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1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4
1.5

1.6

Introduction

In 2018 LUC was commissioned to undertake an assessment of the Green Belt for the City
of Wolverhampton, Dudley, Sandwell and Walsall, (together comprising the Black Country)
and South Staffordshire. The Study forms an important piece of evidence for the partial
review of the Black Country Core Strategy (the Black Country Plan) and the strategic site
allocations and individual development plans of the Black Country Authorities and South
Staffordshire. This report sets out the findings of the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Green Belt
Assessment for South Staffordshire. A separate report sets out the Stage 1 and 2 findings
for the Black Country.

LUC is one of the leading Environmental Consultants in the UK specialising in
Environmental Planning, Design and Management. LUC’s involvement in Green Belt policy
development and review is unparalleled. We have advised developers and local authorities
across the country on Green Belt issues, as well as undertaking numerous independent
Green Belt studies at a range of scales. We have completed Green Belt Assessments or
Reviews on behalf of nearly 40 Local Authorities throughout England.

Study aims and objectives

The overall aim of the Study was to undertake an independent, robust and transparent
assessment of Green Belt within the South Staffordshire. This includes a comprehensive
assessment of the performance of Green Belt land in line with policy set out in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) good practice guidance, local plan examination
inspectors’ reports and case law. The Study draws out variations in the contribution of land
to the five Green Belt purposes, identifying areas of land whose performance ranges from
relatively weak to relatively strong in Green Belt terms. The Green Belt within the South
Staffordshire is illustrated in Figure 1.1.

The Green Belt Study has two stages.

Stage 1 draws out strategic variations in the ‘contribution’ of Green Belt land to the Green
Belt purposes as defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This has
regard to the wider context of Green Belt land within the South Staffordshire, and
neighbouring authorities. At the end of Stage 1, strategic parcels of Green Belt land were
defined which draw-out variations in the contribution of Green Belt land in relation to the
five Green Belt purposes, as set out in Para 134 of the NPPF:

1 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

a b~ W N

to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban
land.

Stage 2 includes a more focused assessment of the potential ‘harm’ of removing land from
the Green Belt. The assessment area covers all unconstrained Green Belt land within
South Staffordshire.

South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 5 July 2019
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1.7 Stage 1 considers variations in the contribution made by land to Green Belt purposes,
whereas Stage 2 assesses the harm to the Green Belt that would result from the release of
specific sites or parcels of land. In assessing harm, in addition to the contribution to Green
Belt purposes, consideration is given to how loss of land from the Green Belt would affect
the strength/integrity of the remaining Green Belt and the residual Green Belt boundaries.
This approach is consistent with the latest case law on the matter, notably Calverton Parish
Council v Greater Nottingham Councils & others (2015)?%, which found that planning
judgments setting out the ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the amendment of Green Belt
boundaries require consideration of the ‘nature and extent of harm’ to the Green Belt.

1.8 The factors which influence the assessment of harm are the same as those which
determine variations in contribution, but considering a specific area of land allows a more
detailed analysis of where the role of site/parcel location, size and boundaries and how
these are weighed up alongside the strategic contribution findings (relating to each Green
Belt purpose) in order to arrive at a single overall harm rating. The assessment process
also allows ‘sub site or sub area scenarios’ to be identified where smaller areas of land (i.e.
part of a site or parcel) could potentially be released with less resultant harm to Green Belt
purposes. This information on Green Belt harm, can be weighed up by the Council
alongside sustainability and viability considerations to make decisions on the potential
suitability of releasing Green Belt land.

1.9 Alongside the Green Belt Study, Stage 3 involved undertaking a landscape sensitivity
assessment, assessing the sensitivity of land within the South Staffordshire to housing and
employment development. There is a relationship between landscape sensitivity and Green
Belt contribution/harm in that physical elements which play a role in determining landscape
character and sensitivity are also likely to play a role in the spatial relationship between
urban areas and the countryside. However there are fundamental distinctions in the
purposes of the two assessments, reflecting the fact that landscape quality is not a relevant
factor in determining the contribution to Green Belt purposes, or harm to those purposes
resulting from the release of land. The findings of the Stage 3 landscape sensitivity
assessment for South Staffordshire and the Black Country are presented in two separate
accompanying reports.

Duty to Co-operate Engagement

1.10 A method statement setting out the proposed assessment approach for the South
Staffordshire Green Belt Study was circulated to the Council’s key stakeholders with whom
the Council has a duty to cooperate,? as well as other organisations the Council considered
necessary. This included the following:

. Birmingham City Council.

. Bromsgrove District Council.

. Cannock Chase District Council.
. City of Wolverhampton Council.
. Coventry City Council.

. Dudley Borough Council.

. Environment Agency.

. Historic England.

. Lichfield District Council.

. Natural England.

