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1 Introduction 

The principal driver for the Green Belt Review has been the need for Bath & 
North East Somerset (B&NES) Council to consider potential locations for Green 
Belt release in order to meet the strategic housing requirement. This element of 
the Review has been covered by the Stage 1 Green Belt Review published in April 
2013 and a Stage 2 Detailed Green Belt Boundary Review (focussing on locations 
where releases are proposed in the Proposed Changes to the Submitted Core 
Strategy) that is due to be published in August 2013. In order to ensure that a 
comprehensive review is undertaken the Council also needs to consider whether 
additions to the Green Belt should be proposed. At its meeting on 4th March 2013 
Council resolved that ‘Cabinet consider a review of the Green Belt to the south of 
the District, with a view to extending the Green Belt to incorporate areas (within 
B&NES) currently south of the Green Belt boundary.’  

This report sets out the results of an appraisal of land within the B&NES 
administrative area that falls outside the existing Green Belt designation (see map 
below) and presents conclusions and recommendations on whether additions to 
the Green Belt should be taken forward at this time. 

 

 

 

  

Figure 1 - Map of B&NES administrative area showing extent of Green Belt 
designation 
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2 National planning policy context 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, March 2012) provides 
relatively little specific guidance on the issue of additions to existing Green Belts, 
but the more general guidance on Green Belt review can be applied when 
undertaking an appraisal.   

Reviewing existing Green Belt Boundaries  

In reviewing existing Green Belt boundaries, it will be important for B&NES to 
consider not only whether land should be removed from the Green Belt to meet 
the needs of development but also whether including additional land within the 
Green Belt (for example land adjoining the southern edge of the outer Green Belt 
boundary) would assist in meeting the fundamental Green Belt aim of preventing 
urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open.  It will also be necessary to 
understand the extent to which land that is proposed to be added to the Green Belt 
would meet one or more of the defined Green Belt purposes. 

Local planning authorities should also take account of the need to promote 
sustainable patterns of development, including the consequences for sustainable 
development of channelling development towards locations beyond the Green 
Belt boundary.  Historically the Green Belt has resulted in development pressure 
being pushed to other settlements beyond the outer boundary and further additions 
to the Green Belt could exacerbate this trend in the future. The balance of Green 
Belt releases and additions at the inner and outer boundary therefore needs to be 
considered in the context of whether those settlements currently outside the Green 
Belt (e.g. Radstock and Midsomer Norton) are sustainable locations for 
development. 

The NPPF also provides more specific advice that should be applied to the review 
of Green Belt boundaries (our underlining to highlight most relevant text): 

85. When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: 

 ensure 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; 

 make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at 
the present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of 
safeguarded land should only be granted following a Local Plan review 
which proposes the development; 

 satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at 
the end of the development plan period; and 

 define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily 
recognisable and likely to be permanent. 

With respect to the potential for Green Belt additions, the most directly relevant 
guidance from NPPF paragraph 85 is that: local planning authorities should not 
include land in the Green Belt that does not need to be kept permanently open; 
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and that where changes are made, the new boundaries should use clear, permanent 
physical features. However, it must be emphasised that the NPPF (para. 83) 
requires that “exceptional circumstances” need to be demonstrated in order to 
change an existing Green Belt boundary.  

Establishing a New Green Belt  

NPPF Paragraph 82 sets out five ‘tests’ the local planning authority should take 
into account if planning a new Green Belt, as set out below (our underlining for 
emphasis). Whilst these tests do not strictly apply to additions to an existing 
Green Belt as is being considered here, they provide helpful guidance as 
secondary appraisal criteria, rather than absolute policy tests.  

82. The general extent of Green Belts across the country is already 
established. New Green Belts should only be established in exceptional 
circumstances, for example when planning for larger scale development such 
as new settlements or major urban extensions. If proposing a new Green Belt, 
local planning authorities should: 

 demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies 
would not be adequate; 

 set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the 
adoption of this exceptional measure necessary; 

 show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable 
development; 

 demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with Local 
Plans for adjoining areas; and 

 show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the 
Framework. 
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3 Considering Green Belt Additions in 
B&NES 

The process of establishing appraisal criteria for the Stage 1 Green Belt Review 
showed the national policy emphasis that the Green Belt is designated to protect 
the openness of land around larger urban areas.  Purpose 1 refers to preventing the 
sprawl of “large built-up areas”, purpose 2 seeks to prevent neighbouring “towns” 
merging into one another, purpose 4 seeks to preserve the setting of historic 
“towns” and purpose 5 refers to assisting urban regeneration.  

