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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 This document is prepared by Enplan on behalf of Benfield Valley Investments Ltd. It 

provides a response to the MIQs (INSP03) under Matter 16 ‘Environment and Energy 
DM37-46’ in relation to policy DM38 Local Green Spaces. 

1.2 Enplan has made previous representations (October 2020) on behalf of Benfield Valley 
Investments Ltd in relation to the proposed Benfield Valley site allocation in the 
Regulation 19 version of the City Plan Part 2. This submission is made in further support 
of those representations. 
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2.0 RESPONSE TO QUESTIONS 
Matter 16 - Environment and Energy DM37 - DM46 

2.1 The MIQ document (INSP03) sets out a series of questions to be answered for each of 
the policies DM37 - DM46. A response to each question under policy DM38 ‘Local green 
spaces’ in respect of Benfield Valley is provided below. 

1. What is the justification for each of the local green spaces designated? What 
methodology was used to assess land for designation and is it robust? Would 
each accord with the criteria set out in NPPF paragraphs 101 and 102? How were 
the boundaries defined? Is there any justification for amending the boundaries? 

2.2 No objection is made to the use of the Local Green Space designation for part of the 
Policy Area. However, in accordance with NPPF para 101 it is important to ensure that 
the extent of the designation does not compromise the delivery of sufficient homes by 
designating extensive tracts of land as LGSs. The overall boundaries of the proposed 
LGS are defined partly by existing roads and other development. However, they do not 
take account of the current site conditions. For example, there is an existing car park on 
the site to the north of Hangleton Lane which is surfaced in chalk/gravel and which has 
no amenity, ecological, biodiversity or landscape value. This area should be excluded 
from the LGS designation as it does not meet the criteria. 

2.3 It is noted that the proposed housing allocations are excluded from the proposed LGS 
designation. However, they are surrounded by proposed LGS land which is inconsistent 
with the requirement for the sites to be accessed from Hangleton Lane. Accordingly, the 
proposals map should at least be amended to exclude from the LGS an area sufficient to 
provide access to each of the housing sites. 

2.4 It is further noted that the proposals maps (SD03a) appear to show the A293 to the west 
of the site as well as part of Hangleton Lane within the proposed LGS designation. This 
is not appropriate as the A293 in particular is a busy road which would not be consistent 
with the aims of the LGS designation. National Highways (formerly Highways England) 
have also commented on the CPP2 to reiterate that highways land (including the A293 
and Hangleton Lane) should be excluded from the LGS so as not to compromise any 
necessary highway safety or maintenance works. 

2.5 The area of the draft LGS appropriate for designation having regard to the NPPF criteria 
is that from the Benfield Barn Conservation Area in the south up to the A27 to the north. 
This is the area with the greatest landscape and visual, recreational and ecological 
value. In view of the need to provide access to the housing sites and the condition of the 
rest of the site (eg the existing car park north of Hangleton Lane) the LGS designation 
should be amended to exclude all the land south of the Benfield Barn Conservation Area.  
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2. Overall, would the methodology used accord with the purpose of local green 
spaces which allows communities to identify and protect green areas of particular 
importance to them through local and neighbourhood plans? 

2.6 We have no comment on this as it is a question for the Council.  

3. Is there justification for any other local green spaces that would meet the 
criteria set out in national policy and guidance? 

2.7 We have no comment on this as it does not apply specifically to Benfield Valley. 

4. Any future development on the designated local green spaces would be subject 
to general green belt restrictions as set out in NPPF paragraphs 147-151. In this 
regard, what implications would designation have on the operational needs of 
Hollingbury Park and any necessary highway access routes encroaching on 
Benfield Valley? Would either be a limitation to designation? 

2.8 The designation of the whole of the site as an LGS and the consequent restrictions on 
development due to the imposition of general green belt restrictions would be in conflict 
with the allocation of parts of the site for housing. The housing allocation areas along 
with land required to access them should be excluded from the boundary of the LGS so 
as not to compromise the future development of those areas.  
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