! see para. 2.24 for more details.
2 Section 110 of the Localism Act (2011).

South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 6 July 2019
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. North Warwickshire Borough Council.

. Redditch Borough Council.

. Sandwell Council.

. Shropshire Council.

. Stafford Borough Council.

. Staffordshire County Council.

. Stratford-on-Avon District Council.

. Tamworth Borough Council.

. Telford & Wrekin Council.

. Walsall Borough Council.

. Wildlife Trust.

. Wyre Forest District Council.

1.11  Stakeholders were invited to comment on the draft methodology and a summary of their
responses and how their comments have been addressed is provided in Appendix 1.

Report Structure

1.12 This report is divided into four parts:

Part A: Introduction and context

Chapter 1 Sets out the aims and objectives of the study and the consultation that
has informed its preparation.

Chapter 2 Summarises the relevant national and local policy context and the origins
of the West Midlands Green Belt.

Chapter 3 Sets out the definitions which inform the Green Belt Assessment
methodology for Stages 1 and 2 of the Study.

Part B: Stage

1 Assessment of Contribution

Chapter 4 Outlines the assessment methodology for Stage 1 of the Study: the
assessment of contribution to the Green Belt purposes.
Chapter 5 Summarises the findings of the Stage 1 assessment. The detailed

Part C: Stage

assessment findings are contained in Appendix 2.

2 Assessment of Harm

Chapter 6 Outlines the assessment methodology for Stage 2 of the Study: the
assessment of harm of the release of land from the Green Belt.
Chapter 7 Summarises the findings of the Stage 2 assessment. The detailed

Part D: Making Changes to the Green Belt

assessment findings are contained in Appendix 3.

Chapter 8 Summarises the next steps and discusses mitigation measures which
may be used should land be released from the Green Belt, along with the
potential beneficial uses of Green Belt land.
South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 7 July 2019
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2 Policy Context

Introduction

2.1 This chapter provides a summary of National Green Belt policy, relevant guidance and case law
and the local Green Belt and planning policy context.

National Green Belt Policy

2.2 In 1955 the Government established (though Circular 42/55) the three main functions of the
Green Belt as:

. Checking growth of large built-up areas.
. Preventing neighbouring settlements from merging.
. Preserving the special character of towns.

2.3 Emphasis upon the strict control of development and the presumption against building in the
Green Belt except in special circumstances was set out through further Government Green Belt
guidance in 1962. The essential characteristic of Green Belts as permanent with boundaries only
to be altered in exceptional circumstances was established through Circular 14/84.

2.4 In January 1988 PPG2 Green Belts (Planning Policy Guidance Note 2), subsequently replaced in
1995 and further amended in 2001, explicitly extended the original purposes of the Green Belt to
add:

. to safeguard the surrounding countryside from further encroachment; and,

. to assist in urban regeneration (subsequently replaced in 1995 and further amended in
2001).

25 PPG2 was replaced through the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in
March 20123, revised and re-published in July 2018 and in February 2019°, and this document
currently provides national Green Belt policy. The current position of the Government in relation
to Green Belt provided through the NPPF is set out below.

National Planning Policy

2.6 Government policy on Green Belt is set out in Chapter 13 of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF)®. Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states that “the fundamental aim of Green Belt
policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics
of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence”.

2.7 This is elaborated in NPPF paragraph 134, which states that Green Belts should serve five
purposes, as set out overleaf.

s Department of Communities and Local Government (2012) National Planning Policy Framework Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2.
4 Department of Communities and Local Government (2018) National Planning Policy Framework Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2.
s Department of Communities and Local Government (2019) National Planning Policy Framework. Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2.
6 Department of Communities and Local Government (2019) National Planning Policy Framework. Available at:
www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2.
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2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

The NPPF purposes of Green Belt
1. To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas.
To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another.
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.

G W oe

To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.

The NPPF emphasises in paragraph 135 and 136 that local planning authorities should establish
Green Belt boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt and settlement
policy. It goes on to state that “once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered
where exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified, through the preparation or
updating of plans. Strategic policies should establish the need for any changes to Green Belt
boundaries having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so they can endure
beyond the plan period. Where a need for changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established
through strategic policies, detailed amendments to those boundaries may be made through non-
strategic policies, including neighbourhood plans.”

Paragraph 137 of the NPPF requires that the “strategic plan-making authority should have
examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development”
before concluding that the exceptional circumstances exist (paragraph 137), specifically whether
the strategy:

a. “makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and underutilised land;

b. optimises the density of development, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in
minimum density standards in town and city centres, and other locations well served by public
transport; and

c. has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether they could
accommodate some of the identified need for development, as demonstrated through the
statement of common ground.”

