
South Somerset district Council Hearing Statement issue 3; Supplementary statement requested by Inspector;  

Economic Prosperity and Employment provision; Critique of Messr’s Fysh and hartley Issue 3 Statements 

 

Annex 2; Hartley Critique 

 

This supplementary document sets out the District Council‟s critique of the further statement submitted from Barrie Hartley to Issue 3 of the Examination Hearing into the Proposed Submission south Somerset Local Plan. 

 

Statement 
paragraph number 

 
Barrie Hartley Statement – Points to refute (highlighted) 

 
South Somerset District Council’s Response & Evidence Base Reference 

Inspector’s Question 3.1 

3.1.1 The Local Plan does not provide sound guidance for district wide economic growth. The council 
indicates the 11,249 jobs to be created during the plan period are based on data that shows 3,600 
jobs being created 2010-2011 then projected forward. The level of growth in jobs indicated by 
SSDC has not previously been achieved even during periods of very strong economic growth. If 
Officers had reasoned through this they should have recognised the methodology produced an 
inaccurate picture of job growth. SSDC confirmed the process they use in response to the PI 
issues of concern and it is of serious concern they have not recognised the error. The data SSDC 
used to indicate growth of 3,600 new jobs was an amalgamation of BRES employees and APS 
Self-Employment datasets along with data from DEFRA for agricultural employees.  This method is 
unsound; it neither conforms to the approach taken by its consultants (who used APS) or the 
advice by ONS  and BRES/APS guidance notes at (Appendix A) (BRES Guidance Note Jan 2011) 
which clearly advises BRES and APS data could be compared for trend purposes, but do not 
recommend amalgamating data from the different datasets (in the manner used by SSDC) as it 
would lead to over counting. ONS recommends using BRES rather than APS at District LA level. 
 

The 3,600 job growth for 2010 – 2011 is now identified as a partial product of the Working Owners 
discontinuity now identified by the ONS (December 2012).  (see Fysh critique).  The Baker‟s report 
presents strong evidence of past job growth in table 4.1  of 1180 jobs per annum  including individual 
years with job growth of 2,700 (2006 -7), 2,500 (1999 - 2000) and 2,300 in 2000 – 1 and 2003 -4). 
 
 
The evidence supporting the jobs growth identified in Policy SS3 of the PSSSLP is articulated in PMB 19 
Workshop Paper “Housing Provision Review” [PSSSLP CD 117].  In summary the methodology to identify 
the total number of persons employed in the District in 2011 is as follows: 
 

1. Identify the number of employees in employment - SSDC used 2011 BRES employee data  
and added to those numbers 1,000 agricultural employees (to include farms data which was 
included in ABI but not in BRES).  2006 is the start date of the plan, so to obtain a comparable 
figure from 2006, farms data (agricultural workers) needs to be added to BRES because ABI has 
now been replaced with BRES. Employees in Employment in 2011 = 66,600 people (see ONS 
email 17th November 2011 in Appendix 6 to confirm approach to DEFRA data). 
 

2. Identify the number of self-employed persons – these are then added to „Employees in 
Employment‟ to ascertain the total number of persons employed in the District.  The recorded data 
from the APS has been used, as confirmed by ONS (29 April 2013 - Appendix 6).  Projecting 
forward, as assumption is made that the average number of self-employed (2005-2011) can be 
maintained at the same rate.   

 
Baker Associates in their report “Housing Requirement for South Somerset and Yeovil” [PSSSLP CD 30] 
used ABI employee data and APS self-employed data, therefore Mr Hartley is incorrect that the approach 
taken by the Council does not conform with the approach taken by Baker Associates. 
 
The email on 29 April 2013 from ONS confirms the approach taken by the Council (taking BRES and the 
former ABI employee data and combining APS data (for self-employed) to get a view of the economic 
make-up of the District) is logical (see Appendix 6). 
  

