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INTRODUCTION

1.1.1

Gladman specialise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development with
associated community infrastructure.

1.1.2

Gladman submit these representations in relation to the current consultation as part of the
Examination process, responding to the opportunity to comment on the following three
elements:

1.1.3



Further Main Modifications



Revocation of the South West Regional Strategy



2011 based ONS Household projections

Gladman submitted representations to the Inspector’s Draft Main Modifications in November
2012 and then again in relation to the consultation on Additional Housing Sites in February
2013 (previous representations provided as Appendix 1 and 2 along with these
representations). The concerns raised by Gladman, through both of these representations
still stand and many of these are reiterated in these current representations.

1.1.4

These representations demonstrate how Gladman do not consider that the Further Main
Modifications make the Core Strategy sound. The key areas that Gladman consider to be
unsound are as follows:


The overall housing number has not been derived from a full objective assessment
of housing need.



The 28,355 dwelling requirement would not provide housing to meet the objectively
assessed housing need.



There is a lack of evidence to support the inclusion of a large number of units
included within the Council’s five year supply of housing land (bringing forward
delivery of significant numbers on large sites to the earlier part of the plan period).



There is an overreliance on Sustainable Urban Extensions / new neighbourhoods
coupled with unrealistic delivery rates / assumptions which is likely to adversely
affect the implementation of the plan as a whole.

1.1.5

Overall Gladman consider that these issues render the plan unsound. The Council need to
undertake a full objective assessment of the housing needs of the area, set a housing
delivery target that reflects this and identify the necessary sites to accommodate these
numbers. Without this, Gladman believe the plan is fundamentally unsound and subject to
legal challenge.
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2.1.1

In relation to the overall housing numbers proposed through the Core Strategy, Gladman
note that through the Further Main Modifications these remain set at a delivery target of
28,355 for the period 2006-2027. This proposed requirement is not based on an objective
assessment of need and therefore is not sound.

2.1.2

The Framework is clear in the aspirations to ‘boost significantly’ the supply of housing and
how this fundamental requirement should be demonstrated through the plan making
process.

2.1.3

What has been clear from Gladman’s experience in other local planning authority areas is
that many local authorities have not fully addressed the requirements of the Framework
when preparing their Local Plans and this has led to significant concerns being expressed by
Inspectors on the soundness of their plans in their current format. The main concerns
centre upon the requirement in the Framework to “use their evidence base to ensure

that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the housing market area“ (§47).
2.1.4

The process of undertaking an objective assessment is clearly set out in the Framework
principally in §14, §47, §152 and §159 and should be undertaken in a systematic and
transparent way to ensure that the plan is based on a robust evidence base.

2.1.5

The starting point for this assessment is set out in §159 which requires local planning
authorities to have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area. This involves the
preparation of a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) working with neighbouring
authorities where housing market areas cross administrative areas. The Framework goes on
to set out the factors that should be included in a SHMA including identifying “the scale and

mix of housing and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the
plan period which:


Meets household and population projections taking account of migration and
demographic change;



Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable housing and the
needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families
with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people
wishing to build their own homes); and
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Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this
demand.”

2.1.6

A key point that is worth noting from the above is that the objective assessment should
identify the full need for housing before the Council consider undertaking any process of
assessing the ability to deliver this figure. In addition, §159 specifically relates to catering
for both housing need and housing demand within the authority area. It is worth pointing
out that any assessment of housing need and demand within a SHMA must also consider
the following factors; falling household formation rates, net inward migration, the need to
address the under provision of housing from the previous local plan period, the preliminary
results of the Census 2011, housing vacancy rates (including the need to factor in a 3%
housing vacancy rate for churn in the housing market), economic factors to ensure that the
economic forecasts for an area are supported by sufficient housing to deliver economic
growth, off-setting a falling working age population by providing enough housing to ensure
retiring workers can be replaced by incoming residents, addressing affordability and
delivering the full need for affordable housing in an area.