On this basis it is reasoned that establishing new Green Belt around rural villages 
would not be appropriate, unless there is a demonstrable threat that the village and 
surrounding countryside is threatened by the sprawl of an urban area. As set out 
above, protecting the setting and separate identities of villages within the Bristol 
and Bath Green Belt was an original objective of the designation and remains an 
important policy objective for the Council considered by this review.  
Nevertheless, in the context of considering Green Belt additions, it is considered 
that strong fulfilment of national Green Belt purposes would need to be 
demonstrated to justify additions within the Core Strategy. 

Extension of the southern boundary of the Green Belt to encompass villages in 
this area, including Bishop Sutton, Clutton, High Littleton, Timsbury and 
Farmborough, has been proposed by Parish Councils and local amenity groups.  
What is not apparent at the present time is the “exceptional circumstances” that 
would justify alterations to the Green Belt boundary (as required by NPPF para. 
83), when other Local Plan policies to protect the countryside are considered to be 
have been effective in preventing a scale of development that would be 
inappropriate in this rural area. 

Outside the existing Green Belt designation, Radstock and Midsomer Norton are 
the only “towns” where the majority of national Green Belt purposes could be 
seen to apply. Therefore, assessment has been undertaken of a land parcel 
covering the hinterland of Radstock and Midsomer Norton, extending from the 
A37/A39 in the west across to the southern and eastern boundaries of the B&NES 
administrative area. For completeness, an appraisal has also been undertaken for a 
land parcel covering the remaining south western part of the B&NES 
administrative area (see land parcel appraisal schedules below and map at 
Appendix A). 
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4 Land parcel appraisals 

The tables below present appraisals of the two land parcels located outside the extent of the existing Green Belt, with the aim of understanding whether these 
areas would fulfil Green Belt purposes. 

Land Parcel: Around Radstock and Midsomer Norton 

 

 

Summary of Green Belt purposes served 

This land parcel comprises the south eastern portion of the Bath & North East Somerset administrative area that is 
located outside the Green Belt designation.  It contains the towns of Radstock and Midsomer Norton and the larger 
villages of Peasedown St John and Radstock. 

Additions to the Green Belt within this land parcel could serve the purpose of preventing the merger of Bath and 
Radstock (and the intervening village of Peasedown St John), although the area of land remaining open between 
Bath and Radstock is greater than that within the Bristol, Keynsham and Bath corridor.   

Additions to the Green Belt designation within this land parcel could also serve the purposes of protecting the 
countryside from encroachment, assisting urban regeneration in Bath, Radstock and Midsomer Norton, and 
preserving the special historic character of Radstock and Midsomer Norton & Welton.   

Green Belt within the land parcel could also assist in protecting the individual identity and settings of the villages 
of Peasedown St John, Paulton, Timsbury, Camerton and Clandown under local purpose 6.  However, tt is 
considered that local purpose 6 should be afforded less weight when considering the potential for additions to the 
Green Belt. 
In this area, the Green Belt does not serve the purposes of checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas. 

Potential positive planning uses of the Green Belt in this land parcel include: preserving the setting of a Roman 
Settlement Scheduled Ancient Monument, the protection of numerous Sites of Nature Conservation Interest, and a 
dense network of Public Rights of Way.   

1. Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas The land parcel contains the towns of Radstock and Midsomer Norton, and the villages of Paulton, Timsbury, 
Camerton and Clandown.  None of these settlements can be defined as a “large built-up areas” and the land parcel 
is a significant distance from Bath.  Green Belt additions within this land parcel would therefore not serve this 
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Land Parcel: Around Radstock and Midsomer Norton 

purpose.

2. Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another The urban edge of Radstock is approximately 7.5km from the south western edge of Bath along the route of the 
A367, while the location of Peasedown St John between the town and city is of significance when appraising the 
potential for merger.  Peasedown St John is located approximately 4.5km south west of the urban edge of Bath.  
The remaining distance between the boundaries of Peasedown St John and Radstock is approximately 1.5km. 

The greater distance between Radstock and Bath means that some development could theoretically be 
accommodated without significantly decreasing the distance between settlements, when compared to other 
locations in the Bristol and Bath Green Belt.  It is noteworthy that the remaining distance between Radstock and 
Peasedown St John is relatively narrow, but not strictly relevant for this purpose as Peasedown St John is a village. 

3. Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment The majority of the land within this parcel is used for agricultural purposes and there are also woodland areas such 
as Camerton Wood and Lower Wood.  There is very limited development outside of the towns and villages and 
there does not appear to be significant examples of development that would be inappropriate development if the 
land had been included in the Green Belt designation.  Alterations to the Green Belt boundary to include parts of 
this land parcel could therefore serve the purpose of protecting the countryside. 

Characterised by low, rolling hills, the main topographical features are the valleys of the Cam Brook (originating 
to the north of Paulton and passing to the northwest of Peasedown St John) and Somer River/Wellow Brook, 
within which Midsomer Norton and Radstock are located.  This topography assists in limiting distant views and a 
sense of encroachment of towns into the countryside.     

A. Landscape value and enhancement and visual amenity  The site of a Roman Settlement to the north east of Clandown is designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument 
and countryside in the land parcel provides the setting for the Paulton, Midsomer Norton & Welton and Radstock 
Conservation Areas. 

B. Biodiversity value and enhancement The land parcel encompasses a Local Nature Reserve (south of Midsomer Norton) and several Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance, together with Regionally Important Geological Sites on the hillsides around Radstock. 

C. Access and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation There is a relatively dense network of Public Rights of Way within the land parcel, which includes a section of the 
Limestone Link that follows the Cam Brook. Designated cycle routes also pass through the land parcel. 

4. To preserve the special character of historic towns Large parts of the town of Radstock have been designated as a Conservation Area, along with adjoining areas of 
open land of significance to the mining heritage of the town.  The centre of Midsomer Norton is also designated as 
a Conservation Area, with the countryside to the north of the town providing the setting for the Welton 
Conservation Area located at the settlement boundary. 

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

As this land parcel is not located directly adjacent to Bristol and Bath, it is not subject to the same level of 
development pressure as land directly on the edges of these urban areas.  Nevertheless, there is still significant 
development pressure along the route of the A367 between Bath and Radstock and it is considered that the Green 
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Land Parcel: Around Radstock and Midsomer Norton 

Belt designation itself has resulted in increased pressure in the southern part of the District.  Additions to the 
Green Belt within this land parcel would assist in urban regeneration in Bath, Midsomer Norton and Radstock. 

6. (Local Purpose) To preserve the individual character, identity and 
setting of Keynsham and the villages and hamlets within the Green 
Belt. 

The greenfield gap between Radstock and Peasdown St John is approximately 1.5km and the remaining greenfield 
gap between Midsomer Norton and Paulton is even narrower, at around 0.45km on the route of the B3355.  
Additions to the Green Belt within this land parcel could therefore serve the purpose of preserving the individual 
character, identity and setting of villages in the area.  It is considered that local purpose 6 should be afforded less 
weight when considering the potential for additions to the Green Belt. 
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Land Parcel: Around Ubley, East Harptree, Bishop Sutton and Temple Cloud 

 

Summary of Green Belt purposes served 

This land parcel comprises the south western portion of the Bath & North East Somerset administrative area that 
is located outside the Green Belt designation.  It contains the villages of Ubley, East Harptree, Bishop Sutton, 
Clutton and Temple Cloud amongst others. 

Additions to the Green Belt within this land parcel could serve the purposes of protecting the countryside and 
assisting urban regeneration by deflecting development towards town and cities, while acknowledging that the 
pressure for development is not as great as at the urban fringe. 

