
 

 
 





  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 





Appendix 1 - North Somerset Council Consultation Site Allocations 
Plan Further Site Assessments – Joint Response of the Development 

Industry -21st August 2017 
 
North Somerset Council Consultation Site Allocations Plan Further 
Site Assessments Joint Response of the Development Industry 
 
This is a joint response to the consultation by North Somerset Council on its 
response to the Inspector’s letter (ID4) of the 26th June 2017, following hearings into 
the North Somerset Site Allocations Plan. 
 
This statement is agreed by: 
 
Name: 
Paul Davis  

On behalf of: 
Persimmon Homes  

Name: 
Robert Wilding  

On behalf of: 
Gladman Developments Ltd  

Name: 
Lucy White 

On behalf of: 
Redcliffe Homes  

Name: 
Dr Tom Rocke 

On behalf of: 
MacTaggart and Mickel Homes  

Name: 
Jeff Richards 

On behalf of: 
Taylor Wimpey  

Name: 
Peter Stockall 

On behalf of: 
St Modwen  

Name: 
Mark Jackson 

On behalf of: 
Gleeson Homes 

Name: 
Jeff Richards 

On behalf of: 
Edward Ware Homes 

  
The statement is in two parts: 
 

1. Comments on the Council’s overall methodology in document CD2 
2. Brief comments on site assessments. More detailed comments on sites 

will be submitted by individual contributors in their own representations. 
 
The statement is submitted in response to the documents issued for consultation 
prior to their presentation to the NSC Executive Committee and we will comment 
further following the decision of the Executive in response to a formal consultation 
by the Inspector. 
 
In submitting theses comments, whilst we accept the need to press on with the 
consultation, necessitating a short consultation period in August which is not ideal, 
we are nevertheless disappointed and concerned at the time being afforded to the 
Council to collate and review all the comments between the 21st August and their 
consideration by Executive on 5th September.  Therefore we consider full copies of all 
comments should be provided to members of the Executive in advance of the 
meeting. 
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Part 1 – Methodology 
 

1. Inspector Burden’s letter to the Council (ID4) establishes firm and clear 
advice to NSC on the approach which needs to be adopted in order to 
achieve a sound plan.   
 

2. ID4 reaffirms the verbal advice provided by Inspector Burden to the 
participants at the Site Allocations Examination. In light of her conclusions 
that the Sedgefield approach is the correct approach to calculating the 5 
year housing land requirement and a 20% buffer must be applied to that 
requirement, she has found that the Council is unable to demonstrate a 5 
year supply of housing and moreover she concludes that “there are sound 
reasons for considering that there are a number of sites within the SAP 
which are unlikely to come forward for development in the timescale 
envisaged by the Council, either within the first five years after adoption 
of the SAP, or in the remaining period of the CS to 2026.” (Paragraph 13, 
ID4).  Within this context, the Inspector concludes that a 20% non-
implementation allowance should be applied to the overall residual 
housing requirement, and that “a level of up to 2,500 units 
would…provide more certainty that the 20,985 dwellings required by the 
CS would be delivered by 2026” (paragraph 20, ID4).   

 
3. At no point in her letter to the Council does the Inspector invite further 

discussion on the calculation of the additional housing allowance.  Indeed, 
in reply to the Council’s initial response at the Examination that finding 
sites for an additional 2,500 dwellings would be ‘challenging’, she 
reaffirmed that the Council should aim to provide them. NSC’s role at this 
stage is therefore limited to testing the provision of additional allocations 
and draft proposed modifications to the Plan to achieve the additional site 
allocations. It is within this context, we comment on the provisions of 
CD2.   

 
4. Paragraphs 1 and 2 of CD2 broadly agree with the Inspector’s assessment 

of what is required.  However in paragraph 7 the Council expresses 
concerns regarding the derivation of the additional housing requirement 
and revisits the calculation of the additional site allocations allowance 
reopening the examination debate and the Inspector’s findings (ID4).  
That approach is fundamentally wrong.  It is our collective view that: 

 
- option (a) is not an appropriate basis for calculating the allowance 

for additional site allocations, 
- option (c) is wrong because it assumes the 5,665 is guaranteed 

and can be treated in same way as completions and 
- (d) relates to 5 year supply only. 
 
Therefore the only realistic and appropriate option is (b). The Inspector is 
absolutely clear in paragraphs 2, 3, 20, 22 and 27 of her letter to the 
Council (ID4) that the figure to be tested is up to 2,500. This is necessary 
to achieve a flexible supply capable of delivering the adopted housing 
requirement of 20,985 over the plan period, which itself is not based on 
an up to date OAN and is not NPPF compliant. 
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5. In testing the 2,500 figure, the Council must not fall into the trap of only 
considering sites which are broadly consistent with the Core Strategy.  
This might rule out sites in the development pipeline which are 
nevertheless deliverable.  The Inspector also made it clear during the 
Examination that it would be necessary to revisit the strategic gaps 
designated in the emerging SAP. The assessment should identify all sites 
within the development pipeline and carry out a balancing exercise to 
assess deliverability against policy. This should take account of the 
Inspector’s comments in paragraphs 23 and 26 of ID4.  In addition 
paragraph 23 of ID4 says CS14 does ‘not constitute a straight jacket to be 
achieved’’, but is a ‘broad distribution of new dwellings’ and further says 
sites which are broadly consistent with the CS spatial strategy is a 
‘starting point’. 

