
   

 

5030  December 2011 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bath & North East Somerset      Representation Reference 106/5 

Core Strategy Examination   

           

Respondent                                             Pro Planning 

Issue 2 Sub Matter:                                 Somer Valley 

                                                                   

                                                                  Q 9.1  9.4  9.6  9.7  9.8 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

                                          

                                                                              December 2011 

 

 

 



   

 

5030  December 2011 

 

 

Contents 

 

Issue 2  

Question 9.1 Balancing Jobs and Housing in Radstock                                               1 

Question 9.4 Economic Development                                                                          2 

Question 9.6 Housing                                                                                                   4 

Question 9.7 Policy SV1 4b Constraints                                                                       5 

Question 9.8 Housing Development Boundary                                                             6 

                   

 

Appendix 1: 2006 Amendment to Housing Development Boundary, 

Local Plan Policy GDS.1                                    8 

Appendix 2: SHLAA Site RAD 13.b Planning Application reference 11/04249/FUL   9 

Appendix 3:  Potential Unconstrained Development Site at Clandown, Radstock      10 



   

 

5030 1                                                                        December 2011 

   

 

           ISSUE 2 SUB MATTER: SOMER VALLEY 

 Balancing Jobs and Housing in Radstock 

9.1 The vision is to create greater self-reliance in the area (a closer balance 

between jobs and housing). Is this closer balance the most appropriate aim 

and is it likely to be achieved by the proposed strategy in SV1? 

1. The representations no. 106/5 submitted by Pro Planning on 26 January 2011 

highlighted the inconsistencies in Policy SV1. Under the heading “Housing 

Growth” in paragraph 4 reference was made to the following points. 

 The Core Strategy and Policy SV1 in particular, needs to take a more 

realistic approach and accept that out-commuting will continue from 

Radstock. This is not only realistic, but practicable, pragmatic and 

consistent with emerging national policy guidance as explained later in 

this statement. 

 The Core Strategy gives no justification for treating Radstock 

differently from Keynsham, where out-commuting is to be reinforced 

by the scale of residential development proposed within and 

surrounding the town, but without significant balanced employment 

provision. 

 The largest employment allocation within BANES in the Local Plan is 

at Bath Business Park, in Peasedown. The Core Strategy recognises 

the importance of bolstering public transport along the A367 corridor 

between Radstock, Peasedown St John and Bath. There is no valid 

justification to stifle housing development at Radstock when new 

employment opportunities have been and are continuing to be made 

available at a sustainably accessible site on a major transport corridor. 

 The greater affordability of housing in Radstock is a significant 

consideration against the inflated prices in Bath and the limited 

availability of supply. The draft National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF) at paragraph 19 bullet 3, provides for land values to be taken 

into account in preparing the housing strategy. 
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            NPPF paragraph 19.3 

“Planning policies and decisions should take into account local 

circumstances and market signals such as land prices, commercial rents 

and housing affordability.” 

3. For reasons which are elaborated under the Inspector’s question no. 9.4 below 

and as covered in paragraphs 1 and 2 of the January 2011 Representations, it is 

demonstrated that Policy SV1 will not achieve the objective of a closer balance 

between jobs and housing. The further point is made however, that given the 

circumstances of employment and housing provision in Radstock, it would be 

inappropriate to seek to do so. 

Economic Development 

9.4 Is the protection of existing business use/employment land (SV1 3c) 

consistent with national policy in relation to economic development? Is it 

likely to maximise the potential to create jobs in the area? Is it consistent 

with the expectation in SHLAA of the loss of some former employment sites 

to housing (e.g. Alcan site, MSN10)? 

4. Policy SV1 is inherently inconsistent. Part 3B allows for a planned reduction in 

industrial/warehouse floor space between 2006 and 2026, whereas Part 3C 

requires all land in existing business use to be protected and alternative use only 

to be allowed where there is employment benefit. 

5. There is also inconsistency between Part 2a, which encourages the 

redevelopment of vacant and underused industrial land and factories, with Part 3c 

which protects land in existing business use, including by inference, vacant and 

underused premises. 

6. Specifically in response to the Inspector’s question the protection of existing 

business use/employment land is not consistent with national policy in relation to 

either PPS4 or the NPPF. 

7. The draft NPPF at paragraph 75 expressly precludes long term protection of 

employment land and floor space. 

“Planning policy should avoid the long term protection of employment land     

or floor space, and applications for alternative uses of designated land or 
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buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to the market 

signals and the relative need for the different land uses.” 

