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1. Preliminary 

 

  
1.1 These representations provide a response on behalf of Mactaggart and Mickel to the Consequential 

Changes to the Remitted Policies of the North Somerset Core Strategy.  They are structured by way 

of a response to the relevant sections in the consultation document.   

 

 

2. Summary of Council’s Approach 

 

 

2.1 Whilst acknowledging that the housing requirement will be reviewed within 3 years, the Core 

Strategy must plan now to ensure that the objectively assessed need is met in full.  That means that 

the requirement must be capable of ‘delivery’ during the period to 2026.  The fact that the housing 

requirement in the plan is due for early review does not justify consequential amendments to the 

current Plan that are unrealistic and unlikely to deliver the full, objectively assessed needs for 

market and affordable housing.  

 

2.2 Whilst not challenging the overall position that the revised housing requirement may be capable of 

delivery over the plan period without change to the existing policy framework overall, it is not 

considered that the revised housing distribution set out in Policy CS14 is capable of delivering the 

overall requirement within the Plan period.  

 



 

 

 

3. Early Review of the Core Strategy Housing Requirement 

 

 

3.1 The Council’s approach set out in paragraph 9 of the Consultation Document is considered to be 

incorrect.  The Core Strategy is not “in effect time limited to about three years”.   It covers the period 

to 2026, and must plan now to meet the revised housing requirement during that period.  

  

3.2 The NPPF requirement is clear in the requirement for a five year supply of deliverable housing sites 

to be available at all times, and to identify a supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations 

for growth, for years 6-10 and, where possible, years 11-15.  The Council’s position that the Core 

Strategy “needs to ensure that strategic policies are in place to enable sites to come forward to 

deliver a minimum of 3 years housing supply”, is therefore untenable, and incorrect.   

 

 

4. Housing Land Supply 

 

 

4.1 For the purposes of this consultation, no comment is made on the Housing Land Supply.  However, 

that should not be taken to imply that the Council’s assessment is uncontested.  It is simply that it is 

unnecessary for the current purposes to engage in a detailed analysis since the key issue is the 

soundness of the revised distribution strategy.  

 

 

5. Can the revised housing target be delivered without changes to other remitted policies? 

 

 

5.1 The simple answer to this is no, it cannot be delivered without changes to other remitted policies, 

although it is accepted that it can be delivered without changes to all of them.   

 

5.2 The principal ‘other remitted policies’ to which changes are required are CS14 (Distribution of 

Housing), and consequential amendments to Policies CS28 and CS30-33 to reflect the changes to 

CS14. 

 

 

 



 

 

6. CS6:  North Somerset’s Green Belt 

 

 

6.1 There is no reason to contest the intention to retain the Green Belt boundaries unchanged at the 

present time.  It is agreed that the SHLAA demonstrates that there are sufficient sites in sustainable 

locations to meet the new housing requirement.  In particular, there is significant additional capacity 

on sites outside the Green Belt at the second tier settlement of Nailsea. 

 

 

7. Policy CS14:  Distribution of new housing 

 

 
7.1 The revised distribution represents a disproportionate uplift in the requirement for Weston-super-

Mare, which would seem unsustainable and undeliverable.   

 

7.2 In the respondents’ representations to the North Somerset Sites and Policies Plan: Consultation 

Draft February 2013, concerns were expressed about the disproportionate allocation of land at 

Weston-super-Mare.  The implied distribution based on the allocations in the draft Plan indicated a 

share of 81% for Weston-super-Mare and 13% for the second tier settlements, compared with a 

respective split of 64% and 27% in accordance with the broad distribution set out in Policy CS14, as 

adopted.  In terms of overall housing numbers, whilst the adopted Core Strategy contemplated a 

quantum of 3,715 dwellings for the second tier settlements, the proposals in the emerging Sites and 

Policies Plan identified a total of only 1,343 units.   

