SOUTH GLOUCESTERSHIRE CORE STRATEGY EIP

Matter 6, Day 1, Personal ID 4604961
Barton Willmore for Harrow Estates & Robert Hitchins

Matter 6 : Green Belt
1.0

In preparing the CS has the Council adequately explored the potential of land
within the Green Belt to meet identified and future development needs?

1.1

We support the representations made by others regarding the insufficient provision for
housing in the Core Strategy and need to identify additional land to meet the shortfall.
We do not repeat these representations here.

1.2

In the letter to the Council dated 15 August 2011 the Inspector proposed that the
Council:
“Undertake an assessment of the Green Belt to determine
whether the current areas to be removed are the most
appropriate ones and to ensure that boundaries will not
need to be changed at the end of the plan period”

1.3

Accordingly the Council has undertaken a post submission Green Belt assessment.
However, the Council’s assessment is too broad and lacks a detailed review of specific
areas within the Green Belt which could be appropriate for removal and development.
We cannot see how the Council’s assessment has given officers the ability to make a
comparative assessment of areas of land of a variety of sizes which could be released
for development. The timing of the assessment has contributed to an apparently
blinkered and predetermined approach to the need for Green Belt land and the options
for development.

1.4

The Council’s review is also compromised by the fact that it has not been undertaken on
the basis of the need to accommodate a more realistic number of houses in the plan
period.

1.5

Harrow Estates and Robert Hitchins own land at Severnside which includes land in the
Green Belt to the south of Pilning and adjacent to the settlement of Easter Compton.
Plans indicating the extent of the 1957 planning permission for Severnside and the area
of land in their ownership including in the Green Belt are provided as Appendix 1. We
wish to highlight the availability of their land in the Green Belt near Pilning and Easter
Compton as options to accommodate housing which would be located sustainably in
relation to the employment opportunities at Severnside and could potentially help with
the delivery of infrastructure to encourage the success of the Enterprise Area.
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In terms of the context of the Green Belt land to the south of Easter Compton it is also
relevant to note the proposals by Bristol Zoo for a wildlife conservation project and
visitor centre which adds to transition of this area.

1.7

Should the Inspector be minded to find the plan unsound because of the inadequate
supply of land for housing, we would respectfully ask that he requires:
a) A comparative review of the Green Belt including land shown on the attached plan;
and
b) A comparative assessment of sustainable development opportunities including land
shown on the attached plan.

2.0

Is the Council’s approach to its Green Belt consistent with the requirements of
the National Planning Policy Framework?

2.1

The NPPF indicates that Green Belt boundaries should be reviewed through the
preparation of Local Plans, having regard to whether the boundaries are capable of
being permanent beyond the plan period.

2.2

Paragraphs 84 and 85 set out how local planning authorities should define Green Belt
boundaries to support sustainable patterns of development. This includes:
•

Ensuring

consistency

with

the

Local

Plan

strategy

for

meeting

identified

requirements for sustainable development;
•

Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;

•

Where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the
urban area and the Green Belt in order to meet longer-term development needs
stretching well beyond the plan period; and

•

Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end
of the development plan period.

2.3

The NPPF therefore supports a review of Green Belt as part of the process for a new
Local Plan as an appropriate mechanism to achieve the delivery of sustainable
development. The NPPF does not propose that Green Belt boundaries should be
intransient or that a ‘do nothing’ approach to preserve them is appropriate.
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The Council’s Green Belt review has been too broad and superficial and it does not
consider and compare in detail areas which do not need to be preserved and could be
removed to help support sustainable patterns of development.

2.5

A more detailed Green Belt review needs to undertaken in light of the need for more
housing to meet requirements for sustainable development and ensure that the Green
Belt boundaries will not need to be altered for the foreseeable future.

3.0

How likely is it that existing Green Belt boundaries would need to be changed
at the end of the plan period?

3.1

Due to the unrealistic provision for new housing in the Core Strategy and the superficial
nature of the Council’s Green Belt review, we consider that the Green Belt boundaries
would need to be changed at the end of the plan period contrary to the intentions of
the NPPF.
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Appendix 1
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