
 

 

Aylward Town Planning Ltd        Company No:  08677630        Tel: 01457 872 240 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Stage 9 Statement 

Response to EX223 Consultation (Green Belt) 
 

On behalf of: 

King & Co 

 

Representor ID: 

863963 

 

 

In respect of: 

Welwyn and Hatfield Local Plan 

Examination in Public 

 

 

 

Date: 

January 2021 

 

Reference: 

MA/KING & CO/003-04/R006m 



Welwyn and Hatfield Local Plan Exam, Response to EX223 www.aylwardplanning.co.uk 

 

 

MA/KING & CO/003-04/R006 

 

Page 1 of 15 

 

KEY DOCUMENTS LIST 

• EX223 (WHBC Note to Inspector December 2020) 

• EX226 (WHBC Note on SP22) 
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1.0 Executive Summary 

1.1 This Statement is submitted pursuant to the EX223 Note published during December 2020 

(which sets out the Council’s position in terms of defining Green Belt boundaries for proposed 

allocation sites) and is in response to the Inspector’s invitation to submit further 

representations as part of the Stage 9 Hearing Sessions.  

1.2 EX223 is concerned with several sites across the borough which are proposed for release from 

the Green Belt to contribute towards the housing supply that would be required to meet or 

even approach Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (“FOAHN”) which the Council has 

identified as being 800 dwellings per annum.  

1.3 In this Statement, we comment upon the more generic comments within EX223 but also the 

site-based commentary in regard to the following: 

• HS25 LHe1 North of Hawkshead Road; 

• HS29 Cuf12 North of Northaw Road East; 

• HS30 Cuf7 Wells Farm. 

1.4 King & Co has property interests in respect of HS25 and HS30 (not HS29).  

1.5 Our comments in respect of HS29 is primarily in the context that there is an opportunity to 

provide a landscape buffer beyond the northern boundary of HS29/HS30 in land controlled by 

the promoter of HS29. We also set out that in the scenario that HS30 is allocated in isolation, 

that an appropriate landscape buffer can be delivered within the HS30 redlined boundary. 

These therefore represent two suitable proposals for enhanced landscaped boundaries to 

provide robust Green Belt boundaries.  

1.6 Given the context that the landscaped boundaries can function to mitigate the degree of 

Green Belt harm, we do take the opportunity to clarify some prior comments in regard to the 

potential for Green Belt harm to be had (prior to that mitigation). 

1.7 We would also note that document EX223 does cite proposals from the Council to delete a 

number of draft allocation sites from the Local Plan under Examination. Allocation HS30 is 

cited in this context and we make commentary re this in Section 4 of this Statement. 

1.8 In the context of site HS25, this Statement confirms that the enhanced landscaped 

boundaries can be effectively delivered within the redlined boundary. However, we take the 

opportunity to introduce a substantial landscaped boundary beyond the north-east of the 

draft allocation land. This is within the control of King & Co so is deliverable. 
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2.0  The Council’s Approach 

2.1 The EX223 document (The Green Belt Boundaries Approach) document is consistent with the 

Council’s stated position which is that the extent of unmet housing need is such that there is 

demonstrable exceptional circumstance to justify the release of land from the Green Belt. 

2.2 However, it goes on to add that policy objectives would dictate that the process to release 

Green Belt should seek to do so where it can be evidenced that proposed developments (with 

mitigation measures as appropriate) can minimise the impact upon contribution to Green Belt 

purposes. Specifically, it advises that elements such as substantial tree planting can 

strengthen Green Belt boundaries and positively contribute to the “passing” of the Calverton 

test. It states: 

“Where Green Belt release is proposed to meet housing and other development needs, development should 

be designed to minimise impact on Green Belt purposes. This can be achieved by incorporating design 

elements such as substantial tree planting to strengthen the new Green Belt boundaries to create or 

enhance physical features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. This approach accords 

with point (v) of the Calverton test which takes account of the extent to which harm to the green belt can 

be reduced.”  

2.3 The Council implicitly recognises that the prior approach to delivering these buffers was 

somewhat opaque, so it is to be welcomed that there is now an opportunity for precision so 

that the deliverability of these buffers can be highlighted through the Examination process 

and follow through into the site-specific policies as may be appropriate. 