Paragraph 138 of the NPPF indicates that “when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries,
the need to promote sustainable patterns of development should be taken into account. Strategic
policy-making authorities should consider the consequences for sustainable development towards
urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green
Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. Where it has been concluded
that it is necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should give first
consideration to land which has been previously developed and / or is well served by public
transport. They should also set out ways in which the impact of removing land from the Green
Belt can be offset through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land”.”

Paragraph 139 of the NPPF suggests that Local Planning Authorities may wish to identify areas of
‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt to accommodate long-term
development needs well beyond the plan period.

Current guidance therefore makes it clear that the Green Belt is a strategic planning tool designed
primarily to prevent the spread of development and the coalescence of urban areas. To this end,
land should be designated because of its position, rather than its landscape quality or recreational
use. However, the NPPF states “local planning authorities should plan positively to enhance the
beneficial use of the Green Belt, such as looking for opportunities to provide access; to provide
opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation; to retain and enhance landscapes, visual amenity
and biodiversity; or to improve damaged and derelict land” (Paragraph 141).

! This NPPF requirement will be met as part of the wider Local Plan preparation process, although the findings of this review will form
part of this.
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2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

It is important to note, however, that these positive roles should be sought for Green Belt once
designated. The lack of a positive role, or the poor condition of Green Belt land, does not
necessarily undermine its fundamental role to prevent urban sprawl by being kept permanently
open. Openness is hot synonymous with landscape character or quality.

Paragraph 143 and 144 state that “inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the
Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances... ‘Very special
circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.”

Paragraphs 145 sets out the types of new buildings that are not inappropriate in the Green Belt:

o

“buildings for agriculture and forestry;

appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and
allotments; as long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not
conflict with the purposes of including land within it;

c. the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in disproportionate
additions over and above the size of the original building;

d. the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same use and not materially
larger than the one it replaces;

e. limited infilling in villages;

f. limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set out in the
development plan; and

g. limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously developed land,
whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding temporary buildings), which would:
- not have a greater impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the purpose of including
land within it than the existing development.
- Not cause substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt, where the development
would re-use previously developed land and contribute to meeting an identified affordable
housing need within the area of the local planning authority.”

Paragraph 146 sets out other forms of development that are not inappropriate provided they
preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the purposes of including land in
Green Belt. These are:

“mineral extraction;

a
b. engineering operations;

o

local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location;

d. the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial
construction;

e. material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use for outdoor sport or recreation or
for cemeteries or burial grounds); and

f. development brought forward under a Community Right to Build Order.”

Neither the NPPF or the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) provide any specific advice
regarding a methodology for undertaking Green Belt reviews, and no reference is made to
different scales of review.

Other Relevant Guidance and Case Law

Planning Advisory Service Guidance

Whilst neither the NPPF or NPPG provide guidance on how to undertake Green Belt reviews, the
Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has published an advice note that discusses some of the key
issues associated with assessing Green Belt.

South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 11 July 2019
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2.19 The PAS Guidance® considers the way in which the five purposes of Green Belt should be
addressed, as follows:

. Purpose 1: To Check the Unrestricted Sprawl of large built-up areas — this should consider
the meaning of the term ‘sprawl’ and how this has changed from the 1930s when Green Belt
was conceived.

. Purpose 2: To Prevent Neighbouring Towns from merging into one another — assessment of
this purpose will be different in each case and a ‘scale rule’ approach should be avoided. The
identity of a settlement is not determined just by the distance to another settlement; instead
the character of the place and the land between settlements must be acknowledged.

. Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment — the most useful
approach for this purpose is to look at the difference between the urban fringe and open
countryside. As all Green Belt has a role in achieving this purpose, it is difficult to apply this
purpose and distinguish the contribution of different areas.

o Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and Special Character of Historic Towns — this applies to
very few places within the country and very few settlements in practice. In most towns,
there is already more recent development between the historic core and the countryside.

. Purpose 5: To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land — the amount of land within urban areas that could be developed will
already have been factored in before identifying Green Belt land. The value of various land
parcels is unlikely to be distinguished by the application of this purpose.

2.20 It also states that the assessment of the performance of Green Belt should be restricted to the
Green Belt purposes and not consider other planning considerations, such as landscape, which
should be considered in their own right as part of the appraisal and identification of sustainable
patterns of development.

2.21 The guidance goes on to list the types of areas of land that might make a relatively limited
contribution to the Green Belt, or which might be considered for development through a review of
the Green Belt according to the five Green Belt purposes:

o land partially enclosed by development, i.e. where new development would effectively be
‘infill’ development;

. land where development would be well contained by the landscape;

. land where harm to the qualities that contributed to the distinct identity of separate
settlements would be limited; and,

. a strong boundary could be created with a clear distinction between ‘town’ and ‘country’.

2.22 The Planning Advisory Service has since updated their ‘Plan Making Question and Answer’ advice
with regard to the assessment of Green Belt within Local Plans®. The service advises that Green
Belt Reviews should be considered in the context of its strategic role. This indicates that Green
Belts should not necessarily be just reviewed for each authority, and could include a joint
methodology.

