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Statement on behalf of Mr M Neachell 

LP 063. 

Matter 7 The Green Belt and other physical constraints on new housing:  

7.1 Should the Green Belt, as indicated in policy EN2, continue to be a permanent constraint on 

the development of new housing throughout the plan period?  

The Green Belt should not be seen as an absolute constraint to housing development 

throughout the Plan Period. The Plan should  meet the OAN in full, it should consider the 

figure required by the OAN and  only if there are overriding constraints to the location of 

development should that figure not be met or in this case decanted elsewhere outside the 

district. The Green Belt is not an absolute constraint in those terms.  

The NPPF makes the position with regard to the Green Belt clear  at paragraph 83 which sets 

out that green belt boundaries may be altered through the preparation or review of a local 

plan and at that time LPAs should consider their intended permanence in the long term and 

including what will happen beyond the plan period. 

Paragraph 85 offers further guidance about what to consider when defining boundaries and 

including the consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting requirements for 

sustainable  development , not keeping land open where it is unnecessary, safeguarding land 

long term green belt boundaries and  using clear physical boundaries. 

This Plan does none of the above. It has regarded the green belt as an absolute constraint and 

failed to consider the long term boundaries. 
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Para  044  ID3-044-20141006 of the NPPG was  updated in October 2014. That is clear 

guidance that the OAN should be met taking into account all restrictive policies in the 

framework , but that the time to review the Green Belt boundary is through the Local Plan. 

Para 045 ID3-044-20141006 updated at the same time, states that once the OAN is assessed 

the SHLAA should establish realistic assumptions about sites, taking into account constraints 

such as the green belt which indicate that development may need to be restricted. 

None of this is a ban on altering the green belt boundary for development needs. Indeed the 

neighbouring Planning Authority at Lichfield has through its recently adopted Local Plan of 

February 2015 amended  the green belt boundary south of  Lichfield to accommodate  the 

housing requirement of the district.  This was deemed to be the most sustainable approach to 

the location of development and preferable to decanting the growth to locations beyond the 

green belt. This approach was challenged through the Courts but has found to be a sound plan 

and strategy. 

It cannot be logical that Lichfield should alter its green belt boundary to accommodate new 

developments, including taking some of Tamworth’s needs [ 500 in the adopted Lichfield 

Plan] and Tamworth refuses to do so. The question must arise is the Tamworth Green Belt 

more special than any other green belt? 

A green belt review was undertaken in 2012 with Lichfield District. That document reveals 

that in the 1980s in their first Local Plan, Tamworth amended the green belt boundary  to the 

west of Dosthill  to allow housing development located south of the A5  as far south as 

Dosthill Hall. That alteration took land out of the green belt in the narrowest part of the green 

belt between the east of Fazeley and  Dosthill. The gap between the settlements  has remained  
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open and effective , and contains the River Tame and its floodplain. It should be noted from 

the geography of the area and the shape of the settlements  that the gap between the built up 

areas is wider to the south as the Fazeley built up area ends. That document also noted that 

the green belt in this area was  established to prevent the outward sprawl of Birmingham from 

encroaching towards southern Tamworth, but that this was unlikely to occur. 

This Plan is supported by two green belt documents G2 and G2a These documents subdivide 

the green belt areas into 2 parcels A and B. Our clients land is part of parcel A in the northern 

area and is site ref 693 in the site appraisals. 

The Green Belt Document  G2 goes on to assess  the whole of parcel A against the green belt 

criteria in the following terms. 

1 Urban Sprawl 

The notion of urban sprawl is a mistaken one in this context. Any development on part of A 

will not add to urban sprawl, it would be a planned development  and would not sprawl out 

from the built up area. The concept of sprawl is misapplied in this case. The masterplan 

layout shows how development here can be  formed and it is not a sprawl. Furthermore any 

development would not be unrestricted.  Development north ,west  and south of our proposals 

would be limited by physical features  and long term designations. 

2 Neighbouring Towns from merging 

It is quite clear from a map that a release of some of the green belt in parcel A will not result 

in the coalescence of Tamworth with Sutton Coldfield, That is the nearest town. At a lower 

level there will be no coalescence with the villages of Fazeley, Drayton or Middleton. As set 

out above the narrowest point in this relationship is on the A5 at Fazeley Bridge. 



4 

 

 

3 Assist in safeguarding the country side from encroachment. 

The difficulty with this point is that any release of green belt could be said to be 

encroachment out in open countryside, the planned release of land from the green belt will be 

managed through master planning and landscape design. The well planned extension will not 

be seen as encroachment any more than any other urban extension. 

4 Preserve the Historic setting of towns 

It cannot realistically be argued that this land protects the historic setting of Tamworth. The 

historic setting is centred on the Castle the River and the Town Conservation area. The River 

Drive residential development to the north of our site dates  from the 1980s and was not seen 

as having any such effect on the character of the town. Any perceived impact on the Dosthill 

Conservation Area is not the same issue but a localised matter capable of mitigation. 

