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Cabinet Planning and Parking Panel Public Questions on 23 January 2020 
 

 
1. Nigel Matthews – Chairman North Mymms District Green Belt Society 

 
"The North Mymms District Green Belt society is extremely concerned about the 
massive allocation of Green Belt land in the Parish of North Mymms; about the 
disproportionate impact of the proposed housing allocations upon the Parish as 
a whole and  in particular at Welham Green and Bell Bar/Brookmans Park. 
There appears to have been  no consideration by the Council of the 
overwhelming effect that this would have on the existing communities, in terms 
of the pressures on infrastructure, the provision of services and the damage to 
the environment. Will the Council address these issues.  If the Council proceeds 
with these proposals will they ensure that all necessary infrastructure, including 
schools, roads and medical services are in place before the housing 
developments are functional.” 
 
Welwyn Hatfield response 
 
In so far as infrastructure is concerned, the Council has been in contact at 
various stages of the Local Plan process with key infrastructure providers, 
including Hertfordshire County Council on schools planning and transport, and 
the NHS Clinical Commissioning Group on provision of health facilities.  We 
have received recent updates from these bodies, and the updates will form part 
of a revised Infrastructure Delivery Plan to be published shortly.   
 
The Site Selection Background Paper includes a section on infrastructure 
implications for every settlement likely to receive growth.  
 
The Council will use its very best endeavours, for example through the use of 
planning obligations and or CIL, to ensure that necessary infrastructure is 
delivered in a timely fashion to serve new development, however the 
responsibility for delivering such infrastructure ultimately rests with the relevant 
providers. 
 

2. Howard Dawson 
 
“I am a resident of Welham Green and a Regulation 19 party to the Welwyn 
Hatfield Local Plan Examination. I will be attending the CPPP meeting on 
23 January and wish to submit my question in person. 
 
I have made numerous representations to the Local Plan Examination 
predicting that the Council would allocate a significant number of new housing 
sites in Welham Green, but would not make any significant site allocations in 
Brookmans Park. My prediction has proved to be true. 
 
In Welham Green, the Council proposes the allocation of seven sites for 
residential development and one site for a new 2 Form Entry primary school. All 
of these sites are physically within or adjoining Welham Green and will become 
an inclusive part of the community. The total proposed additional housing 
provision in Welham Green is 592 new dwellings. 
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In Cuffley, the Council proposes seven site allocations for 485 new homes on 
sites which are all within or adjoining Cuffley and will become an inclusive part 
of the community. 
 
In Brookmans Park, the Council now proposes the allocation of just three sites 
within the village for a total of 149 new dwellings. However, in order to give the 
false impression of significant new housing sites in Brookmans Park, the 
Council has included two sites in Bell Bar for 404 new dwellings and a site to 
the west of the East Coast Mainline Railway for 300 homes. So, whilst the 
Council is claiming that 853 new homes will be provided in Brookmans Park, in 
fact, 704 of those homes are not in Brookmans Park at all and will not be part of 
an inclusive community. 
 
This is a repeat of the trick used by the Council prior to 2016, when it claimed 
that BrP7 for 100 new homes was in Brookmans Park when that site is in Little 
Heath, one mile southeast of Brookmans Park. 
 
It is also a fact that two of the sites proposed for 600 new homes (BrP4 and 
BrP34) are located beyond strong and permanent Green Belt boundaries of the 
A1000 and the railway which is in direct contradiction to government Green Belt 
policy, particularly when other more suitable sites are available within 
Brookmans Park, but have not been allocated. 
 
BrP4 was also found to be high harm if released from the Green Belt and is 
located in the fragile gap between Hatfield, Welham Green and Potters Bar 
where development would severely compromise the physical, visual and 
perceptual gap between Welham Green and Brookmans Park along road and 
rail transport corridors. 
 
It is obvious that BrP4 has only been proposed for allocation in order to locate 
new housing outside the village of Brookmans Park, for political rather than 
planning reasons. It will be Welham Green and Water End that suffer the 
consequences of that political decision. I even predict that in the fullness of time 
the Council will find a way to refuse development of BrP4 and BrP34 resulting in 
very little new development for Brookmans Park. 
 
The Council has now assessed Stanborough, Lemsford, Woolmer Green, 
Swanley Bar, Little Heath, Northaw and Newgate Street all as individual 
settlements. Only Bell Bar and the rural site to the west of the railway line are 
lumped in with another settlement. 
 
The consequence of the Council’s misrepresentation of housing sites in 
Brookmans Park will cause prejudice to the proposed public consultation and 
give a distorted picture of housing distribution within the borough. It is 
foreseeable that the existing residents of Brookmans Park will claim that their 
village is being overdeveloped compared to Welham Green and Cuffley when, 
in fact, the opposite is true. 
 