Planning Inspectorate Local Plan Examination Reports

2.23 Since the adoption of the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012, there have been
several important Planning Inspectorate Local Plan Examination Reports which have informed
Green Belt planning®®. These include:

. The Inspector’s preliminary conclusions (S Emerson) to Bath and North East Somerset
Council (June 2012) highlighted the importance of having an “up-to-date and comprehensive
review of the Green Belt in the district is necessary to see whether all the land so designated
fulfils the Green Belt purposes”.

8 Planning Advisory Service (2015) Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues — Green Belt. Available at: www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-
support/councillor-development/planning-doorstep-big-issues.

9 Planning Advisory Service (2014) PAS Good Plan Making Guide: Principle 2 — Q: When should you carry out a Green Belt Review?
Available at: www.local.gov.uk/good-plan-making-guide.

10 case notes referring to the NPPF that pre-date July 2018 make reference to the original March 2012 NPPF document.

South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 12 July 2019
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. The Inspector’s report (A Thickett) to Leeds City Council (September 2014) emphasised that
Green Belt studies should be “fair, comprehensive and consistent with the Core Strategy’s
aim of directing development to the most sustainable locations”, i.e. Green Belt reviews
should be ‘comprehensive’ rather than ‘selective’.

. The Inspector’s interim views (S J Pratt) to Cheshire East Council (October 2014) and further
interim views (December 2015) highlighted several flaws in the approach to the Council’s
Green Belt assessment:

- Contribution to the Green Belt purpose were not the only factors used to inform the
assessment, land ownership, availability and deliverability were also considered,
weighting overall Green Belt judgements against the purposes of the designation.

- The Green Belt was divided-up in to assessment parcels inconsistently: large areas were
assessed in the same way as small sites and some areas of Green Belt were not
assessed.

- Green Belt purposes 4 and 5 were not assessed.

- The Council’'s two stage Green Belt assessment update involving an initial assessment of
large general areas followed by smaller parcels for the five Green Belt purposes, was
subsequently approved by the Inspector. However, the Inspector emphasised the need
for consistency and transparency: “This is a complex process, which needs to be
undertaken in a consistent and transparent manner using available and proportionate
evidence, involving professional judgements; it was not simply a desk-based study, but
one which involved many site visits by CEC’s officers or consultants to confirm the
assessments and judgements.”

- With regard to the assessment of Purpose 4 the Inspector commented that “the
assessment utilises a variety of historical evidence, which enables a full assessment of
the smaller settlements; this could be criticised as being too detailed for a Green Belt
assessment which focuses on the larger historic towns, but is not necessarily
inappropriate or irrelevant”.

- With regard to the assessment of Purpose 5 which focussed on the area of brownfield
land within the settlement nearest to the Green Belt land under assessment, the
Inspector found the approach to be “consistent, transparent and proportionate.”

. The Inspector’s interim findings (H Stephens) to Durham City Council (November 2014)
clarified that assessments against the Green Belt purposes should form the basis of any
justification for releasing land from the Green Belt, and in reviewing land against the
purposes Green Belt studies should consider the reasons for a Green Belt’s designation.

. The Inspectors’ Letter (L Graham) to Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire Councils
(May 2015) emphasised that Green Belt studies should make clear “how the assessment of
‘importance to Green Belt’ has been derived” from assessments against the individual
purposes of Green Belt and highlighted the importance of revisions to Green Belt boundaries
to “take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development, as required by
paragraph 85 of the NPPF [even if] such an exercise would be carried out through the
SEA/SA process.”

3 The Inspector’s Letter (M Middleton) to Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (December 2017)
found that the Phase 1 Green Belt assessment was too strategic to draw out finer grained
variations in Green Belt performance and Phase 2 of the review, although more detailed,
failed to assess all potential development sites and did not assess the extent to which the
Green Belt would be harmed by the loss of a parcel in part, in its entirety or in combination
with other parcels. The Inspector noted the Green Belt review had incorrectly incorporated
an examination of landscape character into the consideration of openness, which “should
only be concerned about the absence of built development and other dominant urban
influences”.

. The Inspector’s report (D Smith) to the London Borough of Redbridge (January 2018)
supported the Council’s decision not assess the Borough’s Green Belt against Purpose 4 on
the grounds that there are no historic towns in the Borough. The Inspector also noted that
contribution to Purpose 5 had not been assessed because all brownfield sites with reasonable
prospects of development had been identified. The Inspector concluded that this reasoning
was “flawed as a matter of principle because the aims of the Green Belt are long-term but as

South Staffordshire Green Belt Study — Stage 1 and Stage 2 13 July 2019
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2.24

this purpose applies to most land it does not form a particularly useful means of evaluating
sites”.