2.1.7

Following the exercise to identify the full, objectively assessed need for housing in an area,
the local planning authority should then seek to undertake the assessment outlined in §152
of the Framework. This states that

“Local planning authorities should seek opportunities to achieve each of the
economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development,
and net gains across all three. Significant adverse impacts on any of these
dimensions should be avoided and, wherever possible, alternative options
which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be pursued. Where adverse
impacts are unavoidable, measures to mitigate the impact should be
considered. Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible,
compensatory measures may be appropriate.”
2.1.8

This statement clearly sets out that local planning authorities should seek to deliver the full,
objectively assessed need and that this should be tested through the evidence base. Only
where the evidence shows that this is not achievable should they then test other options to
see if any significant adverse impacts could be reduced or eliminated by pursuing these
options. If this is not possible then they should test if the significant adverse impacts could
be mitigated and where this is not possible, where compensatory measures may be
appropriate.

2.1.9

The final stage of the process is outlined in §14 and involves a planning judgement as to
whether, following all of the stages of the process outlined above, “ any adverse impacts of
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meeting the objectively assessed needs would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this framework taken as a whole or specific
policies in this Framework indicate development should be restricted.” It is also worth
noting that the final part of this sentence refers to footnote 9 which sets out the types of
policies that the Government consider to be restrictive. These include “ sites protected under

the Birds and Habitat Directive (see paragraph 119) and/or designated as Sites of Special
Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty, Heritage Coast or within a National Park (or the Broads
Authority); designated heritage assets; and locations at risk of flooding or coastal erosion”.
Although this list is not exhaustive it is clear that local landscape designations, intrinsic
value of the countryside, the character of areas, green gaps etc. are not specifically
mentioned as constraints.

2.1.10

The proposed housing requirement in the South Gloucestershire Core Strategy Further Main
Modifications has not been determined following the process required through the
Framework. The Council have failed to undertake an assessment of the full, objectively
assessed needs and as such do not have robust evidence to support the proposed dwelling
requirement. This proposed dwelling requirement in the Core Strategy is
fundamentally unsound. With reference to the tests of soundness outlined in §182 of the
Framework the proposed housing requirements set through the Core Strategy Further Main
Modifications are not “positively prepared” as they do not seek to meet objectively
assessed development requirements, they are also not “consistent with national
policy” as the process outlined through §152, 158, 159 and 14 has not been followed.

2.1.11

Gladman note that Barton Wilmore have undertaken a robust and objective assessment of
housing need within South Gloucestershire (this was submitted by Barton Wilmore alongside
their statement for the EiP hearing sessions). On the basis of their objective assessment
Barton Wilmore conclude that the plan should make provision for at least 33,000 new
homes over the plan period (2006-2027). The 28,355 dwellings proposed through the
Further Main Modifications to the Core Strategy falls significantly short of the objective
assessment of housing need.

2.1.12

Gladman make reference to the current Examination into the West Northamptonshire Joint
Core Strategy. In this case, the Inspector identified that the Joint Planning Unit (JPU) has
failed to undertake a full, objective assessment of housing needs in the plan area. The
Inspector listened to the debate at the hearing session (addressing the proposed housing
requirement) taking on board all of the various concerns and Council’s responses and
following this requested that the JPU undertake a full objective assessment of housing need
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across West Northamptonshire. The Inspector indicated that this would then be subject to a
further stage of public consultation and subsequently additional hearing sessions.

2.1.13

Gladman also make reference to the current Examination into the North Warwickshire Core
Strategy. The Inspector in this case has suggested that the Council withdraw their Core
Strategy because of concerns that its evidence base for the proposed housing policy is out
of date. In a letter to the Council (dated 22 nd April 2013) the Inspector stated “A plan which

cannot be shown to be seeking to meet the objectively assessed needs of an area cannot
be sound…”
2.1.14

Gladman submit that a similar approach should be adopted in South Gloucestershire. In its
current form the plan cannot be found sound as the Council do not have an understanding
of the full, objectively assessed need as required by the Framework and as such the
proposals do not conform with the Framework. The Inspector has previously acknowledged
that he is not certain that the proposed level of housing provision will be adequate to meet
the full housing needs (Inspector’s Preliminary Findings, paragraph 7), which demonstrates
further the need for an objective assessment to be undertaken.

2.1.15

Gladman suggest that the EiP should be suspended for a short period of time during which
the Council should undertake an objective assessment of housing needs and use this, in line
with the process outlined in the Framework to identify the appropriate housing target for
the plan period. If this assessment is not undertaken then the Council may be subject to
legal challenge. Gladman recognise that the resultant time delay of the additional work will
not be welcomed by the Council, however believe that ensuring the Core Strategy is sound
and will not be subject to legal challenge may save time overall.