It is considered that land in this parcel is of limited importance with respect to preventing the merger of towns 
and that Green Belt in this area would not serve the purposes of checking urban sprawl or preserving the special 
character of historic towns. 

Green Belt in this area could assist in protecting the individual identity and settings of Ubley, Compton Martin, 
West Harptree, East Harptree, Bishop Sutton, Hinton Blewett, Clutton, Temple Cloud and Farrington Gurney 
under local purpose 6.  However, it is considered that local purpose 6 should be afforded less weight when 
considering the potential for additions to the Green Belt. 

Potential positive planning uses of the Green Belt in this land parcel include: preserving the setting Conservation 
Areas and Scheduled Ancient Monuments; the protection of Sites of Special Scientific Interest and numerous 
Sites of Nature Conservation Interest; and a good network of Public Rights of Way.  The western part of the land 
parcel falls within the Mendips Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, hence the area already benefits from a 
higher level of policy protection than other parts of the countryside.  

1. Check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas None of the settlements within the land parcel can be defined as “large built-up areas” and the land parcel is a 
significant distance from both Bristol and Bath.  Green Belt additions within this land parcel would therefore not 
serve this purpose. 

2. Prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another The land parcel does not contain a town and the area does not fall within a growth corridor where the merger of 
towns is considered a threat.  The eastern portion of the land parcel falls within the A37 corridor between Bristol 
and Midsomer Norton, but the approximate distance between the suburb of Whitchurch, Bristol and the town of 
Midsomer Norton across this land parcel is 13.3km. It is therefore considered that a Green Belt addition in this 
area would be of limited importance with respect to this purpose. 

3. Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment The majority of the land within this parcel is used for agricultural purposes and there are some small areas of 
woodland, such as Compton Wood.  There is very limited development outside of the villages that is not linked to 
agriculture or mineral extraction (appropriate uses within a Green Belt). Alterations to the Green Belt boundary to 
include parts of this land parcel could therefore serve the purpose of protecting the countryside. 

Ubley, Compton Martin and East Harptree are located in undulating land at the base of the Mendip Hills.  In the 
central part of the land parcel, the low hills of Burledge Hill and White Hill rise relatively steeply to the east of 
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Land Parcel: Around Ubley, East Harptree, Bishop Sutton and Temple Cloud 

East Harptree and south of Bishop Sutton, descending more gradually towards Clutton.  Cam Brook originates in 
this area and creates a shallow valley in the eastern part of the land parcel between Temple Cloud and Farrington 
Gurney. The rolling topography assists in limiting distant views and a sense of encroachment of towns into the 
countryside, although development may be more clearly visible from vantage points in the Mendip Hills.    

A. Landscape value and enhancement and visual amenity  The western portion of the land parcel is designated as part of the Mendips Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
and parts of Ubley, Compton Martin, West Harptree, East Harptree and Hinton Blewett are designated as 
Conservations Areas.  There are also designated Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAM) within the land parcel, 
including the remains of Richmont Castle to the west of East Harptree, a fort at Burledge and a SAM within 
Ubley.     

B. Biodiversity value and enhancement There are Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) within the land parcel, namely: parcels of land south of 
Bishop Sutton designated as the Burledge Sidelands and Meadows SSSI; Harptree Combe to the west of East 
Harptree; and Long Dole Wood and Meadows to the west of Farrington Gurney.  There are also numerous Sites 
of Nature Conservation Interest and Regionally Important Geological Sites within the land parcel. 

C. Access and opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation The land parcel contains a good network of Public Rights of Way, including a section of the Limestone Link, that 
follows the Cam Brook, and Monarch’s Way.  Designated cycle routes also pass through the land parcel. 

4. To preserve the special character of historic towns This land parcel does not contain a town and therefore the countryside does not serve this purpose.  There are 
numerous village Conservation Areas in the land parcel as recorded under secondary criteria A above. 

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

By limiting the potential for the expansion of villages in rural areas, policies to protect the countryside in this 
broader rural area also assists in deflecting development pressure back to urban regeneration areas, while 
acknowledging that the pressure for development is not as great as at the urban fringe. 