2.4 The EX223 document sets out a proposed general approach to the treatment of the boundary 

edges of Green Belt allocation sites based upon the following considerations: 

Proposed Approach  

The general approach the Council proposes is based on the following considerations:  

A. Built development is inappropriate development in the Green Belt (with a number of exceptions) but 

open space, tree planting and structural landscaping are not.  

B. Where a site is to be released from the Green Belt it is appropriate to maximise the delivery of new 

homes on that site in order to minimise the need to release Green Belt elsewhere.  

C. Many sites to be allocated are part of a larger landholding which would allow boundary strengthening 

to occur on adjoining land.  

D. There will be exceptions to this general approach where appropriate.  

2.5 We are supportive of the general framework provided by parts (A) and (B) above. We would 

also agree that where part (C) is the case then it should provide an opportunity for a strong 
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buffer without constraint to yield. Part (D) is a helpful addition to respond to scenarios where 

part (C) cannot be engaged. We therefore conclude that this approach is well-considered, 

reasonable and appropriate. 

2.6 EX223 sets out a general intent that (where land is available and suitable to do so) opportunity 

should be taken to utilise land adjacent to the core development parcel to secure tree-

planting and other strategic landscaping needed to strengthen the Green Belt boundary. That 

would be concluded to be beneficial to the development, but it would not necessarily require 

that additional land to be released from the Green Belt. 

2.7 The key driver for this approach is (certainly in the context of a Local Plan Examination where 

there is already stark undersupply relative to FOAHN) to seek to ensure that proposed yields 

can be maximised and deliverable. This more efficient use of land enhances the exceptional 

circumstance case and effectively adheres with the NPPF’s guidance on such matters, 

paragraph 117 of which states that: 

”Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the need for homes and 

other uses, while safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living 

conditions.” 

2.8 In the context of document EX223, it goes on to identify nine draft allocation sites which are 

envisaged to provide the opportunity for additional Green Belt planting/strengthening 

outside the site boundary. By implication, the proposal appears to suggest that there will be 

areas of land necessary for structural landscaping but that they would be outside the 

allocation and remain as Green Belt.  Allocations HS25 (LHe1, North of Hawkshead Rd) and 

HS29 (Cuf12 North of Northaw Road East) are included within the list of those allocations, but 

the document assumes that any structural landscaping needed to secure appropriate 

mitigation for site HS30 would be delivered within the site boundary. 

2.9 The following framework is outlined for these nine sites (which would evidently be referenced 

for other sites should it become clear that additional land could be secured necessary to 

provide buffer zones) as set out below: 

It is therefore suggested that as a general rule, the tree-planting and other strategic landscaping needed to 

strengthen the green belt boundary will take place adjoining but outside the development allocation, and 

within the green belt. In other words, generally the green belt boundary would divide the landscaping from 

the built development. There are a number of potential exceptions to this approach;  

• Where ownership does not extend over the green belt boundary. In this case the developer will need 

to incorporate the boundary enhancements within the allocation and outside the green belt. It would 

usually be possible to overcome this issue if a developer purchases adjoining land in the green belt.  
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• Where topography would limit the effectiveness of screening outside the site allocation.  

•  Where the existing boundary would make this inappropriate, for example sites adjoining roads, 

railways and significant woodlands.  

• Where there are noise, ecological or other reasons to incorporate a green buffer zone within the site 

boundary in any case which can then double as boundary strengthening.  

2.10 Whilst we agree that there is clear merit in taking the opportunity to secure more efficient use 

of allocation parcels to deliver new homes, we do have some reservations about how site-

based policies would secure those changes if necessary mitigation land was excluded from 

the allocation.  

2.11 Whilst we do not choose to reject the Council’s approach (which is to identify buffer zones but 

to exclude them from allocations), we would suggest that the Inspector considers the 

widening of those allocations to incorporate any landscaped areas that are deemed necessary 

to make the development acceptable in planning terms. It would be feasible to craft policy 

wording which clarified that the function of those buffer areas was to support landscaping 

rather than built development. That approach would ensure that the mitigation was delivered 

as part and parcel of the development but also highlight that the policy did not intend that 

buffer area to support built development if that was itself deemed unacceptable.  
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3.0 Approach re Site HS25 

3.1 Site HS25 is located immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary and would form an 

appropriate contiguous extension to the Little Heath settlement boundary. 