2.1.16

In addition, a higher housing requirement which reflects the objectively assessed needs of
South Gloucestershire will inevitably have implications on the Council’s ability to
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. Subsequently the identification
of further sites to meet this need will be required.

2.2.1

Gladman raise significant concerns in relation to shortfall in housing delivery and the
Council’s approach to this. The Core Strategy acknowledges the shortfall in housing delivery
since 2006 as 3,111 (based on the 28,355 proposed requirement). The Council appear to be
adopting the ‘Liverpool Approach’ for making up the shortfall. A further concern is the
shortfall in housing delivery against the previous Local Plan.
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2.2.2

The Council should be factoring in both these elements of shortfall within their housing
delivery targets for the next five year period. It is unclear whether the Council have factored
in the shortfall from the previous Local Plan (pre 2006) within their overall proposed
housing requirement. These additions to the housing requirement have implications for the
Council’s ability to demonstrate a five year supply of housing land.

2.2.3

The whole tone and ethos of the Framework is to boost significantly the supply of housing.
In response to this, the Council should be proposing to make up their past housing delivery
shortfall over the next five years of the plan rather than either ignoring this completely or
proposing to make this up over the remainder of the plan period.

2.3.1

Policy CS15 of the Core Strategy (and Appendix D of the Further Main Modifications)
provides the proposed distribution of housing across South Gloucestershire and the
indicative phasing of delivery over the plan period. Through the Further Main Modifications
Gladman note that Appendix D has changed significantly since its previous iteration (the
Draft Main Modifications). Gladman raise significant concerns in relation to the proposed
indicative phasing and the lack of evidence to support these fundamental changes.

2.3.2

In particular Gladman raise concerns in relation to the additional housing numbers included
for the first five years; these appear to be significant additional numbers on sustainable
urban extensions (SUEs) / new neighbourhoods brought forward to an earlier stage within
the plan period. For example the number of dwellings indicated to be delivered between
2012/13 to 2016/17 in the Cribbs/Patchway new neighbourhood has increased from 235 in
the Draft Main Modifications November 2012 to 1,093 dwellings in the current Further Main
Modifications. Similarly the indicative dwelling delivery for the new neighbourhood at Yate
has increased from 260 dwellings at the Draft Main Modifications Stage to 750 dwellings in
the Further Main Modifications.

2.3.3

It is unrealistic to suggest that the two new neighbourhoods discussed above will deliver the
scale of housing indicated within the initial 2012/13 – 2016/17 time period. Concerns were
raised in relation to the inclusion of such large numbers within new neighbourhoods in the
early part of the plan in Gladman’s previous representations (when the associated figures
were much lower). As the indicative dwelling delivery on these sites for the first five year
period has increased significantly in the Further Main Modifications these concerns are
exacerbated further.
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2.3.4

Gladman reiterate the point that large sites, such as a significant proportion of those sites
which make up the claimed housing land supply, will have long lead-in times. Even when
they have outline planning permission, it may be years before they start delivering housing
on site. Furthermore once these sites come ‘on-line’ the Council needs to ensure they are
basing delivery on realistic delivery rates for each house builder. It is important to note that
even if there are a multiple builders on site, the effects of competition might restrict
delivery.

2.3.5

Gladman query whether the Council have arbitrarily increased the delivery rates of these
new neighbourhoods in the first five years of the plan period in order for them to be able to
demonstrate a five year supply of housing land. Gladman believe this approach is
fundamentally flawed as the units proposed to be delivered on these sites during the first
phase of the plan will not be met. As highlighted within Gladman’s previous representations
SUEs / new neighbourhoods such as these are often complex and require significant
infrastructure to be delivered prior to any housing on the ground. The rate at which these
will deliver housing (in terms of initial lead-in times and also delivery rates on site) needs to
be considered in a realistic manner. This has not been demonstrated through the Further
Main Modifications, in fact the issues highlighted previously appear to have worsened.
Gladman believe that the Plan is not “effective” as required by §182 of the Framework,
the proposed dwelling delivery on sites such as those discussed is highly unlikely to be
delivered affecting the implementation of the plan as a whole.

