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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This Statement is submitted by Aylward Town Planning Ltd (“ATP”) on behalf of our client 

King & Co ('King & Co').  

1.2 Correspondence was received from the Programme Officer on 02/09/20 inviting responses on 

a number of recent documents that have recently been lodged by or on behalf of the Council 

in connections with specific matters pertaining to the Examination.  

1.3 This Statement is submitted in respect of our response to the Opinion issued by Mr Beglan 

and issued as documents EX201A and EX202A. Whilst we have of course submitted 

representations to the emerging Local Plan on matters pertaining to Green Belt 

considerations, this Statement is simply a response to the Opinion. Beyond that, we reserve 

our position to provide additional commentary on these themes at this time in the light of any 

updated evidence that may become available. 

1.4 During Stage 8 of the Hearings  consideration was had in terms of settlement-specific policies, 

and we understand that the Council has or will be completing additional work to seek the 

allocation of further sites coalescent with settlement boundaries to help address the shortfall 

in terms of the objectively assessed need. 

1.5 The Opinion seeks to argue that there is no specific requirement in the Regulations for the 

local planning authority to adopt a sequential approach to site selection in the context of 

allocating sites for development to underpin the emerging Local Plan.  
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2.0 Analysis 

2.1 During Stage 8 of the Hearings  consideration was had in terms of settlement-specific policies, 

and we understand that the Council has or will be completing additional work to seek the 

allocation of further sites coalescent with settlement boundaries to help address the shortfall 

in terms of the objectively assessed need. 

2.2 The Opinion seeks to argue that there is no specific requirement in the Regulations for the 

local planning authority to adopt a sequential approach to site selection in the context of 

allocating sites for development to underpin the emerging Local Plan. 

2.3 It does however accept that the Council has adopted a methodology through which the 

relative merits of sites has informed how some sites have been deemed more suitable for 

selection based upon given criteria. Part of this approach has been the relative contribution 

of sites to the Green Belt purposes and the extent of harm arising from release to support new 

development including housing. 

2.4 It is clear from review of this methodology that once absolute constraints to development are 

considered (such as flood risk or harm to designated ecological assets) that harm to Green 

Belt is one of the most substantive criteria to the consideration of sites for allocation. 

2.5 We therefore argue that even if the Council chooses to promote a position that suggests they 

are not mandated to adopt a sequential approach in relation to Green Belt, the methodology 

they have adopted has clearly done so in any event. 

2.6 If the Council had adopted the methodology consistently, they would have recognised that 

there are a number of promoted sites which have been omitted which were adjudged to result 

in relatively limited Green Belt harm and are otherwise suitable (as any initial concerns are 

capable of mitigation).  

2.7 In this context we refer to site WGC11 which is the only promoted site which is adjacent to a 

Tier 1 settlement that scored “Moderate” (or lower) that is not subject of a draft allocation in 

the Plan. It is a highly accessible site within walking distance of schools, shops, public open 

space, employment and a train station. It also provides the opportunity to mitigate any 

potential for heritage harm and indeed to provide net positive contribution to heritage assets. 

2.8 This demonstrates that if the Council’s methodology had been applied consistently then more 

sites could have been allocated and the chronic shortfall against the FOAHN could have been 

easily avoided.  
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2.9 In addition, for some draft allocation sites they were adjudged to have the potential for 

greater Green Belt harm but it has been previously accepted by the Council and demonstrated 

through the Stage 8 hearings that harm can be substantially mitigated by robust screening 

and sensitive design.  

2.10 It is not therefore the case that as part of any sequential exercise that there would be a 

reasonable basis to exclude or to reduce the extent of draft allocation sites, other than in 

association with the comments made in the Interim Report (EX212) by the Inspector in 

respect of site SP19 and SP22. 

2.11 We therefore simply argue that (regardless of whether the Council was mandated to adopt a 

sequential approach through the Regulations that the methodology they have adopted has 

already done so.  
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3.0 Recommendation 

3.1 It is clear from other correspondence to the Examination that there is considerable unmet 

need for housing and further sites will need to be identified for allocation to meet those needs.  

3.2 If the Council is to continue to utilise its adopted methodology then this should be applied 

consistently when further sites are identified to meet these substantial unmet needs. If any 

omitted sites are shown to result in limited harm than that should be given strong positive 

weight as part of the planning balance exercise. 

3.3 This should evidently include consideration of sites adjacent to Tier 1 settlements and close 

to train stations, where the level of Green Belt harm would be as low as “Moderate”. 
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