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1 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 This short Supporting Statement accompanies an application to retain a short section of 

track on land west of Yearling Coppice Farm, Halstead. 

 

1.2 The section of track was created by adding chalk/stone to the surface of the land, and this 

was then pressed into the ground by vehicle movements. 

 

1.3 The works require planning consent because they are an engineering operation. 

 

1.4 An application to retain the track plus an area of hardstanding was refused by the Council 

in August 2020.  The reason for refusal referred to the creation of “an incongruous 

feature clearly visible from the adjacent public right of way which has an adverse 

impact upon the wider character of the area” (20/01343/FUL). 

 

1.5 Only the hardstanding is visible from the footpath.  As analysed in this report, the track did 

not cause any landscape concerns. 

 

1.6 Accordingly to regularise the matter, planning consent for the track is sought in isolation. 

 

1.7 This short report: 

• describes the works in section 2; 

• assesses the policy and issues previously considered in section 3; 

• sets out an assessment in section 4. 
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2 THE WORKS 

 

2.1 The track follows the route that has been used by the Applicants for some years, as 

shown below. 

 Insert 1: The Track Previously Used 

  

 

2.2 The track is shown below. 

 Photo 1: Looking North from the End 

  

Route of track 
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 Photo 2: Looking East from the Western End 

  

 Photos 3 and 4: Looking South and West from the Central Corner 

  

 

2.3 The application seeks planning consent to retain the chalk base.  As can be seen this has 

become muddy and ideally, for which planning consent is sought, the Applicants would 

like to surface this with road planings. 

 

2.4 There are tracks of that construction on the adjoining land holding, as shown below. 
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Insert 2: Nearby Tracks 

  

 

2.5 When the track has been top-dressed with road planings it will have the following 

appearance. 

 Photo 5: Section of Dressed Track 

  

 

2.6 The track provides vehicle and pedestrian access to the various paddocks that can be 

seen on the aerial views above. 

Nearby 
tracks 
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2.7 A solid track will reduce significantly the amount of mud created and spread which will 

result from using the route without the stone.  Using that route without hard surfacing also 

represents a health and safety risk. 

 

2.8 As can be seen, the Applicants have planted a hedge alongside the track and have 

planted deciduous trees along one side.  This is protected from grazing by deer or horses 

and is establishing well, as shown below. 

 Photos 6 and 7: Hedges and Trees Planted 

  

  

Hedge planted 

Hedge planted 

Trees planted 
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3 POLICY AND PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

 

 Planning policy 

3.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) February 2019, identifies that within a 

Green Belt engineering operations “are not inappropriate” provided that “they preserve 

its openness and do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it”. 

 

3.2 Local policies of particular importance, as cited in the reasons for refusal of the previous 

application, are those within the Allocations and Development Management Document 

(2015).  Reference has been made to: 

• policy EN1 “Design Principles”, which requires amongst its various criteria that 

development “would respect the topography and character of the site and the 

surrounding area”; 

• policy EN5 “Landscape” which sets out that development should conserve and 

enhance the character of the landscape and that they should conserve, and where 

feasible help secure enhancements.  As the first part of the policy requires 

development to conserve and enhance, and the second part requires only to 

conserve “and where feasible” enhance, the policy appears to require both 

conservation and enhancement. 

 

Analysis of Officers Report 

3.3 The officer report for the previous application is set out in Appendix KCC1. 

 

3.4 Working through the planning appraisal section, in respect of comments made about the 

track (where identifiable) as distinct from the hardstanding, or if a distinction cannot be 

made then comments on both components, included the following: 

(i) impact on Green Belt: the engineering operation represents appropriate 

development that does not affect openness and meets the requirements of national 

and local planning policies; 

(ii) AONB and Design Impact: no comment was made about the track, only the 

hardstanding; 

(iii) amenity of neighbours: there would be no adverse effect on amenity through the 

use of the track; 

(iv) parking and highways: no additional need for parking and the point of access is not 

objectionable; 

(v) right of way: no impact; 

(vi) biodiversity: a biodiversity enhancement condition is suggested; 

(vii) flooding: no impact. 
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3.5 Accordingly, and as set out in the reason for refusal, the impact on the landscape and 

failure to enhance the landscape is the only policy harm and objection. 

 

3.6 It is clear from the officer report that the negative impact identified relates only to the 

hardstanding. 
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4 ASSESSMENT 

 

4.1 Based on the previous application, officer report and reason for refusal, in terms of the 

track it can be concluded that: 

(i) it is appropriate development acceptable in principle in a Green Belt; 

(ii) it does not harm neighbour amenity; 

(iii) there are no highways impacts; 

(iv) there are no impacts on public rights of way; 

(v) there are no obvious or evident impacts on biodiversity, the previous comments 

relating to tree cover and the track not affecting tree cover; 

(vi) there are no flooding issues. 

 

4.2 The officer’s report referred to the hardstanding creating an adverse impact on views as 

seen from the public right of way.  There are no comments that the track impact identified 

relates only to the hardstanding affects the public right of way. 

 

4.3 The track is not visible from the public right of way.  The following series of photographs 

show that the track cannot be seen. 

 Insert 3: Location of Photos 

  

 Photo A: Looking South West 

  

C 

B 

A 

D 
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 Photo B: Looking South 

  

 Photo C: Looking South East 

  

 Photo D: Looking West 

  

 

4.4 It can be seen that in none of these views is the track, which is around the rear of the 

adjoining bungalow, visible. 
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4.5 The Applicants have planted hedges alongside the track, as can be seen in earlier 

photographs.  This will, in time enhance the landscape and biodiversity of the area. 

 

4.6 It is clear from the officer’s analysis that the landscape harm identified in the previous 

application for hardstanding and the track was the area of hardstanding.  No reference 

was made to the track. 

 

4.7 The County Council Public Right of Way comments refer exclusively to works being highly 

visible form the public right of way, impacting on walker’s enjoyment of wider views of the 

landscape.  As can be seen, this comment cannot apply to the track. 

 

 Conclusions 

4.8 Overall, therefore: 

• the proposal represents appropriate development in the Green Belt; 

• the proposals do not adversely affect the landscape; 

• the proposals bring about an overall enhancement to the landscape; 

• to continue to use the route without a hard surface will create mud and a health risk; 

• there are no other issues. 

 

4.9 Accordingly the proposals accord with the development plan. 
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Officer’s Report (20/01343/FUL) 
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