2.3.6

Demonstrating these points further is the fact that the Council make reference in footnote 1
to Appendix D that delivery of North Yate and Cribbs/Patchway new neighbourhoods relies
upon the delivery of major new strategic infrastructure. Footnote 11 of the Framework
states that “to be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable

location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will
be delivered on the site within five years and particular that development of the site is
viable.” Unless the Council can clearly demonstrate through robust evidence that the scale
of housing indicated for the first five years of the plan on these two sites, the additional
housing numbers should not be accommodated in this early phase of the plan.

2.3.7

A further concern Gladman raise in relation to the indicative phasing capacity in Appendix D
of the Further Main Modifications is in relation to the increased numbers identified to be
delivered through windfall sites. An additional 750 dwellings have been included for windfall
sites in the period 2022/23-2026/27.

2.3.8

Gladman note that §48 of the Framework states that “Local planning authorities may make

an allowance for windfall sites in the five-year supply if they have compelling evidence that
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suggests that such sites have consistently become available in the local plan area and will
continue to provide a reliable source of supply.” Whilst Gladman recognise that the Council
may be able to demonstrate that an element of the supply is likely to be delivered through
windfall sites Gladman query whether the scale proposed (750 dwellings per each five year
phase) is realistic or whether the Council are placing an over reliance on this element to
ensure they have greater chance of demonstrating a continuous five-year supply of housing
land. If the scale of windfall delivery is such as that proposed through the Further Main
Modifications it suggests that the Council are not truly embracing a plan-led approach.

2.3.9

As a final point worth noting with regard to five year housing land supply, is that the Council
calculate this against the proposed housing requirement of 28,355 dwellings over the plan
period and adopt the Liverpool approach of making the shortfall (since 2006 based on the
proposed Core Strategy requirement) up over the entirety of the Plan period rather than the
Sedgefield approach; making up any shortfall in the first five years. Firstly, Gladman contest
that the Council should not be basing their five year housing land supply calculations
against the proposed housing requirement as this figure has not yet been found sound
following scrutiny at Examination. Secondly, whilst there is no planning guidance on the
correct approach to take in relation to under-supply, recent appeal decisions including land
in Honeybourne (Appeal ref: APP/H1840/A/12/2171339) and land in Moreton Marsh (Appeal
ref: A/10/2130320) provide examples of where Inspectors has favoured the Sedgefield
approach. For example in the Honeybourne appeal the Inspector concluded:

“In my view, it is inconsistent with Planning for Growth and the NPPF
paragraph 47 to meet any housing shortfall by speading it iver the whole
plan period. Clearly it is better to meet the shortfall sooner rather than later.
Moreover, if the buffers are brought forward into the first five years as in the
NPPF, so also should the shortfall. I cannot agree with the Council’s use of
the residual method. In my view the Sedgefield approach should be used for
the reasons outlined.” (§36 appeal decision).

2.4.1

As noted in the previous section of these representations Gladman raise concerns regarding
the ability of the SUEs / new neighbourhoods to deliver the scale of housing proposed at
the rates indicated.

2.4.2

Paragraph 10.7 of the Further Main Modifications refers directly to the three new
neighbourhoods which collectively will deliver 10,400 dwellings over the plan period. As
noted in previous representations submitted by Gladman, the Core Strategy is placing an
over-reliance on the delivery of these sites.
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2.4.3

Gladman stress that if just one of these new neighbourhoods were not to come forward at
the scale and rate proposed this would have a significant impact on the number of units
that could come forward as a result of the Core Strategy. With reference to the tests of
soundness identified in paragraph 182 of the Framework this approach is not “effective”
as it is unlikely to be deliverable, and is therefore unsound. Gladman recommend that the
Council should introduce a more balanced mix of the types of sites they are promoting
through the plan, ensuring that there are enough small and medium sized sites to help
achieve the necessary housing delivery in the early years of the plan. The strategy of
pushing forward numbers from these new neighbourhoods to earlier in the plan period is
unrealistic and unsound.

2.4.4

New neighbourhoods such as these often have significant lead-in times linked to
infrastructure requirements. A realistic assessment of delivery rates on these sites needs to
be made and factored in to the housing trajectory. Gladman recommend that through the
Core Strategy the Council should be allocating sites to accommodate housing above the
proposed dwelling requirement to ensure delivery.