 
6. Furthermore, the Council has not assessed those omission sites which are 

in accordance with the Core Strategy simply on the basis they are not 
currently in the ‘development pipeline’ which is contrary to paragraph 24 
of the Inspector’s letter. Omission sites should not be dismissed at this 
stage simply on the basis they have not met the Council’s threshold for 
being in the ‘development pipeline’. We note the sites now being assessed 
include those with recent EIA screening requests or pre application 
‘discussions’ (rather than formal pre application submission). It could be 
argued that omission sites which have been promoted through the correct 
channels over a significant period of time have a greater evidence base 
demonstrating deliverability and will be ready for application submission 
ahead of some of these sites now being assessed. There are also 
omission sites at appeal which are considered to be in accordance with 
the Core Strategy, but have again been dismissed as they are not current 
applications. This is despite there being a clear evidence base on their 
deliverability, with reasons for refusal being primarily based on the 
Council’s consideration at the time that it could demonstrate a five year 
supply, which is clearly no longer the case. 

 
7. Despite offers from the development industry and the Inspector’s 

recommendation (para.25 of ID4 ‘Developers who wish to promote 
omission sites may assist the Council through the preparation of a 
delivery trajectory for those sites’) to provide deliverability information on 
these omission sites, the Council has not been willing to accept 
submissions. We would note given the low threshold that it would be a 
simple exercise for most promoters to undertake the work to facilitate 
these sites into the ‘development pipeline’. The Council has therefore 
fundamentally failed to ‘to work closely with the development industry,’ as 
recommended by the Inspector in paragraph 25 of ID4, to truly 
understand the position of the omission sites. 

 
8. By not properly testing all potential sites and, in particular all sites which 

are in the development pipeline, the Council have underestimated the 
potential supply. Looking at the sites in Part 1 of CD2a and assuming the 
27 sites are in the figures, there are 9,221 units on remaining sites in 4 
categories. Further accepting the removal of green belt sites (7,760), 
taking account of the Congresbury appeal being dismissed (80) (2nd 
application was approved and included in the Council’s five year housing 
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land supply statement), double counting of the Cox’s Green application 
(28), the ‘Land north of Chestnut Drive, Claverham’ application (85) being 
withdrawn, that leaves 1,268 units on non green belt sites which should 
be included in any assessment. Adding this 1,268 to the 1,812 units the 
Council have identified (CD2a Part 2) produces a total of 3,080 which if 
discounted by 20% gives a total of 2,464. 

  

9. Setting aside Green Belt sites, the process by which sites have been 
selected as being broadly in conformity with the Core Strategy (and 
therefore included in Part 2 for further assessment), or deemed to be 
contrary to the Core Strategy framework (and therefore consigned to Part 
1 and not subject to further assessment) is neither transparent nor 
robust.  For example, 

 
i) all non-PDL ‘countryside’ sites are consigned to Part 1. However, 

many Part 2 sites are ‘greenfield’ and ‘countryside’ to the extent 
that they are outside settlement boundaries as currently defined, 
but are included in Part 2 because they are categorised as ‘town’ 
or ‘village extension’ rather than ‘countryside’. 

ii) In addition, had a sound review of the settlement boundaries (to 
include existing developments) been undertaken then some of the 
omission sites may now be adjacent rather than detached from 
the settlement boundaries. 

iii) Moreover, some sites that were previously identified (in ED36) as 
being in conformity with the Core Strategy  framework and 
therefore to be considered further, are now excluded from further 
consideration on the basis that they are now considered not to be 
in conformity with the Core Strategy framework.  Given that the 
Core Strategy framework has not changed in the interim it is 
difficult to comprehend the justification for this reassignment.  

 
10. The categorisation of sites in CD2a as ‘town’, ‘village extension’ and 

‘countryside’, and indeed the reassignment of some sites to a different 
category from that to which they were assigned in ED36, is therefore 
arbitrary, lacking in transparency and unjustified by evidence. Given the 
importance in the Council’s approach of a site’s categorisation to whether 
it is taken forward for further consideration under Part 2, or rejected as a 
potential development opportunity at the Part 1 stage, this is a significant 
flaw in the site selection process.  It is therefore imperative that all non-
Green Belt sites in the development pipeline are properly considered, and 
not rejected on the basis of an arbitrary and non-transparent process of 
categorisation that is neither supported by evidence nor justified.   
 

11. CD2 paragraph 12 uses the previous Statement of Common Ground 
regarding agreed deliverable supply to justify that only 3,859 units are 
disputed and that any discount should only be applied to this figure. This 
is wrong. Any dwelling not actually completed and already delivered may 
not come forward for a variety of reasons. The sites agreed in the SoCG 
for the purpose of assessing a 5 year housing land supply are units that 
SHOULD be delivered not WILL be delivered. The purpose of applying a 
non-implementation rate is to make an allowance for any units not yet 
completed and not coming forward. 
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12. The Inspector has asked the Council to test the allocation of additional 

sites to accommodate up to 2,500 units. This test is important because 
the Inspector needs evidence of the implications of providing sites for an 
additional 2,500 units, which are required to meet the level of need 
identified in evidence. The qualification of the number by the words ‘up 
to’ provides flexibility when determining the results of the test. However it 
does not provide a justification for reducing the requirement to as low as 
386 from the outset as the Council does in CD2 paragraph 15. The need 
is circa 2,500 not 386. 