6. (Local Purpose) To preserve the individual character, identity and 
setting of Keynsham and the villages and hamlets within the Green 
Belt. 

The Green Belt in this land parcel protects the individual character, identity and settings of villages including 
Ubley, Compton Martin, West Harptree, East Harptree, Bishop Sutton, Hinton Blewett, Clutton, Temple Cloud 
and Farrington Gurney. It is considered that local purpose 6 should be afforded less weight when considering the 
potential for additions to the Green Belt. 
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5 Green Belt Additions policy tests 

The following considerations are drawn from paragraph 82 of the NPPF, which in 
strict terms apply to the establishment of new Green Belts, but also provides 
helpful guidance when considering potential additions to the Green Belt.  The 
commentary below applies to both land parcels covering parts of the B&NES 
administrative area outside the Green Belt. 

Test 1 - Demonstrate why normal planning and development management 
policies would not be adequate. 

Planning policy to protect the countryside outside the Green Belt is made up of 
the NPPF and Local Plan policies (adopted October 2007) that are saved until they 
are replaced by policies in the Council’s Core Strategy and Placemaking Plan. 

With respect to residential development, the NPPF discourages housing in the 
open countryside, but enables sustainable levels of housing development at 
existing villages: “…to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing 
should be located where it will enhance or maintain the viability of rural 
communities.  For example, where there are groups of smaller settlements, 
development in one village may support services in a village nearby.  Local 
planning authorities should avoid new isolated homes in the countryside unless 
there are special circumstances…” (paragraph 55).  The NPPF maintains that 
local planning authorities should encourage the re-use of previously developed 
land (paragraph 111). 

In terms of commercial development, the possibility of retail units in the 
countryside is discouraged by the need for a sequential approach (town centre 
first) to retail development (NPPF paragraph 24), while a proactive stance towards 
supporting economic growth in rural areas is promoted: “To promote a strong 
rural economy, local and neighbourhood plans should: support the sustainable 
growth and expansion of all types of businesses and enterprise in rural areas, 
both through conversion of existing buildings and well designed new buildings.” 

Saved Local Plan policies that provide for protection of the countryside include:  

 Policy ET.5 Employment development in the countryside;  

 Policy ET.7 Use of agricultural land;  

 Policy S.4 Retail development proposals outside the identified shopping 
centres (sequential approach);  

 Policy HG.6 Residential development in R.3 settlements [villages]; and 

 Policy HG.10 Housing outside settlements (agricultural and other essential 
dwellings). 

Policies aiming to protect the setting of the Conservations Areas could also apply 
should inappropriate development proposals be promoted close to settlements that 
include these designations (see land parcel appraisals above). 

Overall it is considered that Local Plan policies have proved effective in 
restricting inappropriate scales and types of development in the countryside in the 
Bath & North East Somerset administrative area.  The NPPF takes a proactive 
stance towards economic development in rural areas and ensuring that an adequate 
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supply of land for housing development is sustained.  Providing local plan policies 
that complement the approach in NPPF are maintained and locations for 
sustainable development in rural areas are identified then Local Plan policy should 
be capable of providing the appropriate degree of protection to the countryside, 
without the need for additions to the Green Belt. 

Test 1 is not currently met. 

Test 2 - Set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the 
adoption of this exceptional measure necessary. 

On 4th March 2013 B&NES Council approved proposals to increase the number 
of homes proposed as part of the Core Strategy and a spatial strategy that would 
entail the release of Green Belt land.  In doing so the Council recognised that 
exceptional circumstances had arisen that justified amendments to the Green 
Belt in order to achieve sustainable patterns of development in the District. 

When determining if additions to the Green Belt are also warranted, two main 
factors are suggested for consideration.  Firstly, whether the proposed Green Belt 
releases should trigger further adjustments to the Green Belt boundary; and 
secondly, whether proposals at the towns of Radstock and Midsomer Norton 
warrant additions to the Green Belt in the south of the District.   

