustainable development.   

 

 The constraints identified by the Council are not supported by evidence.  No 

convincing evidence has been presented that a higher requirement could not 

be delivered.  As detailed in our representations of 17 January 2014, the 

Council’s focus on self-containment within North Somerset is subject to a 

number of unresolved criticisms.  

 

Question: Does the selected approach amount to a SHMAA as required by the NPPF? 

 

Answer: The Edge Analytics modelling does not amount to a SHMA as required by the 

NPPF because: 

 

(1)  It is an assessment based on an administrative geography (North Somerset) 

rather than a functional housing market area as required by the NPPF;  

 

(2)  It does not assess the need for affordable housing as required by the NPPF;  

 

(3)  The modelling does not meet household and population projections, taking 

into account migration and demographic change, because: 
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(i) The migration trends used are too heavily influenced by trends since 

the beginning of the plan period in 2006.  The result is that the 

Council are pursuing a self fulfilling approach, which is entirely driven 

by the level of housing completions experienced since 2006.  Longer 

term migration trends should be used. 

 

(ii) The Edge Analytics modelling includes the ‘other unattributable’ 

element of population change which is assigned to outwards 

international migration from North Somerset, with a resultant negative 

impact on population change.  Including the ‘other unattributable’ 

element substantially reduces estimates of past net in-migration to the 

District and thereby suppresses population and household projections.  

This approach is contrary to ONS advice and was criticised by the 

Inspector examining the Aylesbury Vale Local Plan.   

 

(iii) Edge Analytics’ scenarios are based on an average of the forecasts 

based on the 2011-based and 2008-based headship rates.  The 2011-

based headship rates are not an appropriate measure of household 

formation because they are heavily constrained by recessionary trends.  

 

Question: Does the selected methodology provide a full, objective assessment of market 

and affordable housing in the housing market area as required by the NPPF? 

 

Answer: In relation to market housing, in light of the above criticisms the methodology 

employed by Edge Analytics does not provide a full, objective assessment of 

market housing requirements in the housing market area.  

 

No updated assessment of affordable housing need has been undertaken. 

 

As detailed in our Housing Needs Technical Note the proposed level of housing 

would not support the level of employment growth envisaged by the Core 

Strategy. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 