9. The approach proposed in the Core Strategy is seeking to tie housing numbers to 

employment delivery in a manner which is likely to prejudice the delivery of both 

types of development. 

10. There is therefore a need not just to amend Policy SV1 so that it becomes 

inherently consistent, but also the safeguarding of employment land and premises 

and the delivery of housing sites should be largely separated out, with only 

identified key employment sites being identified and safeguarded in that use. 

11. In PPS4: Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth the plan making policy EC:2 

(h) requires: 

“Existing site allocations should not be carried forward from one version of 

the development plan to the next without evidence of the need and 

reasonable prospect of their take-up during the plan period. If there is no 

reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated economic use, 

the allocation should not be retained, and wider economic uses or 

alternative uses should be considered.” 

12. It is reasonable to expect that this principle should be applied to existing, as well 

as safeguarded employment sites, but neither aspect has been adequately 

reflected in the Policies of SV1. PPS 4 is published rather than just draft policy 

and the Core Strategy has an obligation to be consistent with it. 

Summary 

13. In relation to questions 9.1 and 9.4 therefore it is considered that the planned 

reduction of industrial floor space in Somer Valley, the identification of 

employment sites to be safeguarded, and the allocation of suitable and available 

housing sites should be addressed as separate policies in the interests of clarity 

for both housing and employment uses, and deliverability. 
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Housing 

9.6 Are the major commitments relied on for delivery likely to be achieved, 

bearing in mind the lack of development since being allocated in Local 

Plan? What barriers to implementation remain to be overcome? 

14. This issue was addressed in the January 2011 106/5 representations under the 

heading “Housing Growth” at paragraph 4. In response to the Inspector’s specific 

question, although the Core Strategy is not to be concerned with specific sites, in 

this case his forbearance is sought because site specific examples and case 

studies are helpful to illustrate and support the point. This statement focuses in 

this response on the SHLAAs Coomb End North A and B: RAD13a and b and 

RAD12. 

15. RAD12 was a BANES Local Plan allocation on the site of an existing employment 

use. It was therefore allocated for completion by 2011. As with the majority of the 

Local Plan allocations, the timing of the Core Strategy Examination is pertinent to 

this end date. It is considered that where a site has not even become the subject 

of a planning application during the Local Plan period, it is inconsistent with 

national policy to continue to allocate that site. 

16. This is particularly the case in the light of the useful definitions in the draft NPPF. 

The footnote to paragraph 109 on boosting supply of housing states that: 

“To be considered deliverable, sites should at the point of adoption of the 

Local Plan 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 in particular that development of 

the site is viable…” 

17. It is understood that the development of this site RAD 12 is not viable, but more 

particularly it does not meet the national government test set for establishing 

availability. The site continues in employment use, no attempt has been made to 

bring it forward and it should not be retained. 

18. Conversely however, the site RAD13.b (RAD13.2) has been the subject of two 

planning applications, one in 2010 prior to the January 2011 Core Strategy 

representations (Local Planning Authority reference 10/03295/FUL) and one 

subsequently during 2011 (Local Planning Authority reference 11/04249/FUL). It 
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is a former garage workshop site. The first application was refused for a number 

of technical reasons and on the grounds of the sustainability of the location 

because it lies outside the Housing Development Boundary. This reason was 

included notwithstanding it immediately adjoins the Housing Development 

Boundary and is therefore permitted by the Joint Replacement Structure Plan 

which remains current development plan policy. It also however, immediately 

adjoins the allocated site RAD12. To conclude therefore that RAD12 is 

sustainably located and RAD13.2 is not is somewhat spurious. This is 

encroaching on the issue in the Inspector’s question 9.8 and is developed in later 

paragraphs. 

19. The second application is yet to be determined, but the Officer has made it clear 

that it will continue to be refused on the basis of lying outside the Housing 

Development Boundary, even if all other issues are addressed which is nearly the 

case. 

20. In relation to question 9.6 however, the same point is relevant to a number of the 

SHLAA sites in the Core Strategy which have been allocated through the Local 

Plan, have not delivered housing units, remain active employment sites and 

should not therefore be carried forward as Core Strategy commitments unless 

there have been demonstrable changes in the prospects for delivery in recent 

months. 

9.7 Are the constraints set out in SV1 4b justified/consistent with National 

Policy? 