The following locations where land will be removed from the Green Belt have 
been approved by the Council to date: 

Settlement Location Development allocation 

Bath Land adjoining Odd Down 300 dwellings 

Land adjoining Weston 300 dwellings 

Extension to MOD Ensleigh 120 dwellings 

Keynsham Land adjoining East Keynsham 
Land adjoining south west 
Keynsham 

250 dwellings + employment 
200 dwellings 

Edge of Bristol Land at Whitchurch 200 dwellings 

These proposed Green Belt releases are individually of great significance for local 
communities and collectively of significance at the District level.  Nevertheless, 
the proposed developments are relatively modest in scale when seen in the context 
of urban extension proposals in other nearby local authority areas.  In all cases the 
Green Belt releases occur close to the inner boundaries of the Green Belt where 
the countryside is already comprehensively designated as Green Belt, hence there 
are no clear cases for Green Belt additions in close proximity to the proposed 
development allocations.   

When considering the implications for the outer boundary of the Green Belt, it is 
concluded that the scale and location of development is such that the overall width 
of the Green Belt and relative distance to settlements outside the Green Belt outer 
boundary would not be materially affected.  To provide an example, it is expected 
that the Odd Down development would extend a maximum of approx. 0.4km from 
the existing urban boundary, within an overall gap between Bath and Radstock of 
7.5km. 
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Proposed changes to the Core Strategy include the allocation of a further 300 
dwellings within the Somer Valley settlements of Radstock and Midsomer 
Norton, recognising that this is likely to require the identification of greenfield 
sites because brownfield opportunities are already accounted for.  In overall terms 
these new greenfield sites, to be identified in a site allocations ‘Placemaking 
Plan’, are not anticipated to materially affect the width of the existing countryside 
gap between Radstock and Bath.  On this basis it is considered that the updated 
proposals for the Somer Valley towns do not provide the justification for a new or 
extended Green Belt.  The scale of development proposed is not commensurate 
with advice at NPPF paragraph 52, which indicates that urban extensions could 
provide the “exceptional circumstances” that would justify the establishment of 
new areas of Green Belt: 

“The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for 
larger scale development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing 
villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities.  Working with the 
support of their communities, local planning authorities should consider the 
whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable 
development. In doing so, they should consider whether it is appropriate to 
establish Green Belt around or adjoining any such new development.” (NPPF, 
paragraph 52) 

Test 2 is not currently met. 

Test 3 - Show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable 
development. 

The potential for additions to the Green Belt needs to be viewed in the context of 
whether countryside around Radstock and Midsomer Norton and other settlements 
in the southern part of the B&NES administrative area could be considered a 
sustainable location for development, in which case a Green Belt designation 
could exacerbate future housing supply.  The Sustainability Appraisal informing 
Core Strategy proposals concluded that the Somer Valley settlements are 
relatively unsustainable locations.  Locations that are inappropriate for a 
significant boost in housing land supply to meet strategic needs.  New housing 
would be expected to exacerbate out-commuting, with existing committed 
housing development already outstripping the projected growth in employment.  
On this basis it could be concluded that additions to the Green Belt in this area 
would not conflict with efforts to promote sustainable patterns of growth, with the 
proviso that an allowance could be made for safeguarded land, allowing for 
housing growth to meet local needs in the long term. 

Test 3 could potentially be met. 

Test 4 - Demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with 
Local Plans for adjoining areas. 

Whether additions to the Green Belt are necessary is a question considered above 
in relation to both the adequacy of other planning policy, and whether exceptional 
circumstances arise that would justify their designation.   

In terms of consistency with Local Plans for adjoining areas, the main potential 
growth corridor along the A367 between Bath and the Somer Valley towns is 
located solely within B&NES, however Midsomer Norton, Radstock and the 
village of Peasedown St John are located close to the boundary of B&NES with 
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the Mendip District.  The implications of additions to the Green Belt, and detailed 
boundary alterations, would therefore need to be considered in consultation with 
Mendip District Council.   

Test 4 is not currently met. 

Test 5 - Show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the 
Framework. 

While undertaking the study no further specific objectives of the NPPF have been 
identified for consideration, but a review of the 12 core land-use planning 
principles set out in the NPPF at paragraph 17 provide a prompt for appraisal 
under this test (principles are summarised here): 

 Planning should be genuinely plan-led.  This principle is not directly 
applicable to consideration of additions to the Green Belt. 