3.2 The plan extracted below is included as Appendix 1 and the viewpoints identified on the plan 

are shown as Appendix 2.  

 

3.3 The HS25 site already has the benefit of very strong landscape buffers to the southern 
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boundaries and with built form to the east and west. The northern boundary includes the 

western area which has a hedge-lined boundary (to the recently completed dwelling) and a 

somewhat lighter boundary towards the north-eastern boundary of the HS25 site. 

3.4 We note that the submitted Local Plan identifies HS25 for allocation whilst the Council has 

consulted upon proposed amendments to the Plan which would add parcels LHe4/ LHe5 to te 

immediate north-west. 

3.5 Regardless of the potential addition of sites LHe4/LHe5, we are confident that appropriate 

boundary strengthening can be provided to all the key edges of this broadly rectangular plot 

within the redlined area that would make the development acceptable in planning terms. 

3.6 However, we can agree that there would be additional benefit accrued through providing a 

more substantial landscaped buffer beyond the north-eastern edge of HS25 and the plan in 

Appendix 1 shows that the promoter is committed to this and it will be effective. 

3.7 This land to the north-east of the HS25 site is in the same ownership as HS25 itself.  Through 

dialogue with the landowner, we can confirm that additional land beyond the north-eastern 

boundaries can be identified and managed to provide appropriate structural landscaping as 

well as swales to provide a very strong buffer to the north-eastern boundary. 

3.8 It is therefore considered that the introduction of a structural landscape belt beyond the 

north-eastern boundary (broadly as envisaged by the Council’s Green Belt Boundaries 

Approach) would be eminently suitable for site HS25. This could further mitigate any 

potential for Green Belt harm if necessary. We would also note that the implementation of 

this planting and ongoing woodland management (as illustrated by the plan at Appendix 2) 

offers the opportunity for notable biodiversity and landscape enhancements.   

3.9 We do note that the purpose of the EX223 document is to seek to provide a more cohesive 

structure in regard to the opportunity for structural landscaping to mitigate the potential for 

adverse impacts upon contribution to the Green Belt purposes.  

3.10 In the context of Green Belt harm, the Council has identified a number of areas which are 

referred to as being “the most essential” parts of the Green Belt i.e. the areas where release 

would cause the greatest harm to the purposes of the Green Belt. Site HS25 is not located 

within (or near) any such parcel. 

3.11 In the context of the Green Belt purposes, the Stage 3 Addendum argues that the prospect of 

Green Belt harm (without reference to the mitigation delivered through the EX223 
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framework) would not exceed Moderate-Low and continues to be concluded acceptable.   

3.12 In the context of the additional mitigation which can be achieved through adoption of the 

Council’s EX223 approach to mitigating Green Belt harm, this will minimise potential harm to 

Green Belt purposes very well below any reasonable threshold in the prism of the stark 

exceptional circumstance to accommodate unmet housing need.   

3.13 We note that the EX223 document proposes a central approach where additional mitigation 

should be provided outside the redlined allocation site because this would: 

• Optimise the opportunity for maximising yield; 

• Result in a landscaping belt would be suitable in the Green Belt context so would not 

necessitate release; and 

• By inference seek to mitigate the potential for promoters to seek to use those buffer 

areas to support built development. 

3.14 We do not necessarily suggest that the above central approach should be rejected, but we do 

have some concerns that it might be challenging from a DM perspective to both require 

specific mitigation works to be delivered to allow a development parcel to come forward but 

then to exclude it from the allocation.  

3.15 An alternative approach would therefore be to capture that structural landscaping area within 

an expanded allocation but to clarify through policy wording that the landscaping area is not 

intended for built development. We are content for this matter to be resolved by the Inspector 

following Examination. 