High Court and Court of Appeal Judgements

Since the adoption of the National Planning Policy Framework in March 2012, there have been
several important High Court and Court of Appeal judgements that have informed general
interpretation of national Green Belt policy!!. These include:

Heath & Hampstead Society v Camden LBC & Vlachos (2008) concerned a proposal to
demolish an existing residential building on Metropolitan Open Land and replace it with a
new, larger building which represented a spatial intrusion upon the openness of the MOL but
which did not intrude visually on that openness. The Inspector concluded that “while it may
not be possible to demonstrate harm by reason of visual intrusion as a result of an individual
— possibly very modest — proposal, the cumulative effect of a number of such proposals,
each very modest in itself, could be very damaging to the essential quality of openness of
the Green Belt and Metropolitan Open Land”. Although the case related to previous policy in
relation to the Green Belt as set out in Planning Policy Guidance 2 (PPG 2), this portion of the
judgement was cited in Turner v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
& East Dorset District Council (see below) as relevant guidance in relation to the concept of
openness of the Green Belt in the NPPF.

Calverton Parish Council v Greater Nottingham Councils & others (2015) indicates that
planning judgments setting out the ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the amendment of Green
Belt boundaries require consideration of the ‘nature and extent of harm’ to the Green Belt
and ‘the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be
ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent’:

“the planning judgments involved in the ascertainment of exceptional circumstances in the
context of both national policy and the positive obligation located in section 39(2) should, at
least ideally, identify and then grapple with the following matters: (i) the acuteness/intensity
of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree may be important); (ii) the inherent
constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for sustainable development;
(iii) (on the facts of this case) the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable
development without impinging on the Green Belt; (iv) the nature and extent of the harm to
this Green Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost if the boundaries were reviewed);
and (v) the extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may
be ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent.”

Timmins and Lymn Family Funeral Service v Gedling Borough Council and Westerleigh Group
Limited (2015) clarifies that any material change of use of land in the Green Belt generally
(and the use of land as a cemetery in particular) should be regarded as inappropriate unless
listed in paragraphs 89 and 90 of the NPPF.

Turner v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government & East Dorset District
Council (2016) was a Court of Appeal judgement following a previous high court judgement
in which a refusal for planning permission in the Green Belt by East Dorset District Council
was upheld. The case was dismissed by the Court of Appeal, but the judgement concluded
that:

“openness is open-textured and a number of factors are capable of being relevant when it
comes to applying it to the particular facts of a specific case. Prominent among these will
be factors relevant to how built up the Green Belt is now and how built up it would be if
redevelopment occurs...and factors relevant to the visual impact on the aspect of openness
which the Green Belt presents.”

“The question of visual impact is implicitly part of the concept of ‘openness of the Green
Belt’ as a matter of the natural meaning of the language used in para. 89 of the NPPF...
There is an important visual dimension to checking ‘the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas’ and the merging of neighbouring towns...openness of aspect is a characteristic
quality of the countryside, and ‘safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ includes
preservation of that quality of openness. The preservation of ‘the setting ... of historic

11 case notes referring to the NPPF that pre-date July 2018 make reference to the original March 2012 NPPF document.
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2.25

2.26

2.27

towns’ obviously refers in a material way to their visual setting, for instance when seen
from a distance across open fields.”

- “The openness of the Green Belt has a spatial aspect as well as a visual aspect, and the
absence of visual intrusion does not in itself mean that there is no impact on the openness
of the Green Belt as a result of the location of a new or materially larger building there.”

. Lee Valley Regional Park Authority v Epping Forest DC and Valley Grown Nurseries Ltd
(2016) found that glasshouse development in the Green Belt is appropriate since it is a
‘building for agriculture’ under the first bullet of paragraph 89 of the NPPF and therefore not
capable of generating harm to the Green Belt designation.

. Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster) and Oxton Farm v North Yorkshire County Council
and Darrington Quarries Ltd (2018) involved a challenge to a planning permission for a six
hectare quarry extension in the Green Belt. Although paragraph 90 of the NPPF states that
mineral extraction is not inappropriate development in the Green Belt, the Council failed to
take into account visual impacts when considering whether the proposal would “preserve the
openness of the Green Belt” as required in paragraph 90 of the NPPF. Lord Justice Lindblom
found that the council had limited its consideration of the effects of the proposed
development on the openness of the Green Belt to spatial impact and nothing more, despite
the fact that, on the council’s own assessment of the likely effects of the development on the
landscape, visual impact on openness was “quite obviously” relevant to its effect on the
openness of the Green Belt. Applying the findings of this case, appropriate development in
the Green Belt cannot be contrary to either the first or third Green Belt purpose and should
be excluded from the assessments as ‘urbanising features’ as it is cannot be "urban sprawl"
and cannot have an "urbanising influence".