 
13. CD2 is critical of DCLG and LPEG sources for determining the discount.  

However: 
 

i) The DCLG table is from a slide presentation by DCLG Director of 
Planning Ruth Stanier at the September 2015 HBF Conference, 
based on original DCLG research from an analysis of published 
Glenigan data on planning applications and permissions.  It has 
been presented in evidence by HBF to a number of plan 
examinations and, for example when submitted in representations 
on the Plymouth and South West Devon Plan was accepted by the 
Councils and included in their own evidence to justify the 
contingency in their Housing Land Supply. 

ii) The DCLG slide shows that whilst the number of homes being 
granted planning permissions and in the planning pipeline has 
been increasing in recent years, there has been a 30%-40% gap 
between permissions and housing starts, as well as the finding 
that 10%-20% of permissions are ‘dropping out’. 

iii) The Council argue that a non-implementation rate in the DCLG 
research relates to permissions and should not be applied to 
allocations.  However this suggests the discount should be higher 
as it is likely non-implementation of allocations will be higher than 
permissions. 

iv) In response to LPEG, the Council say the issue is about boosting 
medium to long-term supply and so is irrelevant. However, this 
uplift is necessary to compensate for the over optimism of the 
Council’s trajectory and provide greater certainty of a 5 year 
housing land supply in the future. This can be achieved by the 
same 20% uplift, providing that sites with an early prospect of 
delivery are allocated (or permitted) to provide this 20% uplift. 

v) CD2 says the specific LPEG recommendation has not been taken 
forward in the Housing White Paper. However, what the White 
Paper does include is a whole raft of measures to increase delivery 
including a housing delivery test which specifically refers to a 20% 
buffer on 5 year housing land supply if delivery falls below 85% of 
the requirement, which it already does in North Somerset. 

 
14. The Inspector has recognised that further sites should be allocated in the 

SAP to secure delivery over the remainder of the CS period (paragraph 19 
of ID4) and that sites allocated in the SAP may contribute towards supply 
required for the new Local Plan. Notwithstanding the Council’s view that 
constraints make it difficult to find sufficient sites, new allocations will be 
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needed next time as the proposed JSP strategic sites (if allocated) will not 
on their own meet likely North Somerset housing needs and due to the 
infrastructure requirements may present similar delivery issues to the 
current ones. 

 
15. The Council identifies that a different approach was taken by the 

Inspector in the BANES Place-making Plan Examination and suggests the 
same approach should be adopted in North Somerset for consistency.  
However, each plan is different due to the particular circumstances that 
apply at the time within the specific plan area.  Firstly, the shortfall in 
BANES is specifically in Bath at the end of the plan period rather than a 
lack of delivery which needs to be addressed in the first 5 years. In 
addition the plan identifies safeguarded land at Keynsham, which whilst 
only to be released as part of a Local Plan Review, does provide a release 
valve given a review is intended in 2018. Not only that, there is a clear 
difference between the BANES examination, where the Inspector did not 
examine 5 year housing land supply in detail and the SAP, where the 
Inspector did, which highlighted the delivery problems which the Council 
now have to address. 

 
16. The Inspector says at paragraph 25 of ID4 the aim should be to increase 

the likelihood of delivery through a wider choice of sites. We agree: 
 

i) It is not just about identifying new sites but working harder to 
ensure existing sites come forward quicker and work to reduce the 
time taken to determine applications at all stages, including 
outline, reserve matters and discharge of conditions. 

ii) In allocating more sites the Council should seek to maximise 
housing supply from the widest possible range of sites by size and 
market location so that house builders of all types and sizes have 
access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range 
of products. A wider variety of sites in the widest possible range 
and locations also ensures all types of house builder have access 
to suitable land and this in turn increases housing delivery.  In 
addition the Housing White Paper emphasises that a good mix of 
sites provides choice for consumers, allows places to grow in 
sustainable ways and creates opportunities to diversify the 
construction sector. 

 
Part 2 – Individual Site Assessments Comments 
 

17. The following sets out general comments in relation to specific sites 
where agreed by all contributors.  More detailed comments will be 
included in individual responses. 

18. The Council has only produced site assessments for those sites which are 
on the Part 2 list, but we consider that the Council should widen its net to 
include sites in Part 1 which are in the development pipeline. Accordingly, 
the Council should publish site assessments for these sites and liaise with 
the development industry regarding their delivery rates if these are not 
already known.  
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19. However in terms of the deliverability of sites, again the Inspector was 
clear that the majority of the new sites identified should be deliverable 
within the 5 years but this does not need to be case for all sites, providing 
they are delivered by 2026. However it is then important that the majority 
of sites are deliverable in 5 years.  

 
20. Only 9 sites are recorded to be in control of a housebuilder (answers to 

Q2 on the deliverability forms) and this also includes a number of options 
which would need to be exercised before the sites could be delivered. We 
also note there are very few volume housebuilder interests in this list: 

  
 Strongvox (Wilsons Gardens WSM) 
 Anchor retirement (Harbour Rd Portishead)  
 MacTaggart & Mickel (Nailsea) 
 McCarthy & Stone/Yourlife Extra Care  (173 Kenn Rd, Clevedon – 

subject to planning contract) 
 Freemantle (Cadbury Garden – option) 
 St Congar Community Co Housing Ltd (St Andrews Congresbury) 
 Vowles Parks Ltd (Coombe and Shipham sites x2 Winscombe – but 

note park home developer) 
 Redcliffe Homes (Cox’s Green,Wrington)  

 
21. There are a number of apartments and smaller retirement products (and 

hence higher densities which potentially inflate numbers) especially in 
Portishead (in particular, two sites in Harbour Road include 94 apartments 
with planning permission and 93 sheltered units proposed by Anchor 
Living) and Clevedon (173 Kenn Rd site for 60 retirement homes 
(proposed by McCarthy & Stone/Yourlife Extra Care), together with 21 
apartments from a conversion of Waverley House), which will impact on 
wider provisions for family and affordable dwellings We also note a that 
number of the assessments raise viability issues. 

