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Introduction  

1 The Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan has taken shape over a number of years. When 
preparing a local plan, a local planning authority must notify certain specific and general 
bodies or persons of the subject of the local plan, invite representations and take into 
account the representations received1. 

 
2  As set out in the council’s (Regulation 22) Statement of Consultation the following 

stages of consultation were conducted, and informed the various stages of plan 
preparation, prior to the submission of the Draft Local Plan to the Secretary of State for 
independent examination: 
• Pre Issues and Options consultation 
• Core Strategy Issues and Options Consultation - 4 March to 11 May 2009 
• Community Representatives Workshops 2010 
• How Many New Homes Consultation – 6 June to 18 July 2011 
• Emerging Core Strategy - 12 November 2012 to 31 January 2013 
• Local Plan Consultation document - 23 January to 20 March 2015  
 

3 In 2016, the council published its Draft Local Plan2 for consultation3. This was informed 
by the various stages earlier of consultation noted above undertaken with a range of 
statutory bodies, other organisations such as infrastructure providers, developers, town 
and parish councils, amenity and interest groups and with residents and businesses. It 
was also informed by a large level of supporting evidence relating to issues; such as; 
housing and employment; built and natural environment, and infrastructure.   
 

4 When submitting a Local Plan for independent examination, Section 20 (3) of the 
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004m (PCPA), requires local planning 
authorities, to send (in addition to the development plan document) to the Secretary of 
State, such other documents and information as prescribed. 
 

5 In accordance with Section 20 (3) of the PCPA, the Council published its (Regulation 
22) 4 Statement of Consultation for the proposed submission of the Local Plan (2016) in 
April 20175.  

 
6 The (Regulation 22) Statement of Consultation addressed those matters set out in 

Regulation 22 (c) as set out below:   
 

                                            
1 In accordance with Regulation 18 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 
2012 
2 https://www.welhat.gov.uk/local-plan/new/examination/submission-documents  
3 In accordance with Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 
2012 
4 Regulation 22 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
5 Examination document SUB/1 alongside Statements of Consultation from earlier plan making 
stages, SUB/1a, 1b, 1c, 1d, 1e, 1f, 1g: https://www.welhat.gov.uk/local-
plan/new/examination/submission-documents 

https://www.welhat.gov.uk/local-plan/new/examination/submission-documents
https://www.welhat.gov.uk/local-plan/new/examination/submission-documents
https://www.welhat.gov.uk/local-plan/new/examination/submission-documents


• The Sustainability Appraisal Report; 
• A submission policies map if the adoption of the local plan would result in changes to 

the adopted polices map; 
• A statement setting out: 

o Which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make 
representations under regulation 18; 

o How those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under 
regulation 18; 

o A summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant 
to regulation 18; 

o How any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken 
into account; 

o If representations were made pursuant to regulations 20, the number of 
representations made and a summary of the main issues raised in those 
representations; and 

o If no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such 
representations were made. 
 

7 The Draft Local Plan was then submitted to the Secretary of State in May 2017 for an 
independent examination into its soundness. 

8 During the course of the examination, the Planning Inspector has raised a number of 
soundness issues with the Council. One of those matters is that the submitted plan 
does not make sufficient provision for housing growth. As a result, the Inspector asked 
the Council to investigate if any additional housing sites could be identified, which would 
assist in meeting the objectively assessed housing needs of the area 

9 In response to the Inspector’s request for the Council to investigate the potential for 
additional housing in the borough, the Council carried out a Call for Sites between 7th of 
January and 4th of February 2019. Over 140 sites were promoted for either housing, 
employment, mixed use or other forms of development. The Council subsequently 
carried out consultation on the sites promoted through the Call for Sites which took 
place between 7th May and 24th June 2019 (6 weeks, 6 days). The initial period for 
consultation was extended to give people more time to respond due to the large number 
of sites that had been promoted. In response to the Consultation on sites promoted 
through the Call for Sites 2019; 10,249 comments were received from 2,034 different 
bodies, individuals and groups.  The Summary of Responses for the Consultation on 
sites proposed through the Call for Sites 2019 and the main issues raised in response 
to the sites proposed to the Council were reported to the Council’s Planning and 
Parking Panel on 23rd and 29th January 2020. This summary was reported alongside the 
Housing and Employment Sites Selection Background Paper 2019 which described the 
key issues and the process associated with the selection of additional sites to inform the 
on-going examination of the submitted draft plan.  As well as assessing the capacity 
and suitability of new sites promoted to the Council through the Call for Sites 2019, the 
HELAA (Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment) and other new evidence 
was commissioned to ensure that sites are assessed on a consistent basis. This was 
comprised of:  

• A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) update;  
• Landscape Sensitivity Study; 



• Green Gap Study;  
• Transport modelling; 
• Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA); and 
• Green Belt Stage 3 Study  

 
10 A number of additional sites were considered suitable for allocation by officers and were 

included in a recommended strategy to address the need for housing.  
 