Origins of the West Midlands Green Belt

Local authorities in the West Midlands first put forward proposals for a West Midlands Metropolitan
Green Belt in 19552, The Green Belt was not formally approved by the Secretary of State until
1975. Today the Green Belt covers over 900 square miles, surrounding the Black Country,
Coventry, Birmingham and Solihull, with its edge lying between 6 and 15 miles from the built up
area of the conurbation.

The Green Belt has remained relatively successful in checking the sprawl of Birmingham, the City
of Wolverhampton and Coventry, preventing the merging of settlements and encroachment into
the surrounding countryside, helping to preserve the setting and special character of the
constellation of satellite settlements that inhabit it. At a strategic level, the Green Belt, tightly
drawn around settlements, has helped to encourage regeneration by directing development to
brownfield sites within the major urban areas. However, some pockets of Green Belt at the urban
fringe have been compromised and degraded by infrastructure projects such as roads and power
lines, and other urban intrusions™3.

South Staffordshire’s Green Belt*

In South Staffordshire around 80% of the District is designated as Green Belt, which has broadly
prevented the outward spread of the West Midlands conurbation to the north west. The District’'s
larger settlements, such as Codsall and Wombourne, as well as the smaller villages that pre-date
the Green Belt, such as Pattingham, Featherstone and Coven, are generally compact and
separate, which is a testament to the success of the Green Belt in the District.

2 Campaign to protect Rural England: West Midlands (June 2007) What Price West Midlands Green Belts? Available at:
www.cprewm.org.uk/resources/housing-and-planning/green-belts/item/2220-what-price-west-midlands-green-belts.

3 Campaign to protect Rural England: West Midlands (June 2007) What Price West Midlands Green Belts? Available at:
www.cprewm.org.uk/resources/housing-and-planning/green-belts/item/2220-what-price-west-midlands-green-belts.

4 Luc (2014). South Staffordshire Partial Green Belt Review — Method Statement
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2.28 With 20% of the District’s countryside not designated as Green Belt, the District is at risk from
development ‘leapfrogging’ to sites immediately beyond the Green Belt boundary. This can result
in unsustainable patterns of housing, public services or employment land. Parts of the
settlements of Penkridge and Wheaton Aston lie just outside the northern boundary of the Green
Belt, which makes them vulnerable to development pressures.

2.29 A Green Belt study was undertaken by LUC to identify the contribution of land around key villages
within the District to Green Belt purposes in 2014 to inform the recently adopted Site Allocations
Document.

2.30 Using the Green Belt statistics published by the Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local
Government in 2018'%, Table 2.1 outlines the total amount of Green Belt within South
Staffordshire.

Table 2.1: Green Belt land within South Staffordshire *°

Green Belt Land Percentage of land Percentage of Green
within South covered by Green Belt Land in England

Staffordshire Belt within South within South
Staffordshire Staffordshire 1/

32,320ha 79.3% 1.98%

South Staffordshire Development Plan

2.31 The South Staffordshire Development Plan is formed of a number of documents including:
e  Core Strategy, adopted 2012.®
. Site Allocation Documents, adopted 2018.1°

2.32 These documents are supported by a number of Supplementary Planning Documents and
Conservation Area Appraisals and Management Plans.

South Staffordshire Core Strategy

2.33 The Core Strategy outlines a long-term vision for the District, comprising of both a set of
objectives and relevant planning policies. South Staffordshire’s Green Belt is considered in
strategic objective 1: to protect and maintain the Green Belt and Open Countryside.

Site Allocation Documents

2.34 The Site Allocations Document, adopted in 2018, was produced in conjunction with policies drawn
from the Core Strategy. It comprises of a number of most suitable site options for housing,
employment open space and recreation. Policy SAD6: Green Belt, Open Countryside and
Development Boundary Amendments list twenty nine sites within the West Midlands Green Belt or
Open Countryside which will be subject to amendments.

s Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (2018) Local authority green belt statistics for England: 2017 to 2018.
Available at: www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2017-to-2018.

16 Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government (2018) Local authority green belt statistics for England: 2017 to 2018.
Available at: www.gov.uk/government/statistics/local-authority-green-belt-statistics-for-england-2017-to-2018.

17 Total are of Green Belt land within England in 2017/2018 according to the Green Belt statistics published by the Ministry of Housing,
Communities & Local Government is 1,629,510ha.

18 south staffordshire Council (2012) Core Strategy. Available at: www.sstaffs.gov.uk/planning/the-adopted-core-strategy.cfm.
19 South Staffordshire Council (2018) Site Allocations Document. Available at: www.sstaffs.gov.uk/planning/site-allocations.cfm.
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Safeguarded Land

2.35 Safeguarded land is defined as ‘land taken out of the Green Belt that is not used for development
within the plan period. Safeguarded land is therefore protected from development proposals
arising in the meantime by policies with similar force to Green Belt’.2° Over time, this process
ensures that Green Belt boundaries remain fixed. Safeguarded land is closely associated with the
identification of Green Belt boundaries, and will therefore be considered as part of the assessment
of harm within this study.