 
22. The assessments and the Sustainability Assessments do not always tally 

(eg. All Saints Lane Clevedon the notes say that it abuts the listed 
grounds of Clevedon Court with a  potential to impact on the setting but 
SA4 rates the site green - not close to any heritage assets.) 

 
23. Sites that are so constrained at this stage (as confirmed by the Council in 

its constraints sections of the assessments) that they should be deleted 
from Part 2, as identified in the following section.   

 
Sites broadly in conformity with the Core Strategy framework that will be 
assessed - discussion 
 

24. There follows a brief comment on each of the sites identified by the 
Council in Part 2 of CD2a. However, the group reserve the right to 
comment in detail on identified sites when the Council has taken a 
comprehensive assessment of all potential sites in line with the comments 
in this statement, and individual signatories may have additional 
comments to add to the following. 
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 Land at Wilson Gardens/Scot Elm Drive, W-S-M – the development 
industry consortium agree that this site is likely to deliver in 5 years 
(although we note that there should be an adjustment of -1 unit to 
reflect the  planning application). 

 
 Harbour Road/Gordano Gate, Portishead – the development industry 

consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 
 

 Harbour Road/Serbert Way, Portishead – it is not clear if the proposed 
units on this site would be with C2 or C3 use. If these units would fall 
within the C2 use class then the 93 units suggested should not count 
towards the requirement for residential units which need to be 
identified in the SAP.  

 
 Dauncey’s Hotel, W-S-M – We note that the Council has not received 

a response from the agent or developer for this site. As such, there is 
uncertainty as to whether this site is currently available or deliverable. 
At this stage, we suggest that it could be included in the plan period 
but should not count towards 5 year supply. 

 
 Site V2 Harbour Road, Portishead – the development industry 

consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 
 

 North of Youngwood Lane – An application for outline planning 
permission was registered in July 2016 and is awaiting determination.  
In the light of this the development industry consortium agree that, if 
this site were identified in the SAP, it has the potential to make a 
significant contribution in the 5 year period and to deliver during the 
plan period.  

 
 2-6 Bay Road, Clevedon – The application is for a change of use from 

a nursing home (C2) to 19 self-contained flats (C3) and was 
submitted by Cherry Rose Limited in May 2017. The site is currently 
operating as Bay View Residential and Nursing Home. At this stage, it 
is not clear if this site is available now. At this stage, we suggest that 
it could be included in the plan period but, until availability is 
confirmed, it should not count towards 5 year supply.  

 
 Queensway/Midhaven Rise, W-S-M – the development industry 

consortium notes that this site will require the relocation of the 
playing pitch and identifies that it will not deliver in the five year 
period. At this stage, we suggest that it could be included in the plan 
for residential development subject to a replacement pitch being  
provided but this site should not count towards 5 year supply 

 
 Waverley House, Clevedon – will deliver in 5 years but note for the 

record that this scheme as per the other Clevedon proposals is for 
apartments with no affordable provision. 

 
 26 Lower Bristol Road, W-S-M – Pre-application requested in June 

2017. There is currently a vacant care home on site. The site is within 
the Boulevard/ Montpelier Conservation Area and close to/ potentially 
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overlooking the Bristol Road Baptist Church Listed Building. Both have 
the potential to constrain development potential. Topography of the 
site is fairly steep which is likely to reduce the developable area. This 
site could be identified for development subject to a thorough review 
of the site constraints and resultant capacity.  

 
 West of M5 Locking Parklands – This site has major acoustic 

constraints and the Council actually notes that suitable noise 
attenuation is unlikely to be feasible in the constraints section. The 
consented Mead scheme to the north is required to provide a 
significant noise attenuation bund and fence which reduces the 
developable area considerably. The site currently has no means of 
access with no future access provided from the existing developments 
of Locking Parklands and Locking Grove. Furthermore the proposed 
Mead development to the north is unlikely to extend to the northern 
boundary of this site for a significant number of years with no 
proposed means of access shown in any case. The proposals also 
conflict with potential J21a strategic work. Significant work will also be 
required with regards to the strategic flood solution and an ecology 
and maintenance buffer (min. 10m) will be required alongside the 
Grumblepill Rhyne further reducing developable area. The site should 
therefore be discounted at this stage. 

 
 173 Kenn Road, Clevedon – The site is being considered for a 

retirement and extra care scheme so C2 use (possibly with no 
affordable provision) and therefore should be discounted. . Site also in 
existing employment use and therefore questionable in terms of 
deliverability at this stage. Note site capacity in part 2 recorded as 60 
rather than 75 as shown in trajectory.    

 
 Old Mill Road, Portishead - the development industry consortium 

agrees that, if this site is this site is identified for development in the 
SAP, then it has the potential to commence delivery in the first 5 
years. 

 
 Land at Wyndham Way, Portishead – the development industry 

consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 
 

 Land at Station Road St Georges – NSC note major constraints (no 
access as river crossing, acoustic issues and no flood solution) plus 
archaeology and landscape issues.  Also no agent response and not 
being actively promoted. The development industry consortium 
questions the deliverability of this site.  

 
 Court Farm, Clevedon – Site partly in green belt so should have been 

discounted and capacity questioned further. Also technically not 
previously developed land as per NPPF definition regarding 
agricultural buildings. In addition, there are identified constraints re 
heritage, bats, access, flood, parking so concerns if deliverable at this 
stage.      

 Weston College, Nailsea - the development industry consortium notes 
that there has been no agent response. The Council assessment notes 
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ownership dispute will not be resolved in the short term and therefore 
cannot be considered deliverable at this stage.  