3.1.2 Using BRES data as the basis for analysis indicates significantly smaller growth in jobs between 
2010 and 2011 than indicated by SSDC, growth was also primarily within working owners. 
Additionally analysing BRES shows those in employment in 2011 remains significantly lower than 
in 2008. There is clearly a problem with the analysis undertaken by SSDC. Although BRES is the 
preferred tool a comparison of APS against BRES data indicates similar employment trends. APS 
data over time shows a falling off in employment in 2012 against the modest 2010-2011 
employment gains, comparing to the extracted BRES data 2008-2011 gives similar trend at 
(Appendix B). The main thrust of SSDC employment growth out to 2028 is not based on sound 
methodology. Officer briefing to LDF PMB Workshop 19 indicated the consultants confirmed the 
SSDC Methodology. Reading the Baker Associates response it is clear that they did not confirm 
the methodology of adding APS and BRES data together was sound, they solely indicated taking a 
longer term view on self-employment was a reasonable assumption to make. 
 

 

 2010 2011 Difference 

BRES employee data  
(unrevised for working owners discontinuity) 

64,000 65,600 1,600 employees 

BRES employee data  
(revised for working owners discontinuity) 

65,200 65,600  400 employees 

Difference 1,200 employees No difference  

 
Mr Hartley is citing the recorded growth between the revised BRES employee data which equates to a 
growth in 400 jobs.  The Council used the unrevised 2010 data (as the revision to remove the working 
owner‟s discontinuity was not released until 14 December 2012) and the 2011 data (which included the 
working owner‟s discontinuity).  Therefore if anything, the Council recorded a lower number of employees 
in 2010 than in reality (some 1,200 less employees).   See Council‟s response to Cllr Fysh paragraph 
3.1.5. 
 
Mr Hartley cites the use of APS data to analyse total employment but APS data analyses where people 
live not where they work and therefore this approach has not been used by the Council or their 
consultants in analysis of total employment.  The APS data for self-employed has been used in the 



absence of any other reasonable evidence. 
 
Mr Hartley cites 2012 APS data.  BRES data for 2012 has not yet been released. 
 
The BRES data is different to ABI data in that one can extract from BRES employee data and it includes 
an Employment figure.  ABI was simply employee data.  The Council continued to use the approach taken 
by the consultants as this is logical, and demonstrated by the example below. 
 
APS self-employed data records the following number of persons who live in South Somerset as self-
employed (March reference used by Baker Associates): 

 2005 - 9,100 persons 

 2006 - 10,200 persons 

 2007 - 12,400 persons 

 2008 - 13,500 persons 

 2009 - 8,000 persons 

 2010 - 7,600 persons 

 2011 - 9,600 persons 

 2012 - 12,200 persons 
 
It is clear that the data fluctuates, but in the last 7 years has not fallen below 7,600 persons.  On the basis 
of the email from John Baker, it is assumed that Mr Hartley recommends using the BRES Employment 
figure to establish the number of persons who are self-employed (thereby deducting the BRES employee 
figure from the employment figure).  If this were done it would result in the following number of self-
employed for the District (please note the unrevised BRES figures are being used in this example): 

 2008 - 4,000 (Employment - 71,400, Employees - 67,400) 

 2009 - 4,900 (Employment - 71,200, Employees - 66,300) 

 2010 - 4,500 (Employment - 68,500, Employees - 64,000) 
 
Clearly, these figures are well below the District‟s self-employed rates and if used would massively 
underestimate the jobs present in the South Somerset economy. 
 
As stated by Mr Hartley, John Baker confirmed in that same email that the Council‟s approach to revising 
the self-employed percentage was a reasonable assumption. 

3.1.3 To make the plan sound SSDC needs to redo their calculations for future job growth using 
BRES/ABI data properly adjusted for discontinuity using the ONS recommended approach.     
 

See Council‟s response to Cllr Fysh paragraph 3.1.5 -3.1.6. 

Inspector’s Question 3.4 

3.4.1 SSDC identified from NOMIS that 18.3% of district jobs (excluding agricultural and military) were 
located in rural settlements. In developing the local plan SSDC changed the percentage of future 
jobs for rural settlements down to 13% and subsequently 10.5%. SSDC indicate that they wished 
to ignore NOMIS evidence as not appropriate for rural settlements and market towns.   
 