South Staffordshire

2.36 There are a number of areas of safeguarded land in the study area which are identified in the Site
Allocations DPD. Their continued suitability will be considered through the South Staffordshire
Local Plan Review.

2.37 Existing safeguarded land sites (identified through the 1996 Local Plan) are:
. Land at Hobnock Road, Essington (application approved).
. Land at Cherrybrook Drive, Penkridge.
. Land west of Watery Lane, Codsall (currently being developed).

2.38 The Site Allocations DPD, adopted in 201821, amended the Green Belt boundary around inset
villages to accommodate the following allocated and safeguarded land sites:

. Bilbrook (b and ¢) — Land off of Pendeford Mill Lane and Lane Green Road.
. Codsall (¢) — Land at Keepers Lane and Wergs Hall Road.

. Brewood (b) — Land off Four Ashes Road.

. Coven (b) — Land east of School Lane.

. Cheslyn Hay (a) — Land off Saredon Road.

. Cheslyn Hay (b) — Land off Wolverhampton Road.

. Great Wyrley (b) — Land off Landywood Lane.

. Featherstone (b) — Land off Brinsford Lodge and land adjacent to Brinsford Lodge.
. Huntington (a) — Land at Pear Tree Farm.

. Kinver (b) — Land South of White Hill.

. Pattingham — Land at Hall End Lane.

. Perton — Land at Wrottesley Road (south).

. Swindon — Land off Himley Lane (north).

. Wombourne (d) — Land off Orton Lane.

. Wombourne (e) — Land north of Poolhouse Road.

Neighbouring Authority Green Belt Reviews

2.39 The following table summarises the Green Belt Studies that have been undertaken in Authorities
neighbouring the South Staffordshire Green Belt?2. It is noted that, at the time of writing,
authorities have Local Plan reviews at various stages and that Cannock Chase District Council is
due to consult on various documents including possible further Green Belt Reviews.

20 Planning Advisor Service (2015) Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues — Green Belt. Available at: www.local.gov.uk/pas/pas-
support/councillor-development/planning-doorstep-big-issues.

21 south Staffordshire Council (2018) Site Allocations Document. Available at: www.sstaffs.gov.uk/planning/site-allocations.cfm.

22 The Black Country Authorities are not referenced in the summary of neighbouring authority Green Belt Studies, as the Black Country
Green Belt Assessment is being undertaken in conjunction with the South Staffordshire Assessment using the same methodology. The
reports for these assessments are however being prepared separately.
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Table 2.2: Summary of Neighbouring Authority Green Belt Studies.

Authority

Bromsgrove
District Council

Cannock Chase
District Council

Shropshire
Council

Stafford Borough
Council

Summary of Green Belt Studies

Bromsgrove District Council is in the process of reviewing their District Plan. As
part of the preparation for the plan, the Council has committed to undertake a
full review of the Green Belt and published the methodology for this assessment
in September 2018.

The methodology proposes to undertake a Part 1 strategic assessment of the
Green Belt involving the assessment of ‘strategic parcels’ of land, some of
which are contiguous with the Green Belt within the Black Country and South
Staffordshire. Following this, a Part 2 detailed assessment of the Green Belt is
proposed, including the assessment of potential development sites.

LUC undertook the Cannock Chase Green Belt Study in 2016 on behalf of
Cannock Chase District Council. The Green Belt Study was used to develop a
clear understanding of how the land in the Cannock Chase Green Belt
performed against the purposes of the Green Belt.

The Green Belt Study demonstrated that the majority of the Green Belt in the
District continues to serve its purposes very well. There were four sites of
Green Belt and non-Green Belt land within the study area where infill
development would be well contained by existing features within the landscape.
These include parcels of land in: Hednesford Hills, Fair Oak Academy, Rugeley,
the southern edge of Norton Canes and the Cannock Extension Canal.

LUC was appointed by Shropshire Council to prepare a Green Belt assessment
within the County. The purpose of this assessment was to provide Shropshire
Council with an objective, evidence-based assessment of how the Shropshire
Green Belt contributes to the five Green Belt purposes as set out in national
policy.

The report demonstrated that the majority of the Green Belt in Shropshire
contributes to one or more Green Belt purpose. In particular, it helps to
maintain the openness in key locations such as between Shifnal, Telford and
Albrighton, which helps to protect the separate identity of these settlements.
The assessment highlighted that the Green Belt in Shropshire plays a key
strategic role in preventing the eastern expansion of Telford and the western
expansion of the West Midlands conurbations of the City of Wolverhampton and
the Black Country, Birmingham and Coventry. The Assessment noted that many
of the development boundaries in Shropshire are tightly drawn around the
urban edges of these settlements with little opportunity for further development
without encroaching onto Green Belt land.