 South of Cadbury Garden Centre – the development industry 
consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

 Broadleaze Farm, Winscombe – The application is contrary to Policy 
CS32 of the Core Strategy. The site is in close proximity to the Mendip 
Hills AONB and has potential to cause adverse impact to it. Potential 
access issues (legal) to address. We also note that there are drainage 
constraints.  

 Co-housing Congresbury - the development industry consortium agree 

that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

 Coombe Farm, Winscombe – the development industry consortium 
agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

 
 Shipham Lane, Winscombe – the development industry consortium 

agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 
 

 South of Bristol Road, Churchill – We note that there is a flood risk 
objection to this site but the development industry consortium agree 
that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

 
 Cox’s Green, Wrington – the development industry consortium agree 

that this site has the potential to deliver in the five year period. 
 

 Barrow Hospital – the development industry consortium agree that 
this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

 
 F Sweeting & Son, Sandford – The Site is detached from settlement, is 

not currently available (haulage yard) and lies adjacent to AONB. 
Objections have been submitted to the planning application from 
various consultees including: Environment Agency, Internal Levels 
IDB, Noise and Highways. Council assessment also recognise 
constraints in terms of pylon corridor, Towerhead Brook, 
contamination, archaeology, ecology, AONB, safe access, 
sustainability and viability. In addition, the Council confirm that a 
response was received from the Agent / Developer which cannot 
confirm the deliverability of this site.  

 
 Winford Coach Station - the development industry consortium agree 

that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 
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Appendix 2 – Individual Site Assessments 

Site  Site 
Capacity  

Application 
Ref 

Date Validated  Applicant  Application Status  Deliverable 
in 5 Years 

Comments 

Dauncey’s Hotel, W‐S‐
M 

10  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  No  We note that the Council has not received a response from the agent or developer for this 
site. As such, there is uncertainty as to whether this site is currently available or deliverable. 
At this stage, we suggest that it could be included in the plan period but should not count 
towards 5 year supply. 

26 Lower Bristol Road, 
W‐S‐M 

16  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  No   Pre‐application requested in June 2017. There is currently a vacant care home on site. The 
site is within the Boulevard/ Montpelier Conservation Area and close to/ potentially 
overlooking the Bristol Road Baptist Church Listed Building. Both have the potential to 
constrain development potential. Topography of the site is fairly steep which is likely to 
reduce the developable area. This site could be identified for development subject to a 
thorough review of the site constraints and resultant capacity. 

Queensway/Midhaven 
Rise, W‐S‐M 

35  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  No  The development industry consortium notes that this site will require the relocation of the 
playing pitch and identifies that it will not deliver in the five year period. At this stage, we 
suggest that it could be included in the plan for residential development subject to a 
replacement pitch being provided but this site should not count towards 5 year supply. 

Land at Wilson 
Gardens/Scot Elm 
Drive, W‐S‐M 

51  17/P/0752/F 
 

27th March 2017  Strongvox Ltd  Pending  Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Waverley House, 
Clevedon 

21  17/P/0720/CU
PA 

21st March 2017  Mapeley 
Gamma 

Acquisition  

Approved – 11th May 
2017 

Yes  The site will deliver in 5 years but note for the record that this scheme as per the other 
Clevedon proposals is for apartments with no affordable provision. 

2‐6 Bay Road, Clevedon  19  17/P/1078/F 
 

3rd May 2017  Cherry Rose 
Limited 

Pending   No  The application is for a change of use from a nursing home (C2) to 19 self‐contained flats 
(C3) and was submitted by Cherry Rose Limited in May 2017. The site is currently operating 
as Bay View Residential and Nursing Home. At this stage, it is not clear if this site is available 
now. At this stage, we suggest that it could be included in the plan period but, until 
availability is confirmed, it should not count towards 5 year supply. 

Court Farm, Clevedon  10  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  No  The site is partly in the green belt so should have been discounted and capacity questioned 
further. Also technically not previously developed land as per NPPF definition regarding 
agricultural buildings. In addition, there are identified constraints re heritage, bats, access, 
flood, parking so concerns if deliverable at this stage.      

Weston College, 
Nailsea 

28  15/P/0977/O  
 

29th April 2015  Weston College  Pending   No  The development industry consortium notes that there has been no agent response. The 
Council assessment notes ownership dispute will not be resolved in the short term and 
therefore cannot be considered deliverable at this stage. 

North of Youngwood 
Lane, Nailsea 

170  16/P/1677/OT
2 
 

13th July 2016  Mactaggart and 
Mickel Homes 

Pending  Yes  An application for outline planning permission was registered in July 2016 and is awaiting 
determination. In the light of this the development industry consortium agree that, if this 
site were identified in the SAP, it has the potential to make a significant contribution in the 5 
year period and to deliver during the plan period. 

Harbour Road/Serbert 
Way, Portishead 

93  16/P/2066/F 
 

30th August 2016  Prelon 
Construction Ltd

Approved  Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Land at Wyndham Way, 
Portishead 

33  17/P/1229/F 
 

24th May 2017  Churngold 
Construction 

Limited 

Pending  Yes  The application is for 33 dwellings, not 35 as specified in the Council’s housing trajectory 
(CD4a). The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to 
deliver in 5 years. 

Site V2 Harbour Road, 
Portishead 

10  07/P/1146/R
M 

2nd May 2007  Bottelino's Ltd  Approved ‐> 
24/09/07 

Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

South of Cadbury 
Garden Centre, 
Congresbury 

21  16/P/2982/O 
 

15th December 
2016 

Freemantle 
Developments 

Resolution to grant 
subject to s.106 

Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 



Shipham Lane, 
Winscombe 

28          Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Coombe Farm, 
Winscombe 

24          Yes  The development industry consortium agrees that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Broadleaze Farm, 
Winscombe 

74  16/P/2795/O  25th November 
2017 

Mead 
Realisations 
Limited 

Pending  No  The application is contrary to Policy CS32 of the Core Strategy. The site is in close proximity 
to the Mendip Hills AONB and has potential to cause adverse impact to it. Potential access 
issues (legal) to address. We also note that there are drainage constraints. 