21. The constraints in paragraph 4b are neither justified nor consistent with national 

policy. Radstock is designated as a major settlement in BANES where housing 

and employment growth are to be encouraged. It is essential that the Core 

Strategy makes provision for a review of the Housing Development Boundary 

through the preparation of subsequent Placemaking Plans. 

22. The additional requirements that all housing has to have employment benefit or 

contribute to the implementation of the Town Park has, in the case of the former, 

already been shown to be inconsistent with national policy. It is accepted that 

there are some larger sites with capacity to accommodate mixed use schemes, 

where an element of employment use should be retained. Many of the sites, 

however such as those along Coomb End are unsuitable for continued 
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employment use, indeed employment use would not be approved because of the 

footpath, highway and junction geometry limitations, so that to impose this 

restriction would in effect rule out even that development along Coomb End which 

lies within the current Housing Development Boundary. 

23. The policy is inconsistent with national policy which seeks to encourage and 

facilitate additional new housing development. 

24. Finally the Core Strategy is, as was pointed out in the January 2011 

representations, unsound in that it allows for Housing Development Boundaries to 

be revisited in villages where development would be less sustainably located, but 

at present, precludes any revisiting of the Housing Development Boundary at the 

more major settlements of Radstock and Midsomer Norton. This contravenes 

policies for encouraging growth to the larger settlements within the district. 

9.8 Does the existing Housing Development Boundary exclude potentially 

sustainable sites, including previously developed land, potential mixed use 

employment sites, or sites included in the SHLAA as part of the housing 

supply? If so, is Policy SV1 4b justified or should the Core Strategy signal 

the intention to review the Housing Development Boundary? 

25. The Housing Development Boundary in the northern part of Radstock has to date 

been relatively arbitrarily defined. In the BANES Local Plan it was amended to 

include the allocated site RAD12, as the attached proposed amendment to the 

Local Plan confirms. Although of only historical interest, the revised deposit draft 

of the Local Plan extended the Housing Development Boundary along the length 

of Coomb End to link Radstock and Clandown, at the request of the Local 

Councillor. This was in my view, a better reflection of the reality along Coomb End 

and also enhanced the opportunities for bringing forward comprehensive 

regeneration development which could ease the access problems along Coomb 

End. This had been the commendable forward thinking of the Councillor at that 

time. 

26. An anomaly arising from the arbitrary designation was that part of the Radstock 

Conservation Area lies outside the Housing Development Boundary. This has 

meant that schemes to improve unused and derelict areas within the 

Conservation Area are being refused because they lie outside the Development 

Boundary. It highlights an ongoing inconsistency in the Development Plan 
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documents that is not currently proposed to be corrected through the Core 

Strategy review process. 

27. In addition, because the consideration of housing sites in the Core Strategy 

examination is not site specific, it should not be assumed that those identified in 

the SHLAA are all that are available. The Inspector may wish to be aware that the 

land hatched blue on the attached plan is under my client’s control, is immediately 

available for development and could be promoted through a planning application 

at any stage. At present it would be unacceptable to the Council because it is 

outside the Development Boundary. Furthermore, this site is not subject to 

sequential test constraints for the flood plain which apply to many of the allocated 

sites within the Housing Development Boundary for Radstock in and around the 

town centre. 

28. It is only by introducing scope to revisit the Housing Development Boundary that 

the Core Strategy can ensure it will encourage and achieve the most sustainable 

housing and employment development for Clandown and Radstock. Failure to 

make this provision would in effect mean that the Core Strategy has made site 

specific determinations because there would be no flexibility to consider 

alternatives thereafter. 

29. In my view it is insufficient to make reference in the new paragraph 4.15a, but 

needs to be included in a much revised version of Policy SV1. 

Summary 

30. In relation to housing at Somer Valley therefore, this further statement has 

amplified the January 2011 representations in relation to: 

 The need to review and probably delete Local Plan housing allocations 

which have not begun to be bought forward during the Local Plan period. 

 Include flexibility to revisit the Housing Development Boundary for 

Radstock, and particularly in the vicinity of Coomb End between Radstock 

and Clandown, to facilitate the development of more suitable sustainable 

sites and particularly those outside the flood plain. 
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APPENDIX 1 

2006 Amendment to Housing Development Boundary, Policy GDS.1 
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APPENDIX 2 

SHLAA Site RAD 13.b Planning Application reference 11/04249/FUL 
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APPENDIX 3 

Potential Unconstrained Development Site at Clandown 

 