2.4.5

Gladman note that in paragraph 10.6ii of the Further Main Modifications that the Council is
intending to undertake a review of the Core Strategy / Local Plan to be completed before
2021. Gladman raise concerns in relation to this approach as this suggests that the current
iteration of the Core Strategy is not sufficient for the entirety of the plan period. Gladman
object to this approach, if it is clear that such an early review will be needed then the
current plan should not be found sound.

2.5.1

With reference to Policy CS34 Gladman note that the settlement boundaries were originally
identified in the previous Local Plan, these were therefore determined in relation to a
different context for growth. As the Council have not identified their objectively assessed
housing needs and an appropriate housing delivery target derived from this, it is impossible
to know whether the scale of housing required will be able to be fully accommodated within
the existing settlement boundaries.

2.5.2

Gladman note that the settlement boundary around Thornbury has been revised to
accommodate the additional site. Gladman recommend that a similar exercise should be
undertaken for the remaining settlement boundaries following further work regarding the
scale of housing need in the area.
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2.5.3

Gladman urge the Council to ensure that the settlement boundaries are sufficiently flexible
in order to accommodate housing to meet the local needs.

2.6.1

A further concern Gladman raise is in relation to the distribution of housing growth across
South Gloucestershire. Whilst Gladman recognise that the higher tier settlements should be
taking a large proportion of housing growth, linked to the facilities and services available in
these areas, Gladman are concerned that an over reliance may have been placed on these
areas.

2.6.2

The lower tier settlements and villages need also to be accommodating a degree of housing
growth to ensure that the local housing needs are met and that there remains choice and
competition within the market.

3.1.1

Gladman note that RPG 10 was the original document which provided a regionally set
housing target for South Gloucestershire; Its revocation is, in planning terms,
inconsequential as it is considerably out of date.

3.1.2

The draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the South West was never adopted and therefore the
proposed housing target set out within the draft RS, whilst being the latest available
evidence, are also substantially out of date.

3.1.3

Bearing this in mind, there is an urgent need for the Council to ensure they are proposing a
housing requirement predicated on the full, objectively assessed housing needs. As noted
previously in these representations this figure should be determined through the process
outlined in paragraphs 152, 159, 47 and 14 of the Framework.

4.1.1

Gladman welcome the opportunity to comment on the recent release of the 2011 based
household projection. In relation to South Gloucestershire, Gladman note that the
household projections have fallen slightly since the 2008 based projections. The average
change in households demonstrated through these projections is shown in the table below.
2008 based projections

2011 based projections

2011 annual dwelling

Average Change

Average Change

(assuming 3% vacancy)

1,722

1,223

1,259
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4.1.2

The 2011 based household projections, recently released by CLG should now be factored
into the Council’s future housing scenarios to provide an up-to-date understanding of future
housing requirements in your area. However, these should be used in conjunction with
various other housing needs evidence (including economic drivers of need, demographic
drivers of need and also social need) to determine the overall requirement. Gladman
consider that these projections should be used with some caution, as they are likely to have
been influenced by short term issues affecting the housing market and economy and that
when these issues ease household formation rates are likely to return to a pre-recession
trajectory over the longer term. It is also important to remember that the projections only
cover the period 2011-2021 and are unlikely to reflect predicted requirements across the
whole plan period.

5.1.1

In conclusion Gladman submit that the Further Main Modifications to the Core Strategy do
not make the plan sound. With reference to the tests of soundness outlined in paragraph
182 of the Framework Gladman summarise the key concerns as follows:


The Core Strategy is not “positively prepared” as it is not based on a strategy
that seeks to meet the objectively assessed development needs.



The Core Strategy is not “justified” as it is not based on robust, up-to-date
evidence.



The Core Strategy is not “effective” as the Council are placing an over-reliance on
the delivery of units on the new neighbourhoods. The indicative dwelling delivery on
a number of the new neighbourhoods is unrealistic and unlikely to be achieved.



The Core Strategy is not “consistent with national policy” as the Council has
not determined their housing requirement based on an objective assessment of
housing need, following the process detailed through the Framework paragraphs
152, 158, 159 and 14.

5.1.2

Overall Gladman consider that the issues detailed in these representations render the plan
unsound. The Council need to undertake a full objective assessment of the housing needs
of the area, set a housing delivery target that reflects this and identify the necessary sites
to accommodate these numbers. Without this, Gladman believe the plan is fundamentally
unsound and subject to legal challenge.
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