 

7.3 The disproportionate distribution of housing to Weston-super-Mare is a concern in terms of the 

NPPF objectives to deliver a ‘wide choice of high quality homes’ and ‘widen opportunities for home 

ownership’.  It is considered to be inconsistent with the specific objective in Core Strategy Policy 

DM35 to encourage ‘aspirational housing’ in order to attract business leaders, entrepreneurs and 

professionals.  However, there is a wider and more fundamental concern in this instance about a 

disproportionate distribution to Weston-super-Mare in terms of the potential brake that the 

‘employment-led’ policy could place on the delivery of housing in that location.  Since the majority 

share of the housing provisions proposed for the district is to be at Weston-super-Mare, this could 

have significant implications in terms of the deliverability of the provisions for the district overall.  

Again, in the respondents’ submissions to the Draft Sites and Policies Plan, evidence was presented 

to suggest that, to ensure that Policies CS20, WSM19 and WSM20 do not act as a brake on 



 

 

housing delivery, an uplift in the employment land take-up of approximately 315% compared with 

average past rates, would be necessary based on the now superseded housing provisions of the 

adopted Core Strategy.  The revised provisions will require a substantially increased uplift in 

employment land take-up if it is to keep pace with the rate of housing delivery now required. 

 

7.4 The revised distribution now proposed increases the disproportionate distribution of the housing 

requirement to Weston-super-Mare compared with the second tier settlements.  Whilst the revisions 

propose an increase in the overall housing requirement by 57%, and a proportionate increase at 

Weston-super-Mare (by 47%), the proposed increase at the second tier settlements is much lower 

(approximately 34%).   

 

7.5 As a result of the proposed revisions, the proportion of the revised overall housing requirement (of 

20,985 dwellings) to be distributed to Weston-super-Mare will reduce slightly (from 64% to 62%).  

However, in overall terms it amounts to 4,000 additional dwellings compared with the adopted Core 

Strategy.  The relative distribution to the second tier settlements will reduce to approximately 24% 

(an absolute increase of only 1,261 dwellings between the three settlements).  This will compound 

the risks of under-delivery and limitation of housing choice and opportunity, particularly in view of the 

‘employment-led’ strategy at Weston-super-Mare.   

 

7.6 Given that that housing requirement in the adopted Core Strategy was set at a level at which it was 

felt a balance could be achieved between housing delivery and jobs growth to improve self-

containment, in particular at Weston-super-Mare, it follows that any increase in the requirement will 

affect the balance that can be achieved.    In arguing against the increased housing requirement 

overall, key strands of the Council’s arguments were that it would prejudice the employment-led 

strategy at Weston-super-Mare, and that a further uplift in housing delivery at the town was 

unsustainable.    Indeed, it is acknowledged in the Report to the Executive on the proposed 

revisions that the increased housing requirement will have an impact on the balance between 

housing and jobs. 

 

7.7 Given that the propensity for self-containment will diminish with an increased housing requirement, 

and in particular at Weston-super-Mare, then it would seem imprudent to maintain  the relative 

distribution to that location compared with the second tier settlements that are in closer proximity to 

Bristol and less conducive to use of the M5 for commuting purposes  Moreover, to do so would, in 



 

 

effect, risk a Plan that would not be ‘effective’ since a priority objective (3), that is subject to a 

specific policy (CS20), would not be deliverable over its period.  It would therefore be unsound.     

 

7.8 Moreover, the Council has expressed concerns regarding the deliverability of any further increased 

housing requirement given the lead in times and infrastructure requirements (Examination of 

Remitted Policies, Statement for Consultation, November 2013, para. 75).  This may be so with the 

scale of strategic allocations proposed at Weston-super-Mare.  However, lead in times are less in 

association with smaller sites of a scale commensurate with the second tier settlements, and the risk 

of delivery failures much reduced through a strategy based on a range of medium- to large-scale 

sites across a range of locations.   