Before any public consultation commences, would the CPPP please confirm 
that it will amend its Local Plan “Additional Site Allocations” to show that  
 
1. The small village of Bell Bar will be required to accommodate 404 new 

dwellings, 
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2. Brookmans Park will accommodate just 149 new dwellings and, 
3. BrP4 (HS22), which is in open countryside to the west of the East Coast 

Mainline railway should be added to the “Rural Sites” allocations, not to 
Brookmans Park allocations. 

 
Welwyn Hatfield Response 
 
BrP4 adjoins the village of Brookmans Park on its western boundary.  
 
BrP34 (the Transmitting Station site) is a large site which lies to the east of 
Brookmans Park and Bell Bar. 
 
Should all of the sites around Bell Bar and Brookmans Park be taken forward, 
they will look, in the first instance, to the services and facilities in Brookmans 
Park. Hence it is considered reasonable to present all relevant sites for these 
two settlements in one joint section.  
 
The forthcoming consultation document will show the relevant sites around Bell 
Bar and Brookmans Park, consistent with the approach taken in the 2019 
consultation on the sites promoted through the Call for Sites. 
 

3. Sue Chudleigh, Clerk, North Mymms Parish Council 
 
‘’Would the Council please explain how, when considering the Green Belt sites 
around Brookmans Park, Welham Green and Little Heath, they have considered 
the cumulative impact of the removal of so much land from the green belt. 
Further, would the Council demonstrate why it has chosen sites that will lead to 
coalescence of the villages of Brookmans Park and Welham Green and change 
the character of two rural villages into a small town. 
 
Finally, why has it completely ignored the previous responses which showed 
overwhelming objections to housing on these green belt sites?’’ 

 
Welwyn Hatfield Response  
 
The Green Gap Assessment 2019 reviewed land between settlements, the role 
that gaps play in maintaining settlement pattern and character and the impact 
that development may have on that role. The assessment considered how the 
draft site allocations and promoted sites in the gaps would affect settlement 
separation and recommends the identification of a number of policy gap areas 
and mitigation measures to offset any erosion of these gaps.  
 
The proposed allocations would not result in the coalescence of Brookmans 
Park and Welham Green. A gap of 402m would remain if both WeG6 and 
BrP12a were to be allocated (this would be wider than the gap between most of 
the settlements in the northern part of the borough) and the settlements would 
remain separated by the railway embankment, woodland and intervening open 
land.  
 
The level of growth proposed at Welham Green (5% of all proposed housing 
growth in the borough) and Bell Bar/Brookmans Park (7.2%) is not sufficient to 
deliver the full range of services and facilities that are characteristic of those 
found in the borough’s towns. Both villages will remain defined as ‘large 
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excluded villages’ in the settlement hierarchy with Hatfield and Welwyn Garden 
City continuing to be defined as the boroughs two towns.  
 
Significant levels of objections have been raised to the release of Green Belt 
sites for housing throughout the various stages of consultation on the emerging 
Local Plan. However, the Council has a duty to prepare a Local Plan and in 
doing so must demonstrate how it will meet the Objectively Assessed Need for 
housing in full. Insufficient land supply exists within the borough’s urban areas. 
A case of exceptional circumstances exists to release land from the Green Belt. 
The Council is seeking to minimise the harm to the Green Belt to the lowest 
possible extent whilst being mindful of the need to address the need for housing 
and have a Plan that is found sound. 

 
4. Councillor Bernard Sarson on behalf of Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council 
 

'What steps are being taken by WHBC to guarantee that the SEA / SA takes full 
account of the cumulative and synergistc effects of plans, policies and 
programmes of neighbouring authorities, including committed and proposed 
developments in Broxbourne and Enfield and the A10 CAZ, when considering 
the impacts on traffic and air quality in Cuffley?' 
 
Welwyn Hatfield Response 
 
Cumulative effects (including synergistic effects) are considered in the 
‘Cumulative Effects’ section of the Sustainability Appraisal (Chapter 6 of the 
2016 Report).  This considers the likely effects of the plan as a whole against 
the likely future baseline.  The SA Addendum refers to the assessment of 
increased growth at paragraph 6.8 which it states does not change the 
cumulative effects identified in the 2016 SA. It will be reviewed and updated if 
necessary in the SA Addendum (2020), once there is certainty on the proposed 
updates to the Plan.  
 
Appendix 3 and Chapter 3 of the 2016 SA Report discuss the relationship of the 
plan with other plans and programmes, which has been used to inform the 
future baseline, against which the policies and site options are assessed.   
 
By its very nature the Habitats Regulations Assessment considers cumulative 
effects. It summarises planned growth in surrounding authorities (Appendix 3 of 
the 2016 HRA and updated 2020 HRA), and the HRA has informed the SA with 
regards to effects on biodiversity (SA objective 4.6).  
 