3.16 We therefore support the Council’s EX223 approach in connection with site HS25 and confirm 

an intent to strengthen the development edge by bringing in additional land beyond the 

north-eastern boundary.  
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4.0 Approach re Site HS30 

4.1 The Council has justified the selection of site HS30 through the Publication material and 

throughout the Examination to date. Site HS30 is located relatively close to the settlement 

boundary and would (alongside site HS29) form an appropriate contiguous extension to the 

Cuffley settlement boundary. 

4.2 The HS30 site supports a number of existing buildings (both dwellings and commercial uses) 

which largely occupy the eastern part of the site, with areas of paddock to the west and north. 

In addition to the dwellings, whilst the buildings upon the site have an appearance akin to 

agricultural barns they are in commercial use. Four buildings (B-E) are utilised by a 

homewares business for storage and building A has planning consent for commercial uses.  

4.3 In the context of the residual building (Building F) it has consent and established use as a 

commercial livery and the paddock areas (whilst evidently grassed) have a functional 

connection with the commercial use. 

4.4 The plan extracted below is included as Appendix 3 and the viewpoints identified on the plan 

are shown as Appendix 4. This identifies the approach which would be taken if HS30 was 

allocated in isolation, rather than alongside HS29 which is the published intent of the Council 

as has been justified through the Examination process. 
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4.5 The HS30 site already has the benefit of very strong buffers to the western and southern 

boundaries formed by established landscaping including tree belts. Whilst there are also 

boundary treatments to the northern and eastern boundaries, in the scenario of HS30 being 

developed in isolation those boundaries would benefit from being strengthened and the plan 

in Appendix 3 shows that the promoter is committed to this and it will be effective. 

4.6 It is important to note that the developer is committed to bringing this site forward as a high 

quality scheme in the early part of the Plan period, as such there is strong intent for the 

scheme to be fully completed within years 1-5 of the Plan period. The image below is 

extracted from a current application for 14 units within the HS30 site that would deliver early 

homes on the site of existing brownfield uses. We confirm that this would not prejudice the 

delivery of the 75 units proposed through the HS30 allocation in the draft Plan. This current 

application demonstrates a quality design approach and a commitment to ensuring strong 

use of landscape buffers integrated into our design approach for the modern rural aesthetic. 

 

4.7 The land to the north and east of the HS30 site are not in the promoter’s ownership, so in the 

context of HS30 being delivered in isolation we would agree with the Council that the 

boundary treatments would be delivered within the site itself. 

4.8 Whilst a suitable Green Belt boundary can be delivered solely within site HS30, we would note 

that through collaborative dialogue with the promoter of site HS29 (in the scenario that both 

HS29 and HS30 are allocated) an area of land beyond the northern boundaries of both parcels 

has been identified as suitable for a continuous Green Belt boundary along that edge. 
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4.9 We have been provided a copy of a plan (reproduced with thanks to Taylor Wimpey) which 

has been prepared to illustrate how this can be undertaken effectively and is extracted below 

(full copy provided at Appendix 5). 

 

4.10 The introduction of a planting belt to the northern edge of HS30 (whether this is provided 
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within the site or as part of an amended boundary to the north which aligns with the 

neighbouring HS29 allocation), this would enhance the setting of built development in the 

landscape compared to the western edge of Cuffley as now.   

4.11 It should be noted that the existing western edge of Cuffley has no such screening, so by 

consequence it presents as a hard built edge which is strikingly apparent when approaching 

from the west. This compares unfavourably with other gateways to Cuffley which are 

considerably softened by notable tree planting. 

4.12 As well as a softening effect, these tree-lined areas contribute towards enclosure and directly 

enhance the character and appearance of the village within the wider landscape.  

4.13 It is therefore considered that the introduction of a robust landscape belt (as envisaged by the 

Council’s Green Belt Boundaries Approach) would be eminently suitable for site HS30. This 

could considerably mitigate any potential for Green Belt harm if it was deemed that there 

would be impacts upon views from the north or the north-east. We would also note that the 

implementation of this planting of native species and ongoing woodland management (as 

illustrated at Appendix 5) offers opportunity for biodiversity and landscape enhancements.   

4.14 We do note that the purpose of the EX223 document is to seek to provide a more cohesive 

structure in regard to the opportunity for structural landscaping to mitigate the potential for 

adverse impacts upon contribution to the Green Belt purposes.  