A Stage 2 Green Belt assessment was published in December 2018 which
assessed the harm of releasing potential opportunity areas from the Green Belt.

Stafford Borough Council has not undertaken a review of their Green Belt.

Stafford Borough'’s Local Plan has no specific policy which addresses planning
considerations for the Green Belt. Paragraph 2.19 of the Local Plan states that
there is no need for the Borough to undertake a review of their Green Belt as
they have sufficient land available in locations outside of the Green Belt to meet
the needs of the Borough.
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Authority

Wyre Forest
District Council

Summary of Green Belt Studies

Wyre Forest District Council undertook a Green Belt Review in 2016 to inform
the preparation of the new Local Plan. Due to the need for housing and other
development, and the limited availability of brownfield sites within the District,
other areas for development including the Green Belt needed to be explored in
the Review.

The Review was divided into two parts. Part one assessed the Green Belt
against the five purposes set out it in the NPPF. Part two comprised of a site
analysis report which assessed potential additions to the Green Belt.

The conclusions of the Strategic Review demonstrated that across the District,
the Green Belt fulfils its Strategic purpose as part of the West Midlands Green
Belt. The part two report identified five strategic allocations where the scale and
form of their development is likely to cause significant change to that locality.
Therefore the importance of masterplanning these sites was emphasised, as
such large-scale development can bring opportunities for the positive use of the
Green Belt, particularly regarding green infrastructure and access to open
spaces. This was particularly the case for south-eastern and north-eastern
areas of Kidderminster, where, it was suggested, a new boundary between
town and country will need to be defined.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

Definition of Terms

Introduction

The following chapter sets out the key terms and definitions that have framed the Stage 1 and
Stage 2 Green Belt assessment.

Factors affecting contribution to Green Belt purposes

As outlined in Chapter 1, there are five Green Belt purposes defined in paragraph 134 of the
NPPF. The Green Belt Assessment methodology is based on the NPPF’s five purposes and
openness as its essential characteristic. As a precursor to the area-based assessment of Green
Belt, it is necessary to gain a detailed understanding of the functionality of the Green Belt in the
study area. Chapter 2 provides the policy and environmental context for understanding the
functionality of Green Belt. This information has directly informed the assessment criteria and the
definitions of key terms used in the methodology.

The factors that affect the contribution made by land to each Green Belt purpose are not distinct
to each purpose. With the exception of assistance in urban regeneration, all the Green Belt
purposes can be seen to require consideration of the relationship between the assessment area,
settlements and the countryside as influenced by the following common factors:

. Development and land use — the extent and form of existing development, and land use
characteristics, affect the degree to which Green Belt can be considered to be part of the
countryside rather than an extension of the urban/settled area.

. Location — the position of Green Belt in relation to other distinctive pockets of Green Belt
land and settlements can affect its role in relation to the potential expansion of settlements.

. Separating features — physical elements such as woodland blocks, rivers and ridges or
areas of primary constraint (e.g. SACs, SSSIs) have a physical and visual impact on
settlement-countryside relationships.

. Connecting features — physical elements such as roads or rail links can reduce the impact
of separating features, and landform (e.g. valleys) can also draw areas together.

In addition to the five purposes of Green Belt, the NPPF refers to two ‘essential characteristics’:
‘openness’ and ‘permanence’. Both characteristics are applicable to all assessment criteria.
These are defined in more detail below.

Openness

As outlined above, the NPPF identifies openness as an ‘essential characteristic’ of Green Belt,
rather than a function or purpose. Openness is therefore seen as a key element in the assessment
of all Green Belt purposes. Land that lacks openness will play less of a role in preventing sprawl,
separating towns, preventing countryside encroachment or providing a setting to a historic town.

Three important high court and court of appeal judgements (Heath & Hampstead Society v
Camden LBC & Vlachos (2008) and Turner v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government & East Dorset District Council (2016)) and Samuel Smith Old Brewery (Tadcaster)
and Oxton Farm v North Yorkshire County Council and Darrington Quarries Ltd (2018), define
openness as having both a spatial aspect and a visual aspect?®.

23 .
See para. 2.24 above for more details.
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3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

Spatial openness as a characteristic can be considered in terms of the scale and density of built
development. The location, extent and form of new development in the Green Belt can, in
isolation or in combination, compromise/harm the openness of the Green Belt?*. Similarly, the
location, extent and form of existing development affects the degree to which Green Belt land can
be considered to be open rather than an extension of a built-up area in its own right. However,
not all built development is considered to affect openness. The NPPF lists in paragraph 145 a
number of types of buildings that are ‘not inappropriate’ withi