5 Assist in Urban regeneration  

In Tamworth the issue is not of seeking the development of brownfield land as a priority, 

there is a shortage of all sites to meet the hosing requirement and both greenfield and 

brownfield sites are needed and indeed are proposed to be allocated.  

These are the five purposes of the greenbelt as set out in para 80 of the NPPF, the removal of 

site ref 693  from the green belt is not at odds with the fundamental purposes of the green 

belt. 

The question that the LPA should be asking is the questions in para 85 of the NPPF 

85. When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: 

 錨 Wﾐゲ┌ヴW IﾗﾐゲｷゲデWﾐI┞ ┘ｷデｴ デｴW LﾗI;ﾉ Pﾉ;ﾐ ゲデヴ;デWｪ┞ aﾗヴ ﾏWWデｷﾐｪ ｷSWﾐデｷaｷWS ヴWケ┌ｷヴWﾏWﾐデゲ aﾗヴ 

sustainable development;  
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The release of land from the green belt as part of Parcel A would result in development in a 

sustainable location. Local facilities are available at Dosthill centre along with Primary 

education facilities. Dosthill is a sustainable location for walking cycling and does not rely on 

the private car. It is clear that other areas of Tamworth which are promoted for development 

have a poorer relationship with the built up area and the access to services, 

錨 ﾐﾗデ ｷﾐIﾉ┌SW ﾉ;ﾐS ┘ｴｷIｴ ｷデ ｷゲ ┌ﾐﾐWIWゲゲ;ヴ┞ デﾗ ﾆWWヮ ヮWヴﾏ;ﾐWﾐデﾉ┞ ﾗヮWﾐき  

Given that the release of the site does not fail the five green belt tests it cannot be argued that 

it is necessary to keep the land permanently open. 

錨 ┘ｴWヴW ﾐWIWゲゲ;ヴ┞が ｷSWﾐデｷa┞ ｷﾐ デｴWｷヴ ヮﾉ;ﾐゲ ;ヴW;ゲ ﾗa けゲ;aWｪ┌;ヴSWS ﾉ;ﾐSげ HWデ┘WWﾐ デｴW ┌ヴH;ﾐ ;ヴW; ;ﾐS 

the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well beyond the plan 

period;  

The Council have no plan for accommodating development beyond the Plan Period. One can 

only presume that they intend to export all their future housing requirements to neighbouring 

authority or other wise become subsumed within an adjoining  authority. They should 

consider the release of green belt and further safeguarded land for the future. 

錨 ﾏ;ﾆW IﾉW;ヴ デｴ;デ デｴW ゲ;aWｪ┌;ヴSWS ﾉ;ﾐS ｷゲ ﾐﾗデ ;ﾉﾉﾗI;デWS aﾗヴ SW┗WﾉﾗヮﾏWﾐデ ;デ デｴW ヮヴWゲWﾐデ デｷﾏWく 

Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should only be granted 

following a Local Plan review which proposes the development; 

As above  

 錨 ゲ;デｷゲa┞ デｴWﾏゲWﾉ┗Wゲ デｴ;デ GヴWWﾐ BWﾉデ Hﾗ┌ﾐS;ヴｷWゲ ┘ｷﾉﾉ ﾐﾗデ ﾐWWS デﾗ HW ;ﾉデWヴWS ;デ デｴW WﾐS ﾗa デｴW 

development plan period;  
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As above  

 錨 SWaｷﾐW Hﾗ┌ﾐS;ヴｷWゲ IﾉW;ヴﾉ┞が ┌ゲｷﾐｪ ヮｴ┞ゲｷI;ﾉ aW;デ┌ヴWゲ デｴ;デ ;ヴW ヴW;Sｷﾉ┞ ヴWIﾗｪﾐｷゲable and likely to be 

permanent. 

This can be achieved by a finer grained approach to the analysis of the green belt than has 

been undertaken. 

The document G2 summarises on page 16  for parcel A  that there are no exceptional 

circumstances why  the land should be removed from the green belt. However the tests that 

have been applied do not demonstrate that it is necessary to keep the land permanently open 

for any fundamental green belt purpose, nor do they deal with the requirement to meet the 

housing need and locations for sustainable development as part of the exceptional reasons. 

7.2 Are there any likely development scenarios which would amount to the very special 

circumstances required to justify the development of new housing in the Green Belt?  

The scenario where the housing need is identified and can be met in part on green belt sites 

which it is not necessary to keep permanently open and which can be developed in a 

sustainable manner would justify a release. I.e. the same approach as taken in Lichfield to 

release the land south of Lichfield in a sustainable location to meet the housing requirement. 