11 Following the consideration of sites by the Council's Cabinet Planning and Parking 
Panel, the recommendations of the Panel were agreed at a meeting of the Council’s 
Cabinet on 30th January 2020 and the Council agreed to consult on a number of 
potential additional sites and other changes to site allocations (in the Draft Local Plan 
2016) alongside the Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal 2020 and the updated 
Habitats Regulations Assessment 2020. 
 

12 This Statement of Consultation sets out; how representations were invited; which 
bodies, organisations and individuals made representations to the consultation; and a 
summary of the main issues raised at both a borough-wide level and a site specific 
level.  
 

  



Consultation on proposed changes to the submitted 
Draft Local Plan 2016 (site allocations) 2020 
 

14 The council acknowledges that once a local plan has been submitted to the Secretary of 
State it can only be amended if the Inspector proposes a Main Modification to make a 
plan sound.  The Inspector will publish such Main Modifications in their report after 
carrying out a consultation on draft Main Modifications.  This consultation was 
undertaken in accordance with the Inspector’s request to seek additional sites and also 
to allow the council to recommend other site changes to the local plan.   
 

15 At this stage of consultation, as it relates to potential changes to the submitted Draft 
Local Plan 2016, representations were sought as to whether the Plan is legally 
compliant (how the Plan was prepared in relation to the Duty to Cooperate, and other 
legal and procedural requirements), and whether the Plan is sound (in order to be found 
sound the Plan must be positively prepared, justified, effective, and consistent with 
national policy.)  
 

16 As the Planning Inspector is examining if the Local Plan is legally compliant and 
consistent with national policy it was made clear through guidance that the responses to 
this consultation should relate to the matters of the ‘tests' of soundness and legal 
compliance relating specifically to the ‘proposed changes’ to the submitted Plan which 
the Inspector will be considering.  
 

17 The Council reflected the requirements of Regulation 19 for this consultation and made 
copies of each of document to be consulted on and also provided a representations 
procedure, these documents were made available at each inspection point together with 
a number of other supporting documents. 
 

18 The Representations Procedure was made available on the Council’s website, was 
included as a supporting document on the consultation portal and was also made 
available at each inspection point together with a number of other documents. 
Information regarding where to access the Representation Procedure was also sent via 
email or letter to the specific and general consultation bodies and to all other interested 
parties on the Council’s Local Plan database, notifying them that the Council was 
inviting representations (Annex B). 
 

19 The notification letter/email and the Representations Procedure also advised that copies 
of the consultation documents, and other supporting documents would be available to 
view at a number of specified locations (with times) across the borough 
 

20 In addition to the Representations Procedure, a number of supporting documents were 
also made available on the Council’s consultation portal.  
 

21 Consultation on the proposed changes to the submitted Draft Local Plan 2016 (site 
allocations) 2020, the Sustainability Appraisal and the Habitats Regulations Assessment 
Report was originally scheduled to take place between Wednesday 19th February 2020 

https://welhat-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/planning_policy/sites_consultation_2020/proposed_changes_to_the_submitted_draft_local_plan_2016_site_allocations_2020
https://welhat-consult.objective.co.uk/portal/planning_policy/sites_consultation_2020/proposed_changes_to_the_submitted_draft_local_plan_2016_site_allocations_2020


to Wednesday 1st April 2020 (6 weeks). However, due to the outbreak of the Covid-19 
pandemic, the consultation was extended and closed on the 1st May 2020 (10 weeks, 2 
days).  The change in date was published on the council’s consultation portal. 
 

22 This Statement of Consultation sets out the Council’s consideration of the 
representations received under Regulation 20 in response to the published documents 
which formed this consultation:  
 
• Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan – Consultation on Proposed Changes (site 

allocations) 2020; and 
 

• Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - 
February 2020; and 
 

• Habitats Regulations Assessment Updated HRA Report – February 2020. 
 
 

  



Compliance with the Statement of Community Involvement 2013  
24 The Welwyn Hatfield Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)6, adopted 3 

December 2013, sets out how the Council will involve those with an interest in the 
preparation of the Local Plan, and when considering planning applications. With regard 
to Local Plan preparation, the SCI explains when the Council will consult; how the 
Council will consult; and who the Council will involve.  
 