The evidence has not been ignored, the Council has analysed the evidence and established that a more 
relaxed approach to development in the Rural Settlements in the past has been at the expense of 
developing strategic employment sites and allocations in more sustainable Market Towns and Rural 
Centres.  Therefore the strategy in the PSSSLP seeks to focus growth in the Market Towns as opposed 
to Rural Settlements.  This is in line with the Council‟s Plan.  The approach does not prevent development 
of an appropriate scale coming forward in the Rural Settlements in accordance with paragraph 28 of the 
NPPF and PSSSLP Policies SS2, SS3, EP4, EP5 and EP8.  

3.4.2 The Local Plan‟s focus of urban employment and housing fails to provide the balance to ensure 
the strong rural economy in South Somerset is retained. The level of future employment for rural 
communities fails to match the historic figures derived from NOMIS and the Council have not 
correctly assessed the high levels of self-employment in rural communities compared to urban 
areas.  The Local Plan seeks to actively reduce employment opportunity and growth in rural areas 
and has no effective evidence to show this supported by a trend of reducing economic actively in 
rural areas. 
 

See response above in 3.4.1. 
 
It is clear that the future growth proposed in the PSSSLP is balanced, and this is illustrated in Figure 5 on 
page 56 of the PSSSLP.  
 
Mr Hartley identifies elsewhere in his submission to the PSSSLP that 17% of self-employed people reside 
in Yeovil and 5% of agricultural workers reside in Yeovil.  Mr Hartley makes this point to suggest that an 
inflated number of new jobs, hence housing has been attributed to Yeovil.   
 
The Council did not analyse at settlement level the percentage/number of jobs in either the self-employed 
or agricultural sector.  It took the percentage established through the employee analysis (ABI/BRES) and 
applied the same percentage split to settlements across the District.   
 
The Council at the Hearing Session into Issue 3 explained that Mr Hartley was using 2011 census data 
which like APS data records information based on where people live rather than where they work.  This 



information is not available as the Council has sought to obtain it, see ONS email trails 29 April 2013.  
The Council has made the assumption in the absence of any reasonable evidence that given the 
disproportionally  high level of jobs in Yeovil compared to the rest of the District that a similar level of self-
employed people would commute into Yeovil to work (as contractors etc.) as Yeovil is the main business 
focus. 
 
Agricultural workers account for 1,000 jobs which is roughly 1.3% of the total workforce (of 76,200) in 
2011.  The Baker report identifies that over the plan period jobs in agriculture will decline (page 17).  
Given that the sector will not be experiencing jobs growth, there is no requirement to provide additional 
housing for the sector, hence no need for additional homes in the countryside.        

3.4.3 The local plan evolved from the Draft Core Strategy was designed to achieve high levels of self-
containment in Yeovil and the Market Towns. The plan directs new jobs away from rural areas 
reducing the level of new jobs here by over 55% of its historic level; this is not in accord with the 
NPPF‟s policies objective 3 para 28 - supporting a prosperous rural economy. 
 

See response above in 3.4.1. 

3.4.4 To make the Local Plan sound the Council needs to amend its policies to encourage and support 
strong economic growth in rural areas consistent with Government statements and policies. 
Additionally policy SS2 should be amended to provide a level of housing that support rural 
economic population growth to ensure balanced communities.   

See response to 3.4.1 above. 

Inspector’s Question 3.8 

3.8.1 There is no indication that full account has been taken of current and future changes in MoD 
employment within South Somerset. Between 2006 and 2012 there was a significant reduction in 
UK Military personnel as well as a reducing number of MoD civilian personnel (Appendix C 
extracted from DASA shows personnel reductions). The future situation for jobs at RNAS Yeovilton 
(2012 to 2016) is mixed, with an increase in UK Military but a decrease in MoD Civilian jobs 
(Appendix D – FOI request to MoD). The overall net effect is broadly neutral for UK Military 
personnel but there is a significant decline in MoD civilian jobs. Job reductions within the MoD 
sphere may not necessarily mean people move away per se but it does mean those who remain in 
South Somerset are well placed to take up new work which may have a reducing effect on the 
level of inward migration of people seeking work. 
 

