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Dear Sir, 

Town and Country Planning Act 1990 
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan (2013-2032) Public Examination 
LUC Green Belt Study Methodology 

Thank you for your email dated 21st November which follows very helpful Hearing Sessions held on 6th and 7th 
November 2018 to discuss the LUC Green Belt Study commissioned by the Council. 

Our representations to the additional LUC Stage 3 Green Belt Study, whilst welcoming the assessment of 
‘washed over’ villages in the context of insetting and para. 86 of the 2012 NPPF, raised concerns regarding the 
scoring mechanism for purpose 3 ‘safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’. 

The assessment criteria applied by LUC for purpose 3 is set out within Table 3.5 on pg. 29 of the Stage 3 Study 
and is reproduced overleaf. Our concern relates to the application of the purpose 3 assessment criteria and 
particularly the number of parcels that are considered to ‘significantly contribute’ to the purpose that makes 
any differentiation between parcels in relation to purpose 3 very difficult. The mapping shown in Figure 6.3 on 
pg. 10 of the ‘Figures’ annex demonstrates this absence of differentiation between parcels for purpose 3.  
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We would specifically ask LUC to reconsider the purpose three ‘significant contribution’ score allocated to 
parcel 38 (P38). Even without undertaking a site visit, it is evident from aerial photography that P38 cannot 
reasonably be considered to ‘have a sense of separation from the settlement’ nor ‘lack urbanising 
development’ as required to satisfy the Table 3.5 ‘significant contribution’ definition.  

To the contrary, P38 is enclosed on three sides by existing housing and, other than sharing its northern 
boundary with open countryside beyond, does not display the characteristics of open countryside being, as it 
is, effectively an in-fill opportunity. As the two photographs below demonstrate, even the northern boundary 
of the site contains a strong vegetative boundary which successfully encloses the site to the degree that any 
wider perception of relationship with open countryside beyond is significantly lessened, certainly compared 
with the much stronger relationship with the rear of existing residential properties on all but one boundary. 

Photograph 1: Northern Boundary (West Side) 



Photograph 2: Northern Boundary (East Side) 

The qualitative assessment for P38 is set out on pg. 170 of Appendix 6.1 of the LUC Study and reads as follows: 

‘The land contains the characteristics of open countryside, comprising a single pastoral field and 
is free of development. Stanborough has however urban characteristics and the parcel is 
contained by development on three sides. However, the sloping valley side does strengthen the 
relationship with the countryside in the wider Green Belt’.  

There is a clear disconnect between the qualitative description of P38 and the final purpose rating of 
‘significant contribution’. The purpose 3 assessment criteria reproduced above in Table 3.5 requires parcels 
judged as making a ‘significant contribution’ to display a sense of separation from the settlement and lack 
urbanising development. The LUC study’s own qualitative assessment of P38 recognises that it displays urban 
characteristics, being contained by development on three sides and it cannot therefore reasonably be 
concluded that it makes a ‘significant contribution’, a precursor of which is having a sense of separation from 
the urbanising influence of the settlement. 

At the very most, P38 must be considered to make a ‘partial contribution’, having the characteristics of open 
countryside but relating to both the settlement and the countryside beyond. 

We note from the hearing sessions that numerous concerns were raised by respondents that the purpose 3 
score had been over-estimated, with P7 and P42 being given as examples. This is particularly evident when 
comparisons are required to be made between the contribution of parcels with very different characteristics 
to purpose 3. The proposed allocation of Symondshyde was much debated and we agree with the general 
thrust of the discussion that it would appear perverse that development being introduced into an isolated, 
countryside setting would have the same purpose 3 score as P38 which displays a clear and obvious 
relationship with the settlement in which it sits, being surrounded on three sides. 

We would therefore respectfully ask LUC to reconsider the purpose 3 score ascribed to P38 and whether, in 
conjunction, there is an opportunity to provide more gradation to the purpose 3 rating given the clear 
difference in countryside encroachment between Symondshyde as an isolated intervention within open 
countryside and the development of parcels such as P38 which have a clear relationship to the host 
settlement and the existing urbanised development it contains.  



I trust this is sufficiently clear but if the Inspector or LUC require any further information about what is being 
asked, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Kind regards 

Yours sincerely 

John Richards MRTPI 
Director, Planning 
Dandara Ltd 
jrichards@dandara.com 
01442 838130 
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