LUC’s approach to SA, including consideration of cumulative effects, is in line 
with that used across the industry and has been tested successfully at many 
examinations. 
 

5. Russell Haggar 
 
“There are substantial errors in the Sustainability Appraisal sections in the Site 
Selection Assessments of sites Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15.  Will the council 
correct the appraisals accordingly, and then reconsider these four sites' 
suitability for inclusion in options 1, 2, 3 and 4? 
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(For information, the errors are as follows: 
 
For Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15, under "Significant positives" it is claimed that issues 
4.2 ("Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions from transport") and 4.3 ("Helping 
to avoid/reduce air pollution") are both addressed by the sites being "within 
400m of four bus stops".  What the assessment fails to mention is that these 
bus stops have a total of three timetabled services in each direction over the 
course of a week.  Moreover, these bus stops are in narrow residential streets: 
they are served at present by a minibus-sized bus, and could not accommodate 
a full-size bus vehicle.  This means that the idea of c.240 new homes being 
served by these bus stops sufficient to make a "significantly positive" 
contribution to their sustainability is not credible. 
 
For all of Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15, issue 6.6 ("Provision of training, skills 
development and lifelong learning") is supported in the site selection 
assessment with the statement that each site "is within walking distance of 
education establishments".  The only such establishment (in the singular) is 
Welwyn St Mary's Primary School, which provides primary education but neither 
training, skills development nor lifelong learning. 
 
For none of Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 is any mention made under 
"Significant negatives" of the water supply.  Homes in and around Welwyn 
village are supplied by Affinity Water from nearby boreholes within the Mimram 
river aquifer.  This aquifer is already under strain due to the current number of 
homes, and Affinity have struggled to reduce water usage levels by their 
consumers leading to more abstraction than is sustainable.  More homes at 
these sites will noticeably increase this load.  Not only is further depletion of the 
aquifer going to be an addition Significant Negative issue, but the alternative of 
pumping water in over a long distance from outside the Mimram basin will come 
at a substantial carbon cost: ie another Significant Negative. 
 
For Wel15, the response under Significant Negative issue 4.5 
("Conservation/enhancement of the borough’s character, historic environment, 
and heritage/cultural assets") fails to make any mention of the major 
archaeological significance of this site.  Hertfordshire County Council's experts 
and the professional archaeological community agree that this location is the 
likely heart of the original Roman and pre-Roman settlement that underpins 
Welwyn's 2000+ years of history and continual settlement.  This site selection 
assessment makes no mention of this very significant negative.)” 
 
Welwyn Hatfield response 
 
Consultation on the suitability of these sites for development has taken place 
with the highways team at Herts County Council, the education team at Herts 
County Council, the Environment Agency, Affinity Water and the archaeology 
team at Herts County Council, none of whom have raised any concerns relating 
to the principle of the allocation of these sites for development. 
 
The consultation event will allow for comments to be submitted on the 
Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal 2020 and whether this is legally 
compliant for this stage of plan making.  
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It is recommended that your comments are submitted during the consultation 
period. The council’s specialist Sustainability Appraisal consultants will be 
asked to consider all the comments received on the Sustainability Appraisal at 
the end of the consultation process. 
 

6. Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group 
 

“Regarding Proposed Development Around Singlers Marsh, Welwyn: 
  
Sites Wel 1, Wel 2, Wel 6 and Wel 15 will all require improved vehicular access 
from the Codicote Road.  The Site Selection Background Paper 2019 notes that 
the current road and bridge will need to be widened to cope with road traffic 
from those sites, and that a third party landowner has indicated a willingness to 
work with the site promoters to achieve this. 
  
Can you confirm whether or not this “third party landowner” is WHBC and 
whether the land for these improvements will come from the Singlers Marsh plot 
and the amount of commercial benefit that the landowner would receive from 
the site promoters (or others) in return for the use of Singlers Marsh land? 
  
Finally, please inform us what studies have been carried out to estimate the 
effect of noise and emissions produced by several hundred extra cars daily on 
the ecology of Singlers Marsh.   Given that Singlers Marsh is a designated 
Local Nature Reserve in WHBC’s own Management Plan, how is any 
development of this valuable public amenity permissible? 
 
Welwyn Hatfield response 
 
An area of land within Singlers Marsh would be required to deliver highway 
widening if Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 were selected. 
 
The third party landowner of Singlers Marsh is Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
Council. 
 
No decision or agreement to sell the land or widen the bridge has been entered 
into at this stage. 
 
No negotiations have taken place in respect of a possible commercial benefit. 
 
Only a willingness to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding has been 
initially indicated if the site is taken forward for development. 
 
No concerns have been raised by wildlife bodies in respect of the possible 
impacts on Singlers Marsh and no evidence studies have been carried out. 
 

Non – CPPP Members Wishing To Speak 
 
Duncan Bell 
Malcolm Cowan 
Bernard Sarson 