Cox’s Green, Wrington  28  16/P/1291/O 
(59 dwellings) 
17/P/0485/O 
(28 dwellings) 

23rd May 2016 
 

23rd February 
2017 

Redcliffe Homes  1st app refused. 
Appeal Sep‐17. 
2nd app ‐ Pending 

Yes  The development industry consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in the 
five year period. 

South of Bristol Road, 
Churchill 

41  17/P/1200/O  15th May 2017  J Burdge and 
Edward Ware 

Homes 

Pending  Yes  We note that there is a flood risk objection to this site but the development industry 
consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 years. 

F Sweeting & Son, 
Sandford 

16  17/P/0606/O 
 

28th February 
2017 

F Sweeting & 
Sons 

Pending  No  The site is detached from settlement, is not currently available (haulage yard) and lies 
adjacent to AONB. Objections have been submitted to the planning application from various 
consultees including: Environment Agency, Internal Levels IDB, Noise and Highways. Council 
assessment also recognise constraints in terms of pylon corridor, Towerhead Brook, 
contamination, archaeology, ecology, AONB, safe access, sustainability and viability. In 
addition, the Council confirm that a response was received from the Agent / Developer 
which cannot confirm the deliverability of this site. 

Barrow Hospital  66  15/P/2301/F 
(approved 
subject to 
S.106) 

2nd October 2015  Crest Nicholson 
& Del Piero Ltd 

Resolution to grant, 
subject to 

completion of s.106 

Yes  The development industry consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Barrow Hospital  14  15/P/2302/F 
(approved 
subject to 
S.106) 

2nd October 2015  Crest Nicholson 
& Del Piero Ltd 

Resolution to grant, 
subject to 

completion of s.106 

Yes  The development industry consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 

Winford Coach Station  11  12/P/0390/O 
17/P/1146/R

M 

2nd March 2012 
17th May 2017 

Woodsome 
Estates Ltd 

RM approved 
16/08/17 

Yes  The development industry consortium agree that this site has the potential to deliver in 5 
years. 
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2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 2020/21 2021/22 Total

Small consented sites 117 117 118 118 118 588 95 95 95 95 95 475

TOTAL 117 117 118 118 118 588 95 95 95 95 95 475
Marine Hill House 9 0 0 0 0 9 9 0 0 0 0 9
Clevedon Hall Estate 39 0 0 0 0 39 39 0 0 0 0 39
Upper floors, Coates House, Nailsea 25 0 0 0 0 25 25 0 0 0 0 25
Former Royal Oak, Nailsea 10 0 0 0 0 10 10 0 0 0 0 10
Severn Paper Mill 70 0 0 0 0 70 70 0 0 0 0 70
Marine View Land 126 0 0 0 0 126 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land off Milton Hill/Milbury Gardens 12 0 0 0 0 12 12 0 0 0 0 12
Land adjacent Plum Tree Farm 0 0 4 4 0 8 0 0 4 4 0 8
Weston Court 0 0 26 0 0 26 0 0 26 0 0 26
Brimbleworth Farm 14 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 0 0 0 14
Bayside Hotel 0 15 0 0 0 15 0 15 0 0 0 15
Atlantic Road South 0 0 23 0 0 23 0 0 23 0 0 23
Land to the rear of Wellsea Grove 34 0 0 0 0 34 34 0 0 0 0 34
Lawrence Court 14 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 0 0 0 14
Land at Summer Lane, Weston 44 23 0 0 0 67 44 23 0 0 0 67
Former Weston Library and adjacent BT 

building 0 22 0 0 0 22 0 22 0 0 0 22
Council say 24

Oxford Plasma Technology 0 0 25 26 0 51 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land off Arnolds Way Phase 1 55 50 0 0 0 105 55 50 0 0 0 105
The Chestnuts 24 0 0 0 0 24 24 0 0 0 0 24
Land at Venus Street 14 0 0 0 0 14 14 0 0 0 0 14
Redwood Lodge 124 0 0 0 0 124 124 0 0 0 0 124
Barrow Hospital 20 0 0 0 0 20 20 0 0 0 0 20
Land off Elm Walk 0 14 0 0 0 14 0 14 0 0 0 14
Land at Scot Elm Drive 0 22 25 25 0 72 0 22 25 25 0 72
Wentwood Drive, Weston 0 0 25 25 0 50 0 0 0 25 25 50
Land at Oldmixon Road 0 0 30 50 50 130 0 0 30 50 50 130
Land at Western Trade Centre 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 10
Land at Pudding Pie Lane East 0 21 40 40 40 141 0 21 40 40 40 141
Land at Says Lane 0 0 23 20 0 43 0 0 23 20 0 43
Moor Lane, Backwell 0 30 35 0 0 65 0 30 35 0 0 65
Land at Wrington Lane, Congresbury 0 25 25 0 0 50 0 0 0 25 25 50
Land north of A368, Sandford 0 25 43 50 0 118 0 0 25 42 50 117
Bleadon Quarry 0 0 0 21 21 42 0 0 0 0 0 0
Royal Pier Hotel 0 0 0 0 63 63 0 0 0 0 63 63
Land at North End 0 20 50 50 50 170 0 20 50 50 50 170
Arnolds Way Phase 2 0 50 50 50 50 200 0 0 62 61 77 200
Land off Cobthorn Way 0 19 19 0 0 38 0 19 19 0 0 38
Pudding Pie Lane West 0 0 20 15 0 35 0 0 20 15 0 35
Woodborough Farm 0 25 50 50 50 175 0 0 0 30 50 80
Land east of Wolvershill Road, Banwell 0 22 22 0 0 44 0 0 0 22 22 44
Land at Tickenham Garden Centre 0 16 16 0 0 32 0 0 0 16 16 32