 Planning should be a creative exercise in finding ways to improve the places 
in which people live their lives.  No exceptional circumstances have arisen 
that demonstrate Green Belt additions are necessary to improve or maintain 
the environment outside the Green Belt. 

 Planning should proactively drive and support sustainable economic 
development.  Additions to the Green Belt, where they are not considered to 
be of fundamental importance with reference to national Green Belt purposes, 
could frustrate the sustainable growth and expansion of businesses in rural 
areas. 

 Planning should always seek to secure high quality design and a good 
standard of amenity.  Additions to the Green Belt would not affect a 
requirement for high quality design. No exceptional circumstances have arisen 
that demonstrate Green Belt additions are necessary to secure a good standard 
of amenity for existing and future occupants of land and buildings. 

 Planning should take account of the different role and character of different 
areas, protecting the Green Belts and recognising the intrinsic character 
and beauty of the countryside and supporting thriving rural communities. 
The Council proposes to save Local Plan policies that protect the countryside 
until reviewed and replaced by policies in the Council’s Placemaking Plan. 

 Planning should support the transition to a low carbon future. The Core 
Strategy seeks to proactively guide development to sustainable locations. As 
set out above, it is considered that additions to the Green Belt could 
potentially reinforce this approach. 

 Planning should contribute to conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment.  Green Belt additions could be used to provide an additional 
layer of policy protection, however, no exceptional circumstances have arisen 
that demonstrate existing, saved Local Plan policies do not perform this role. 

 Planning should encourage the effective use of land by reusing land that 
has been previously developed. Green Belt additions could be used to support 
urban regeneration, as set out in the land parcel appraisals, however, no 
exceptional circumstances have arisen that demonstrate existing, saved Local 
Plan policies and proposed Core Strategy allocations would not perform this 
role. 
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 Planning should conserve heritage assets. Green Belt additions could be used 
to provide an additional layer of policy protection for heritage assets in towns, 
however, no exceptional circumstances have arisen that demonstrate existing, 
saved Local Plan policies (e.g. Conservation Area policy) do not perform this 
role. 

 Planning should actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest 
possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus significant 
development in locations which are or can be made sustainable. The Core 
Strategy seeks to proactively guide development to sustainable locations. As 
set out above, it is considered that additions to the Green Belt could 
potentially reinforce this approach. 

 Planning should take account of and support local strategies to improve 
health, social and cultural wellbeing. No exceptional circumstances have 
arisen that demonstrate Green Belt additions are necessary to support such 
local strategies. 

Based on this review of planning principles, the potential for Green Belt additions 
to further reinforce sustainable patterns of development arises as an important 
consideration, as already concluded under the third test.  No further factors are 
identified that would add considerable weight to a case for additions to the Green 
Belt. 

Test 5 is not currently met. 
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6 Summary conclusions and recommendation 

The analysis demonstrates that when judged against the national purposes there is 
very little justification for extending the Green Belt in the south western part of 
the District. However, there are some arguments to support additions to the Green 
Belt in the area around the Somer Valley towns of Radstock and Midsomer 
Norton.  These include the extent to which Green Belt in this area could help to 
safeguard the countryside from encroachment, preserve the special historic 
character of historic towns (Midsomer Norton and Radstock Conservation Areas) 
and reinforce sustainable patterns of development. Nevertheless, it is submitted 
that the fundamental test is whether “exceptional circumstances” have arisen that 
justify additions to the Green Belt.  It is concluded that this is not the case at the 
present time. However, this should be kept under review in future iterations of the 
Local Plan.  

An essential characteristic of Green Belts is their permanence (NPPF paragraph 
79). The Green Belt in this area was reviewed fairly recently during the 
preparation of the B&NES Local Plan (Adopted in 2007).  This entailed extending 
the outer boundary of the Green Belt southwards from north of Farmborough to 
run north of Clutton, Timsbury and Camerton and south west of Peasedown. It is 
not considered that there has been a significant or substantial change in 
circumstances since that boundary was set to warrant a further change.  
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