The test is set out in para 044 ID3-044-2014006 of the NPPG and para 14 of the NPPF. The 

need should be met unless the adverse effects of doing so outweigh the benefits. The issue of 

the impact on the green belt is set out above. The following paragraphs deal with other 

impacts noted in the guidance i.e. protected birds and habitat sites: SSSIs; Local green space, 

AONB; designated heritage assets and locations at risk from flooding.  
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Protected habitat. 

The development proposed as part of the Masterplan for west of Dosthill does not propose 

development on protected habitat.  The area denoted as Dosthill Park to the north is a site of 

Local Nature Importance. Our ownership includes land which is now denoted as part of the 

Dosthill Park  but not part of the LNR. The result of our scheme would be to dedicate further 

land into the Dosthill Park to enhance the value of that area. There is no adverse impact on 

the LNR.  

SSSIs 

There is only one SSSI at Tamworth and this is at the Alvecote Pools to the north of the 

Town. The release of land from the green belt in area A can have not impact on this SSSI. 

Local Green Space. 

The actual designation for Dosthill Park is impossible to see from the proposals map. 

However our scheme will add into the Park by additional land and so will enhance local 

greenspace. 

AONB 

The site does not lies within an AONB 

Designated Heritage Assets 

We have attached a report from our consultant archaeologist regarding the  site. Within this 

document the heritage assets are recognised as Dosthill House to the north which is a listed 

building and a moated site to the south. These sites are all outside the proposed development 

area in our master plan and there is no reason why the development proposed would 

adversely impact on these assets within a detailed planning and design exercise. The report 

indicates that there is unlikely to be any archaeological potential in the site area given the 

existing evidence. 
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Flood risk  

A FRA had been prepared for the site the vast majority of the site is in Floodzone 1. The 

development areas proposed on the Masterplan layout are outside any defined flood risk 

zones associated with the River Tame and run approximately along the 65metres contour. 

There are therefore no adverse impact on the other significant matters set out in the NPPF 

that may cause any harm to occur as a result, of the proposals. 

 

The position of the LPA on  Site 693 

The LPA have reviewed the site in the SHLAA and subsequently through the site appraisal 

and the SA. The site has different SHLAA reference numbers to that now given in the site 

appraisal The SHLAA site refs are 355, 356 and part of 407. Sites 355 and 356 are noted in 

the SHLAA as being suitable in the future. 

The site selection paper and appraisal of housing sites paper re numbers the site as ref 693  

and raises the following problems against the site 

Access to Education  

The school at Dosthill is said to be at capacity, however the subject site is large enough to 

contain a new primary school which would be well located for Dosthill. No approach has 

ever been made to the promotor to seek an assurance that a site could be available which is 

reasonable within a development of this size. 

Historic Assets 

The site is scored down on this point as a negative impact, this is not accepted, as further 

work reveals no significant archaeology and no serious impact on listed buildings.  
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Landscape Impact 

The Staffs County Council Planning for Landscape Change offers a more positive view than 

that set out in the site appraisal and the SA. The document shows that the area is within an 

area of poorer landscape quality than other areas to the north and west of Tamworth [Map 5 

landscape quality] That it is not a landscape at risk [map 6] and is within an area of lowest 

landscape sensitivity [map 7] the document sets out at 2.4 that landscape sensitivity is a 

general indication to the extent which landscapes can accommodate change without 

unacceptable detrimental effects.  In area of highest sensitivity more restrictive planning 

policies can be justified. The evidence in the County’s landscape appraisal is therefore at 

odds with the analysis in A4c and rather than a negative to the development of the site it is a 

positive. The site is within an area of low landscape sensitivity where development can be 

located within severe landscape harm. The analysis of landscape impact has been misapplied 

in the SA and the site selection document. 

Biodiversity 

The site appraisal paper of the SA and the site selection paper both indicate that there is a 

priority habitat on this site. This is not the case and the site does not include the Dosthill Park 

local nature reserve which is located to the north. They do not coincide according the Magic 

Map of LNRs. One of the failings of the proposals map is that it is impossible to distinguish 

the various allocations. 

Flood Risk 

The poor scoring for Flood risk is equally not justified as the site is principally in Flood Zone 

1. Any crossing of a flood zone to achieve access into the site would not result in any overall  
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flood risk as mitigation  can be applied within the current development site boundary for any 

necessary compensation work 

7.3 Is the Plan relying on the release of any housing sites which are located within other areas of 

physical constraint, such as areas of high flood risk, or best and most versatile agricultural land, 

and if so, is this justified and realistic? 

 

For reference the agricultural land grade at Dosthill within site 693 is Grade 4 [source  

Magic system] it does not lie within a flood risk zone and the principal area of the site lies  

within flood zone 1. 

 

Appended 

Site master plan 

LNR Boundary from Magic 

OS base showing relationship with towns and villages 

Archaeology report. 

Landscape Impact documents 
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