            Appendix 3 - North Somerset Council vs Development Industry Housing Trajectories

Position of Natalie Richards Position of Development Industry

Small consented 

sites

Large consented 

sites



TOTAL 634 399 561 426 324 2,344 508 236 392 425 468 2,029
Moor Lane, Clevedon 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Bridge Farm 0 0 23 50 0 73 0 0 0 0 0 0
Orchard House 0 0 12 0 0 12 0 0 0 0 0 0
Westacres Caravan Park 0 0 30 50 50 130 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land to the east and west of Wemberham 

Lane
0 0 0 24 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL 0 0 65 124 50 239 0 0 0 0 0 0
LOCKING PARKLANDS 85 410 452 475 525 1,947 60 220 307 375 420 1,382
WINTERSTOKE VILLAGE 154 244 238 225 225 1,086 120 169 275 150 225 939
WESTON VILLAGES TOTAL 239 654 690 700 750 3,033 180 389 582 525 645 2,321
Millcross site 0 0 35 35 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land north of Churchill Avenue 0 0 22 22 0 44 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nailsea Police Station 0 40 0 0 0 40 0 40 0 0 0 40
Land at West End 0 0 0 10 0 10 0 0 0 10 0 10
Land at Engine Lane 0 40 45 48 50 183 0 0 0 0 0 0
Trendlewood Way 0 15 15 0 0 30 0 0 0 0 30 30
Land south of the Uplands 0 0 25 25 0 50 0 0 25 25 0 50
North West Nailsea 0 0 30 70 70 170 0 0 0 0 0 0
South west of Severn Paper Mill 0 35 34 0 0 69 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land south of Downside 0 0 10 13 0 23 0 0 10 13 0 23
Land to the west of Winterstoke Road 0 70 0 0 0 70 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land to the rear of Locking Road 0 24 0 0 0 24 0 0 0 0 0 0
Station Approach 0 0 100 100 100 300 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mead Vale Shopping Centre 0 0 20 20 0 40 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land at Bridgwater Road 0 0 35 35 0 70 0 0 35 35 0 70
Land south of Herluin Way 0 50 100 100 100 350 0 0 0 0 0 0
Former Bournville School 0 0 20 25 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0
Former Sweat FA site 0 0 20 25 0 45 0 0 0 0 0 0
Walliscote Place 0 70 0 0 0 70 0 70 0 0 0 70
Former TJ Hughes Store 0 18 0 0 0 18 0 18 0 0 0 18
Dolphin Square 0 0 50 50 50 150 0 0 50 50 50 150
Lynton House Hotel 0 0 0 40 0 40 0 0 0 40 0 40 Council say 41

Yatton Station 0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21
Moor Road 0 0 30 30 0 60 0 0 30 30 0 60
Dauncey’s Hotel, Claremont Crescent, 

Weston-super-Mare 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

26 Bristol Road Lower, Weston-super-Mare 0 0 16 0 0 16 0 0 0 0 0 0

Queensway/Midhaven Rise, Weston-super-

Mare 0 0 0 15 20 35 0 0 0 0 0 0

Land at Wilson Gardens/Scot Elm Drive, 

Weston-super-Mare 10 20 21 0 0 51 10 20 21 0 0 51

Waverley House, Clevedon 0 21 0 0 0 21 0 21 0 0 0 21
2-6 Bay Road, Clevedon 0 0 0 19 0 19 0 0 0 0 0 0
Court Farm, All Saints Lane, Clevedon 0 5 5 0 0 10 0 0 0 0 0 0

Weston College, Somerset Square, Nailsea 0 0 28 0 0 28 0 0 0 0 0 0

Strategic Sites

Emerging 

Allocations

Large consented 

sites

Local Plan 

allocations



Youngwood Lane, Nailsea 0 0 120 50 0 170 0 0 50 50 50 150

Harbour Road/Gordano Gate, Portishead 0 93 0 0 0 93 0 93 0 0 0 93

Land at Wyndham Way, Portishead 0 0 35 0 0 35 0 0 33 0 0 33 Application is for 33, not 35.

Site V2, Harbour Road, Portishead 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 10 0 0 10
Land south of Cadbury Garden Centre, 

Congresbury
0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21 0 0 21

Land at Shipham Lane, Winscombe 0 14 14 0 0 28 0 14 14 0 0 28

Land adjoining Coombe Farm, Winscombe
0 12 12 0 0 24 0 12 12 0 0 24

Broadleaze Farm, Winscombe 0 0 74 0 0 74 0 0 0 0 0 0
Land at Cox’s Green, Wrington 0 28 0 0 0 28 0 28 0 0 0 28
South of Bristol Road, Churchill 0 0 41 0 0 41 0 0 41 0 0 41

F Sweeting and Son, Station Road, Sandford 0 0 0 8 8 16 0 0 0 0 0 0

Barrow Hospital 0 26 40 0 0 66 0 26 40 0 0 66
Barrow Hospital 0 4 10 0 0 14 0 4 10 0 0 14
Winford Coach Station, 10 High Street, 