 

7.9 For all of the foregoing reasons, including the ‘employment-led’ approach at Weston-super-Mare 

(Priority Objective 3), it is considered that the distribution of new housing proposed in the revisions 

to CS14 is inappropriate.  

 

7.10 Absent an intention to alter the Green Belt boundaries to remove land for housing development, and 

cooperation with adjoining authorities, and in particular Bristol City Council being the adjacent urban 

area that exerts the greatest economic influence on North Somerset, the role of the second tier 

settlements is accentuated for the purposes of meeting any increased housing requirement that 

looks to Bristol in economic terms.  Accommodating such needs at the second tier settlements will 

reduce commuting distances and, in the case of Nailsea, offer realistic opportunities to travel by 

sustainable modes (in particular rail).   

 

7.11 On the basis of the revised overall scale of housing of 20,985 dwellings that is now instituted in 

CS13, it is considered that a revised overall distribution of 6,335 dwellings (approximately 30%) to 

the second tier settlements and 11,600  dwellings (approximately 55%) to Weston-super-Mare 

(including Weston Villages) would be more appropriate, rather than 4,180 (23%)  and  12,959 (62%) 

dwellings respectively as currently proposed in the revisions.  However, this should be construed to 

be a minimum redistribution, and subject to evidence to confirm that it would not prejudice the ability 

to comply with Policy CS20, and therefore the principal objective to deliver housing in tandem with 

employment growth at Weston-super-Mare.   

 

7.12 The revised distribution suggested above would amount to a scale of increase over the adopted 

Policy CS14 of 2,585 dwellings (70%) for the second tier settlements, and 2,677 dwellings (30%) for 



 

 

Weston-super-Mare (including Weston Villages).  Of the combined total of 5,262 additional dwellings 

now proposed at Weston-super-Mare and the second tier settlements compared with the adopted 

Core Strategy, it would redistribute this increase in an approximate ratio of 50:50 compared with the 

current ratio of 76:24 in favour of Weston-super-Mare as implied by the distribution in the proposed 

amendments.  For all of the reasons set out in the foregoing submissions it is considered that the 

respondents’ distribution in favour of the second tier settlements is to be preferred, and is an 

appropriate and proportionate response.    

 

7.13 Having regard to the scale of recent development and commitments at Portishead (as confirmed in 

the Nailsea Evidence Paper associated with the Draft Sites and Policies DPD), and the 

acknowledged constraints of Green Belt and flooding that restrict further significant development at 

Portishead and Clevedon, the focus for the majority of any further development at the second tier 

settlements should be on sites outside the Green Belt at Nailsea.  This is reflected in paragraph 

3.196 of the Core Strategy which, in explaining the approach, states as follows: 

 

In the three towns most of the growth is or has taken place at Portishead, and no further 

large scale development is required.  The policy approach supports potential revision of 

settlement boundaries and associated site allocations to meet locally-identified needs, but 

while Clevedon and Portishead are both highly constrained by Green Belt constraints, there 

may be opportunities at Nailsea.  

 

7.14 In the light of the increased housing requirement, and the considerations outlined above, further 

large scale development is now required at the second tier settlements.  In view of the constraints 

affecting the other two settlements, the focus for larger scale growth should therefore be at Nailsea.  

The rationale for this will be explained further in response to Policy CS31 below.   

 

7.15 In conclusion on this matter, the following revised distribution is proposed: 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
Area 
 

 
Net Additional Dwellings 

2006-2026 
 

 
Weston-super-Mare (inc Villages) 
 

 
11,600 

 
Clevedon / Nailsea / Portishead 
 

 
6,335 

 
Service Villages 
 

 
1,861 

 
Other Settlements and Countryside 
 

 
1,189 

 
Total  
 

 
20,985 

 

 

8. Policy CS19:  Strategic Gaps 

 

 

8.1 No comment to make on the retention of this Policy. 

 

 

9. Policy CS28:  Weston-super-Mare 

 

 

9.1 For reasons set out in response to Policy CS14 above, it is considered that the quantum of 

additional housing allocated to Weston-super-Mare is unsustainable, and should be reduced.  To 

maintain it at the level proposed is likely to result in the Plan being unsound since it would not be 

‘effective’ in terms of the core objective to improve the jobs/homes imbalance in the town.   