Email on the 01 November 2011 from ONS [Council‟s Mid Hearing Document H013] confirms that HM 
Forces are included in APS data, but the District Council has only used the self-employed element of the 
APS data and therefore HM Forces rightly so, are not included in the Council‟s calculation of housing 
need (other than the 300 allowance made and explained in the Housing Topic Paper CD 14 and mid 
hearing statement H007)).  Civilian workers based at Yeovilton or Merryfield are included in BRES 
employee data, and changes will have been taken into account through BRES analysis. 
 
The Baker report included civilian workers in its economic scenario forecasts for job growth and hence 
addressed potential movement in this particular economic sector.  The job reduction on Mr. hartley‟s 
statement appendix D for the Yeovilton base in substantially already happened. 
 
 
 
 
 
  

3.8.2 The local plan states an additional requirement of 300 dwellings but it is not clear which evidence 
SSDC uses to derive this figure. The proposed increase is in support of the Army Germany 
drawdown and the re-location of units to RNAS Yeovilton. Local press release in January 2013  
(Appendix E) have indicated about 150 married quarters to be taken from the current housing 
market so it is not clear how an assessment for 300 was made. SSDC do not appear to have made 
any assessment of the number of personnel from these units that are likely to reside in Barracks 
which has the potential to change the percentage of population in communal facilities and or 
needing houses. 
 

The Housing Topic Paper [PSSSLP CD 14] explains at PMB Workshop 14 (12th April 2012) an allowance 
was made for 300 dwellings to cater for Yeovilton air base requirements and a note of the meeting 
clarifying the additional need is presented as the Council‟s mid hearing Statement  H007).  The press 
release is broadly consistent with the information set out in H007 in that the earlier meeting indicated that 
the MOD would be looking directly for 175 dw with the remaining 125 dw to be sourced independently by 
incoming forces personnel acting independently. 

3.8.3 In 2016 there are a couple of significant changes that will have an impact on the MoD. The 
Yeovilton Commando SeaKing Fleet is retired and although replaced by Merlin aircraft there are 
likely to be some job reductions. The SeaKing support organisations (MoD Project Team and the 
Augusta Westland SKIOS operational support) cease with further job reductions. These are 
potential detractors in terms of MoD supported jobs. 
 

The suggested job reduction in association with retiring the Seaking  Fleet is not evidenced specifically 
nor is it reflected in the appendix D to Mr Hartley‟s statement on issue 3. 

3.8.4 To make the plan sound SSDC needs to reflect the housing requirement for the MoD at 150 and 
take into account lower MoD jobs levels 2006-2017 when assessing overall housing requirements. 
It is logical that due to the high level of district vacant dwelling stock any MoD requirement could 
be absorbed within the overall district spare capacity. The housing requirement in the Local Plan 
needs to be lower to reflect the percentage of incoming military personnel who would reside in 
communal facilities and the absorbing of the MoD requirement within housing spare capacity.    
 

The 150 provision is not what the MOD have articulated to be the general off base market housing 
requirement (see answer to 3.8.2 above).  The issue of empty homes has already been addressed in 
Issue 4 hearing – there is not spare capacity and in mid hearing submission H005 the Council have 
presented evidence of percentage dwelling vacancies much lower than suggested by Mr. Hartley and 
close to the 3% norm associated  with accommodating a healthy housing market and turnover of stock.   
The Council have presented robust trend data showing that empty homes are running a t .  The Baker‟s 
economic scenarios take account of likely change in the civilian employment in general terms 

 

 



 

Mr Hartley‟s Appendices: 

A. APS/BRES Guidance Notes 

B. APS/BRES Extracted data 2004-2012 

C. UK Regular Forces and MoD personnel South Somerset – DASA data 

D. MoD FOI response 21 January 2013 

E. Local Press release 31 January 2013 

 