4.15 We are entirely clear that the Council has submitted both HS29 and HS30 for allocation and 

justified them accordingly throughout the Examination. We are aware that the Council has 

instructed Green Belt evidence from LUC and by consequence of that (both sites deemed 

High harm) is now proposing to delete the allocation through Main Modifications as part of a 

strategic approach whereby any sites identified as High harm are not being supported. 

4.16 Whilst the EX223 document is focused upon the Council’s approach to Green Belt Boundaries 

it must be inherently linked to their initial assessment of Green Belt harm, coupled with the 

recognition that strengthened landscape boundaries can serve to mitigate any residual harm 

which is the central premise of the Green Belt Boundaries Approach Document as a whole. 

4.17 Detailed representations in terms of this proposed deletion were made in Spring 2020 in 

response to the Council’s Proposed Changes to the Plan. We do not seek to replicate these 

arguments in full, but for ease of summary we refute the degree of Green Belt harm that has 

been attributed to the release of site HS30 or any proposal to omit it from the Plan both on 

that basis and given the serious shortfall in housing as compared to the justified FOAHN. 
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4.18 The extent of unmet housing need against the FOAHN of 16,000 homes is stark. We extract a 

quote from EX226 (para 2) which accepts that the quantum of unmet need is such that the 

Council would simply have to accept sites that are deemed to represent high harm. It states: 

“The Inspector has previously stated his view that the Objectively Assessed Need for housing is 800 

dwellings per year. Meeting this need would require the release of high harm sites from the green belt even 

if additional sites promoted through the call for sites are added to the plan.”  

4.19 The extent of unmet need is very considerable both in terms of the FOAHN but also in the 

context of chronic under-delivery. These are both strong indicators of exceptional 

circumstance and the pressing need to identify suitable sites for Green Belt release. 

4.20 Whilst the Council has sought to argue that they are not obliged to undertake a sequential 

approach to site selection for housing, it is self-evident that their methodology has been 

underpinned by efforts to prioritise sites that would avoid what are deemed as Absolute 

Constraints. Whilst the Council’s Stage 3 Green Belt Study does acknowledge that harm to 

Green Belt purposes is just one factor to consider when allocating sites for housing, it is clear 

that it has been given weight by the Council.  

4.21 In the context of Green Belt harm, the Council has identified a number of areas which are 

referred to as being “the most essential” parts of the Green Belt i.e. the areas where release 

would cause the greatest harm to the purposes of the Green Belt. Site HS30 is not located 

within (or near) any such parcel. 

4.22 Stepping down from the “most essential”, the HS30 site forms part of the much larger parcel 

(P87) which includes areas that are much more open than the southern edge which includes 

sites HS29 and HS30.  

4.23 In the context of the Green Belt purposes, the Stage 3 Addendum argues that this very large 

P87 parcel making a significant contribution to safeguarding against encroachment. 

However, by reference to the consideration of the majority of parcels these are also deemed 

to make a significant contribution to safeguarding the countryside against encroachment. In 

the same way that they proceeded with sites HS29 and HS30 in the Publication Plan, the 

Council have proceeded with many allocations for new housing (i.e. release from Green Belt) 

within such parcels.   

4.24 By reference to our previous representations the representor has demonstrated that site 

HS30 already includes considerable components of previously developed land and built form 

which reduces its contribution to the purposes. In the context of the additional mitigation 
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which can be achieved through adoption of the Council’s EX223 approach to mitigating Green 

Belt harm, this will minimise potential harm to Green Belt purposes well below any reasonable 

threshold in the prism of the stark exceptional circumstance to accommodate unmet housing 

need.  Through the allocation of HS30 and HS29 the associated planting has the potential to 

also offer wider landscape benefits, adjacent to a hard and unattractive urban edge. The 

allocation of these parcels will soften that urban edge that will be beneficial generally.   

4.25 Even in the absence of the EX223 framework, it would be unreasonable and inconsistent for 

the Council to suggest that they should omit these sites (HS29 and HS30) due to Green Belt 

considerations and by consequence fail to achieve their housing requirement.  The delivery of 

site HS30 would utilise a site that is generally well screened and largely comprised of built 

form, which would not require any development on the most essential parts of the Green Belt.  