 

9.2 As noted above, the Officer’s report to the Executive on the proposed consequential changes 

acknowledges that the revised quantum for Weston-super-Mare will have an impact on the balance 

between housing and jobs.  However, this is not reflected in the revisions to Policy CS28 which 

maintains the same requirement to increase self-containment and not further exacerbate the 

unsustainable jobs/homes imbalance in the town. 



 

 

 
9.3 It is therefore considered that simply increasing substantially the quantum of housing to be delivered 

at Weston-super-Mare whilst otherwise maintaining the policy in its pre-existing form, is inconsistent 

with achieving the Plan strategy, and inconsistent with achieving a core objective that is embodied in 

Policy CS20.  Therefore, accommodating the level of additional housing proposed at Weston-super-

Mare would be inconsistent with putting in place an ‘effective’, and therefore ‘sound’, Plan.  

Moreover, the evidence base has not been provided to demonstrate that the additional quantum of 

housing can be delivered, and in tandem with employment development, such as to set aside the 

Council’s previous reservations in this respect to support their case for a lower overall housing 

requirement within the district.    

 

 

10. Policy CS30:  Weston Villages 

 

 

10.1 The above comments relating to Policy CS28 are echoed in relation to the additional 1,000 houses 

now assigned to the Weston Villages.   No evidence is provided as to how previous concerns 

regarding the deliverability of a higher quantum of housing, and the sustainability of the 

employment-led strategy with an uplift in housing provision, have been overcome.  

  

10.2 The only change to the policy is to increase significantly the housing quantum to be provided.  The 

requirement for development to be employment-led with the provision of 1.5 jobs per dwelling is 

maintained.  However, the quantum of employment land that is to be provided has not increased.   

 
10.3 The consequences of employment provision not progressing in step with residential development 

will be, either a brake on housing delivery since it would not be policy-compliant, or a failure to 

adhere to the plan’s employment-strategy, meaning that the strategy would be ineffective.  Either 

way, the plan would be unsound since it would be neither internally consistent, nor would it be 

‘effective’ in delivering either the residential or employment-led aspirations.  To the extent that it 

resulted in a brake on housing development, it would not be ‘positively-prepared’ since it would not 

be based on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed requirements.  In this latter respect, 

it would also be inconsistent with national policy since the plan should enable the delivery of 

sustainable development in accordance with the policies of the framework   

 



 

 

10.4 Until the Council provides the evidence base to demonstrate that the consequential amendments 

would not result in a Plan that is ineffective in terms achieving its employment-led strategy, or 

delivering its full, objectively assessed, housing needs, then an alternative distribution involving an 

enhanced allocation to the  second-tier settlements, would seem to be the more appropriate 

strategy.   

 
10.5 Since there is little in the way of an evidence base to support the consequential amendments now 

proposed, the representors must reserve the right to respond to any statements produced by the 

Council for the purposes of any Examination of the amendments.  Any statements produced by the 

Council should also evidence the increased capacity it is now alleged can be delivered at the 

Weston Villages absent any increase in site areas.   

 
 

11. Policy CS31:  Clevedon, Nailsea and Portishead 

 

 

11.1 For reasons set out in relation to Policy CS14 above, Policy CS31 should be amended to allow for a 

minimum of 6,335 dwellings to be developed at Clevedon, Nailsea and Portishead in the period to 

2026, at least 2,000 of which should be at Nailsea.  Further amendments are also required to the 

wording of the policy as follows: 

 

Proposals at Nailsea for new mixed use schemes adjacent to the settlement boundary to 

meet identified  housing requirements will be supported provided that the site is not in the 

Green Belt.  Any necessary site allocations and changes to the settlement boundary should 

be reflected  in the Sites and Policies Development Plan Document. 