Winford
0 11 0 0 0 11 0 11 0 0 0 11

TOTAL 10 596 1,069 740 398 2,813 10 357 423 253 130 1,173

Small site windfall 

allowance
26 26 26 26 27 131 21 21 21 21 21 105

TOTAL 

DELIVERABLE 

SUPPLY
1,026 1,792 2,529 2,134 1,667 9,149 814 1,098 1,513 1,319 1,359 6,103

Emerging 

Allocations
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Appendix 4 – Housing Supply Note 

Cox’s Green, Wrington: Section 78 Inquiry 

Site Allocations Plan: Testing of additional housing supply and Proposed 
Modifications consultation – Supplementary Note for Inspector as agreed 
between North Somerset Council and Redcliffe Homes 

1. Following the Site Allocations Plan (SAP) examination hearings in May 2017 the Inspector, Mrs 

Burden issued a note to North Somerset Council on 26 June 2017 (Appendix 6 of Mr Clements’ 

evidence).This asked the Council to test the provision of additional housing sites   to provide 

reassurance that the Core Strategy housing requirement of a minimum of 20,985 dwellings 

can be delivered by 2026.   The  Inspector  stated  that  “The  increased  choice and  flexibility 

provided by additional allocations would assist  in demonstrating the five year housing  land 

supply.” (paragraphs 2‐3). 

 

2. Mrs Burden  indicated that “the SAP should, as far as possible, aim to  identify  land to meet 

that need over  the  first  five years of  the  residual period of  the CS  in accordance with  the 

Sedgefield approach”. And that “the Council should aim to provide a 20% buffer for those first 

five years”    (paragraph 11).   Using Sedgefield with a 20% buffer  the  requirement  is 9,524 

dwellings (1,905 pa) (paragraph 8).  

 
3. Mrs Burden identified the need for a more significant buffer within the SAP between the Core 

Strategy requirement for 20,985 dwellings and the provision for 21,458 dwellings identified 

by the Council to provide additional flexibility and choice and more certainty that the adopted 

housing requirement would be delivered  (paragraph 17). The  Inspector acknowledges  that 

“sources from which additional allocations can be sought have already been identified by the 

Council”  but  having  regard  to  the  “urgent  need  to  boost  the  supply  of  housing,  [she] 

consider[s] the Council should test the potential for the provision of up to 2,500 additional 

houses  in order to  identify the environmental costs of allocating a wider choice of housing 

sites” (paragraph 22).  

4. In response to the Inspector’s note, the Council issued a note to the Inspector dated 20 July 

2017  (SAP Examination Library  reference CD2) which confirmed  the Council accepted  the 

Inspector’s  conclusions  that  additional  housing  supply  needs  to  be  identified  to  provide 

additional flexibility to ensure: 

 
a. The Core Strategy housing requirement is delivered by 2026; and  



 

b. The five year supply requirements are addressed.   

5. It established a timetable for review of additional sites and presentation of additional sites to 

the Council’s Executive on 5 September 2017.  The note was accompanied by a schedule of 

sites (CD2a – Appendix 4 of Mr Clements’ proof of evidence) which identified sites broadly in 

accordance  with  the  Core  Strategy  and  in  the  development  pipeline  which  the  Council 

intended to assess further. This list of sites totalled 1,812 dwellings. 

6. In their interim response to the Inspector the Council stated “while the council will test the 

provision of ‘up to 2,500 homes’, we have a number of concerns in relation to the derivation 

of this figure and its relevance”. 

7. The  Council  assessed  the  sites  and  reported  its  formal  response  to  the  Inspector  to  the 

Executive Meeting of 5 September 2017 (see Executive Report, Appendix 7 of Mr Clements’ 

proof of evidence).  

 
8. Following the Executive meeting, NSC  issued a  letter to the SAP  Inspector on 6 September 

confirming  that  the  Executive  had  recommended  inclusion  of  821  dwellings  in  the  Site 

Allocations Plan to address the concerns raised by the Inspector in her letter of 26 June 2017 

(SAP Library document reference CD4).  The 821 dwellings include 28 dwelling at Cox’s Green, 

Wrington.  The Council response states that the 821 dwellings represent a significant boost to 

supply which would increase the overall supply figure to 22,285 dwellings (paragraph 3).  

 

9. A schedule of the additional sites which constitute the 821 dwellings is provided at SAP Library 

document CD4a.  CD4a also includes an update of the overall housing trajectory at September 

2017.  

 

10. The  Schedule  includes  a  table  of  “New  Sites”  with  a  supply  of  821  dwellings  from  the 

additional sites, all deliverable within the 5 year period (2017/18 ‐ 2021/22). 

 

 Year 1 – 10 units 

 Year 2 – 234 units (cumulative 244) 

 Year 3 – 457 units (cumulative 701) 

 Year 4 – 92 units (cumulative 793) 

 Year 5 – 28 units (cumulative 821) 

 

11. The “Current Trajectory of All Sites” contained within CD4a Schedule 1 as updated September 

2017 identifies the Council’s current identified housing supply as follows:  



 Year 1 – 1026 units

 Year 2 – 1792 units (cumulative 2818)

 Year 3 – 2529 units (cumulative 5347)

 Year 4 – 2135 units (cumulative 7482)

 Year 5 – 1667 units (cumulative 9149)

12. The  Inspector  responded  to  the Council on  the 11 September  (SAP Library  reference  ID‐6)
advising  that  it  would  be  appropriate  to  carry  out  public  consultation  on  the  Council’s
proposed  modifications.    Once  the  consultation  period  is  complete,  the  Inspector  has
requested a set of representations made together with the Council’s summary of the main
issues and their responses.  The consultation opened on 18 September and will close on 30
October 2017.
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