The additional component of the Council’s EX223 Green Belt Boundaries Approach clarifies 

that through ensuring structural landscaping (as can be achieved through the allocation of 

sites HS29 and HS30) that this will minimise the harm to the Green Belt purposes. 

4.26 We therefore strongly recommend that the Inspector should reject any proposition to omit 

HS30 and therefore retain it to allow the Council get closer to achieving their OAN housing 

requirement using a location which supports considerable built form and is close to a 

sustainable village with good walkable access to shops and the train network. 

4.27 In the context that the Inspector agrees that the continued allocation of sites HS29 and HS30 

is acceptable (given the exceptional circumstance) then we would suggest that this would be 

best delivered through the inclusion of land beyond the northern boundary for structural 

landscaping which is in the control of the HS29 promoter. That would assume that HS29 and 

HS30 would both be dealt with through the central approach as advocated in EX223. 

4.28 We note that the EX223 document proposes a central approach where additional mitigation 

should be provided outside the redlined allocation site because this would: 

• Optimise the opportunity for maximising yield; 

• Result in a landscaping belt would be suitable in the Green Belt context so would not 

necessitate release; and 

• By inference seek to mitigate the potential for promoters to seek to use those buffer 

areas to support built development. 

4.29 We do not necessarily suggest that the above central approach should be rejected, but we do 

have some concerns that it might be challenging from a DM perspective to both require 

specific mitigation works to be delivered to allow a development parcel to come forward but 
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then to exclude it from the allocation.  

4.30 An alternative approach would therefore be to capture that structural landscaping area within 

an expanded allocation but to clarify through policy wording that the landscaping area is not 

intended for built development. We are content for this matter to be resolved by the Inspector 

following Examination. 

4.31 In the scenario that HS30 is allocated in isolation, then we would be content to reference the 

alternate approach as set out within EX223 where the strengthened landscaping can be 

delivered within the redlined boundary and would provide appropriate mitigation without risk 

to achieving the proposed yield of 75 homes. 
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	 Where topography would limit the effectiveness of screening outside the site allocation.
	  Where the existing boundary would make this inappropriate, for example sites adjoining roads, railways and significant woodlands.
	 Where there are noise, ecological or other reasons to incorporate a green buffer zone within the site boundary in any case which can then double as boundary strengthening.
	2.10 Whilst we agree that there is clear merit in taking the opportunity to secure more efficient use of allocation parcels to deliver new homes, we do have some reservations about how site-based policies would secure those changes if necessary mitiga...
	2.11 Whilst we do not choose to reject the Council’s approach (which is to identify buffer zones but to exclude them from allocations), we would suggest that the Inspector considers the widening of those allocations to incorporate any landscaped areas...