 

11.2 The above requirements are necessary to ensure that the objectively assessed housing 

requirements for Nailsea are met.  They may be more than is required to meet strictly local needs, 

and must be accommodated whether or not they meet with the support of the local community.   

 

11.3 There is good reason why Nailsea should accommodate a substantial proportion of the increased 

requirement for the policy area.  In addition to the limited capacity at Portishead and Clevedon, there 

has been little development at Nailsea for 15 years or more.  The site at North-West Nailsea that 

was originally allocated in the North Somerset Local Plan was not developed, and it was deleted 

from the Review Local Plan.  The Review Local Plan reflected the Joint Replacement Structure Plan 



 

 

strategy to downscale development at second tier settlements at the outer edge of the Green Belt, in 

favour of urban intensification and extensions at the Principal Urban Areas (Bristol / Bath / Weston-

super-Mare).  The lack of housing provision at Nailsea over this period is reflected in age imbalance 

in the town that is now acknowledged in the evidence base.   

 
11.4 The site at North-West Nailsea was identified again in the draft Site and Policies Plan published in 

2013.  However, any contribution from that site will merely be compensating for the failure of 

housing delivery at Nailsea during previous plan periods.  This in contrast to Clevedon and 

Portishead, which have experienced considerable growth over the same period.  

 
11.5 Nailsea therefore needs additional housing development to compensate for the shortfall over a 

period of 15 years or more, and to provide for future needs during the current Plan period.  There 

are Green Belt constraints on development around the north and east sides of the town, and there is 

an objective to maintain the separation between Nailsea and Backwell by the designation of a 

strategic gap around the south-east side.  However, the SHLAA indicates ample capacity on sites to 

the west and south-west of the town, and that is corroborated through the recent Call for Sites 

evidence base compiled in connection with the Joint Spatial Plan.   

 
11.6 The housing provisions for the three towns should therefore be amended as follows: 

 
 

 
Location 
 

 
Houses (2006-2026) 

 
Clevedon 
 

 
962 

 
 
Nailsea 
 

 
2,000 

 
Portishead 
 

 
3,373 

 
 

 

11.7 For reasons set out in response to Policies CS32 and CS33 below, it is considered that the 

additional capacity set out in the table above is a minimum, and may need to be increased further.   

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

12. Policy CS32:  Service villages 

 

 

12.1 Since the policy approach to service villages is to remain unchanged, and is to make provision only 

for small scale residential development that is supported by the local community, it is questionable 

how the more than doubling in capacity now allowed from such settlements can be achieved within 

the scope of the policy.  There is no evidence to support how this increased capacity can be 

achieved.  This provides further reason for increasing the contribution from the more sustainable 

second-tier settlements, and in particular Nailsea. 

 

 

13. Policy CS33:  Smaller settlements and countryside 

 

 

13.1 Since this policy is also to remain unchanged, and provides for strict control of development in the 

areas to which it applies, it is even more difficult to comprehend from where the more than doubling 

of capacity can be achieved.  Housing development is restricted to infilling in a very limited number 

of settlements, and otherwise to subdivisions, conversions, or dwellings for essential rural workers.   

 

13.2 The policy therefore does not allow for specific site allocations, which would provide the Council with 

greater ability to influence the capacity and supply.  Since the capacity will essentially be in the 

nature of windfalls, which are already factored into the supply figures, it is considered that the 

allowance in CS14 is in the nature of double-counting. 

 
13.3 It is therefore considered that the additional capacity should be discounted and re-assigned to the 

second-tier settlements, and in particular Nailsea.  To rely on additional capacity of the scale 

anticipated would seem to be inconsistent with the policy objectives, which would therefore be 

ineffective and render the Plan unsound.    