	3.0 Approach re Site HS25
	3.1 Site HS25 is located immediately adjacent to the settlement boundary and would form an appropriate contiguous extension to the Little Heath settlement boundary.
	3.2 The plan extracted below is included as Appendix 1 and the viewpoints identified on the plan are shown as Appendix 2.
	3.3 The HS25 site already has the benefit of very strong landscape buffers to the southern boundaries and with built form to the east and west. The northern boundary includes the western area which has a hedge-lined boundary (to the recently completed...
	3.4 We note that the submitted Local Plan identifies HS25 for allocation whilst the Council has consulted upon proposed amendments to the Plan which would add parcels LHe4/ LHe5 to te immediate north-west.
	3.5 Regardless of the potential addition of sites LHe4/LHe5, we are confident that appropriate boundary strengthening can be provided to all the key edges of this broadly rectangular plot within the redlined area that would make the development accept...
	3.6 However, we can agree that there would be additional benefit accrued through providing a more substantial landscaped buffer beyond the north-eastern edge of HS25 and the plan in Appendix 1 shows that the promoter is committed to this and it will b...
	3.7 This land to the north-east of the HS25 site is in the same ownership as HS25 itself.  Through dialogue with the landowner, we can confirm that additional land beyond the north-eastern boundaries can be identified and managed to provide appropriat...
	3.8 It is therefore considered that the introduction of a structural landscape belt beyond the north-eastern boundary (broadly as envisaged by the Council’s Green Belt Boundaries Approach) would be eminently suitable for site HS25. This could further ...
	3.9 We do note that the purpose of the EX223 document is to seek to provide a more cohesive structure in regard to the opportunity for structural landscaping to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts upon contribution to the Green Belt purposes.
	3.10 In the context of Green Belt harm, the Council has identified a number of areas which are referred to as being “the most essential” parts of the Green Belt i.e. the areas where release would cause the greatest harm to the purposes of the Green Be...
	3.11 In the context of the Green Belt purposes, the Stage 3 Addendum argues that the prospect of Green Belt harm (without reference to the mitigation delivered through the EX223 framework) would not exceed Moderate-Low and continues to be concluded ac...
	3.12 In the context of the additional mitigation which can be achieved through adoption of the Council’s EX223 approach to mitigating Green Belt harm, this will minimise potential harm to Green Belt purposes very well below any reasonable threshold in...
	3.13 We note that the EX223 document proposes a central approach where additional mitigation should be provided outside the redlined allocation site because this would:
	 Optimise the opportunity for maximising yield;
	 Result in a landscaping belt would be suitable in the Green Belt context so would not necessitate release; and
	 By inference seek to mitigate the potential for promoters to seek to use those buffer areas to support built development.
	3.14 We do not necessarily suggest that the above central approach should be rejected, but we do have some concerns that it might be challenging from a DM perspective to both require specific mitigation works to be delivered to allow a development par...
	3.15 An alternative approach would therefore be to capture that structural landscaping area within an expanded allocation but to clarify through policy wording that the landscaping area is not intended for built development. We are content for this ma...
	3.16 We therefore support the Council’s EX223 approach in connection with site HS25 and confirm an intent to strengthen the development edge by bringing in additional land beyond the north-eastern boundary.
	3.17

	4.0 Approach re Site HS30
	4.1 The Council has justified the selection of site HS30 through the Publication material and throughout the Examination to date. Site HS30 is located relatively close to the settlement boundary and would (alongside site HS29) form an appropriate cont...
	4.2 The HS30 site supports a number of existing buildings (both dwellings and commercial uses) which largely occupy the eastern part of the site, with areas of paddock to the west and north. In addition to the dwellings, whilst the buildings upon the ...
	4.3 In the context of the residual building (Building F) it has consent and established use as a commercial livery and the paddock areas (whilst evidently grassed) have a functional connection with the commercial use.
	4.4 The plan extracted below is included as Appendix 3 and the viewpoints identified on the plan are shown as Appendix 4. This identifies the approach which would be taken if HS30 was allocated in isolation, rather than alongside HS29 which is the pub...
	4.5 The HS30 site already has the benefit of very strong buffers to the western and southern boundaries formed by established landscaping including tree belts. Whilst there are also boundary treatments to the northern and eastern boundaries, in the sc...
	4.6 It is important to note that the developer is committed to bringing this site forward as a high quality scheme in the early part of the Plan period, as such there is strong intent for the scheme to be fully completed within years 1-5 of the Plan p...
	4.7 The land to the north and east of the HS30 site are not in the promoter’s ownership, so in the context of HS30 being delivered in isolation we would agree with the Council that the boundary treatments would be delivered within the site itself.
	4.8 Whilst a suitable Green Belt boundary can be delivered solely within site HS30, we would note that through collaborative dialogue with the promoter of site HS29 (in the scenario that both HS29 and HS30 are allocated) an area of land beyond the nor...
	4.9 We have been provided a copy of a plan (reproduced with thanks to Taylor Wimpey) which has been prepared to illustrate how this can be undertaken effectively and is extracted below (full copy provided at Appendix 5).
	4.10 The introduction of a planting belt to the northern edge of HS30 (whether this is provided within the site or as part of an amended boundary to the north which aligns with the neighbouring HS29 allocation), this would enhance the setting of built...
	4.11 It should be noted that the existing western edge of Cuffley has no such screening, so by consequence it presents as a hard built edge which is strikingly apparent when approaching from the west. This compares unfavourably with other gateways to ...
	4.12 As well as a softening effect, these tree-lined areas contribute towards enclosure and directly enhance the character and appearance of the village within the wider landscape.
	4.13 It is therefore considered that the introduction of a robust landscape belt (as envisaged by the Council’s Green Belt Boundaries Approach) would be eminently suitable for site HS30. This could considerably mitigate any potential for Green Belt ha...
	4.14 We do note that the purpose of the EX223 document is to seek to provide a more cohesive structure in regard to the opportunity for structural landscaping to mitigate the potential for adverse impacts upon contribution to the Green Belt purposes.
	4.15 We are entirely clear that the Council has submitted both HS29 and HS30 for allocation and justified them accordingly throughout the Examination. We are aware that the Council has instructed Green Belt evidence from LUC and by consequence of that...
	4.16 Whilst the EX223 document is focused upon the Council’s approach to Green Belt Boundaries it must be inherently linked to their initial assessment of Green Belt harm, coupled with the recognition that strengthened landscape boundaries can serve t...
	4.17 Detailed representations in terms of this proposed deletion were made in Spring 2020 in response to the Council’s Proposed Changes to the Plan. We do not seek to replicate these arguments in full, but for ease of summary we refute the degree of G...
	4.18 The extent of unmet housing need against the FOAHN of 16,000 homes is stark. We extract a quote from EX226 (para 2) which accepts that the quantum of unmet need is such that the Council would simply have to accept sites that are deemed to represe...
	“The Inspector has previously stated his view that the Objectively Assessed Need for housing is 800 dwellings per year. Meeting this need would require the release of high harm sites from the green belt even if additional sites promoted through the ca...
	4.19 The extent of unmet need is very considerable both in terms of the FOAHN but also in the context of chronic under-delivery. These are both strong indicators of exceptional circumstance and the pressing need to identify suitable sites for Green Be...
	4.20 Whilst the Council has sought to argue that they are not obliged to undertake a sequential approach to site selection for housing, it is self-evident that their methodology has been underpinned by efforts to prioritise sites that would avoid what...
	4.21 In the context of Green Belt harm, the Council has identified a number of areas which are referred to as being “the most essential” parts of the Green Belt i.e. the areas where release would cause the greatest harm to the purposes of the Green Be...
	4.22 Stepping down from the “most essential”, the HS30 site forms part of the much larger parcel (P87) which includes areas that are much more open than the southern edge which includes sites HS29 and HS30.
	4.23 In the context of the Green Belt purposes, the Stage 3 Addendum argues that this very large P87 parcel making a significant contribution to safeguarding against encroachment. However, by reference to the consideration of the majority of parcels t...
	4.24 By reference to our previous representations the representor has demonstrated that site HS30 already includes considerable components of previously developed land and built form which reduces its contribution to the purposes. In the context of th...
	4.25 Even in the absence of the EX223 framework, it would be unreasonable and inconsistent for the Council to suggest that they should omit these sites (HS29 and HS30) due to Green Belt considerations and by consequence fail to achieve their housing r...
	4.26 We therefore strongly recommend that the Inspector should reject any proposition to omit HS30 and therefore retain it to allow the Council get closer to achieving their OAN housing requirement using a location which supports considerable built fo...
	4.27 In the context that the Inspector agrees that the continued allocation of sites HS29 and HS30 is acceptable (given the exceptional circumstance) then we would suggest that this would be best delivered through the inclusion of land beyond the nort...
	4.28 We note that the EX223 document proposes a central approach where additional mitigation should be provided outside the redlined allocation site because this would:
	 Optimise the opportunity for maximising yield;
	 Result in a landscaping belt would be suitable in the Green Belt context so would not necessitate release; and
	 By inference seek to mitigate the potential for promoters to seek to use those buffer areas to support built development.
	4.29 We do not necessarily suggest that the above central approach should be rejected, but we do have some concerns that it might be challenging from a DM perspective to both require specific mitigation works to be delivered to allow a development par...
	4.30 An alternative approach would therefore be to capture that structural landscaping area within an expanded allocation but to clarify through policy wording that the landscaping area is not intended for built development. We are content for this ma...
	4.31 In the scenario that HS30 is allocated in isolation, then we would be content to reference the alternate approach as set out within EX223 where the strengthened landscaping can be delivered within the redlined boundary and would provide appropria...