25 The following extract from the SCI (2013) sets out the details of how and who the 
council will engage with when consulting on documents which will be submitted for 
examination:   
 

Stage 2 – Publish Proposed Submission 
The council will prepare and consult on the final draft of the plan before it is submitted 
to the Secretary of State for examination. Representations submitted at this stage are 
forwarded to the Planning Inspector  

What will we 
do 

As a minimum, the council will comply with the relevant planning 
regulations. 

We will consult on the plan for at least six weeks. The submission 
documents and other relevant documents must be available for inspection 
on the website and at the council’s office and other public inspection points. 

When possible, summary documents, maps and diagrams explaining the 
key issues and proposals will be published. 

We will notify consultees. 

The council will publicise where and when the documents may be 
inspected 

Make printed copies of the plan available at a reasonable charge.  

Where appropriate, the council will make changes to the document before 
it is submitted to the Secretary of State. All representations received at this 
stage will be forwarded to the Secretary of State. 

Who will we 
consult 

We will notify those specific, general and other Consultation bodies that 
were invited to make representations at an earlier stage. 

The wider community (as appropriate to the document) will also be 
consulted. 

How will we 
consult 

We will contact everyone on our planning consultation database by letter or 
email and we will use targeted measures for hard to reach groups. 

To explain the preferred plan we will use one or more of the following 
methods: events, displays, exhibitions or meetings. 

 
What we did 
 

26 Consistent with the Statement of Community Involvement: 

                                            
6 LINK TO SOCI  



• The Council replicated the requirements of the relevant planning regulations; 
• We consulted on the published documents for at least six weeks (we consulted for 10 

weeks); 
• The consultation documents and other relevant supporting documents were made 

available for inspection on the website, at the council’s office and other public 
inspection points across the borough; 

• A Summary Guide with Map and diagrams explaining the key issues and proposals 
was published; 

• We notified all relevant consultees; 
• The Council publicised where and when the documents could be inspected; 
• The Council made printed copies of the document available at a reasonable charge; 

 
Who we consulted 
 

27 Annex A sets out the lists of those specific and general bodies, the Duty to Cooperate 
bodies, the other key stakeholders and the wider community who were notified of the 
consultation of the Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 2016 (and associated 
documents) consultation event and invited to make representations. 
 

How we consulted 
 

28 Annex B provides extracts from the variety of consultation methods which were used to 
raise awareness of the consultation and to promote engagement with key stakeholders, 
interest groups and the wider community. This included: 

 
• The consultation documents, paper response forms, supporting information and a 

poster were distributed and available to view at the usual public inspection points 
across the borough (libraries and town/parish council offices) details of these 
locations was included in the Representations Procedure; 

• The consultation document was made available to view online and at the Council’s 
offices; 

• The consultation was publicised prominently on the Council’s website and social 
media channels; 

• A notification email or letter was sent directly to the several thousand contacts on the 
Council’s Local Plan database. This database includes the specific and general 
consultation bodies, other key stakeholders, the wider community including residents, 
town/parish councils and resident/amenity groups; 

• Advertisements which appeared in the local press including the Welwyn Hatfield 
Times and the Hertfordshire Mercury; 

• The spring edition of the Council’s Life magazine, which is distributed to households 
across the borough, was published containing details about the consultation, helping 
to raise awareness in advance of the consultation event; 

• Efforts were made to ensure that all relevant town/parish councils and residents 
groups had been consulted. These organisations and groups play a significant role in 
further publicising the consultation. 



• The extension of time for the submission of representation was published on the 
Council’s website and consultation portal. 
 

Responses received  
 

29 In response to the consultation on ‘Proposed Changes to the Submitted Draft Local 
Plan 2016 (site allocations)’, 771 comments were received from 387 different 
individuals and organisations. Of these comments, 62% were from organisations and 
groups while 38% were from individuals. The total responses received were significantly 
less than in previous Local Plan consultations, including the recent Call for Sites 2019 
when just over 10,000 comments were received from 2,034 individuals and groups. 
Responses received were also lower than both the 2016 and 2015 Local Plan 
consultations when around 3,100 and 5,900 comments were made respectively. 
 

30 The 771 representations received on the 3 consultation documents, were as follows: 
 

• 749 comments on the Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan – Consultation on 
Proposed Changes (site allocations) 2020 from 387 individuals and organisations; 

• 20 comments on the Addendum to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Local Plan - February 2020 from 20 individuals and organisations; 

• 2 comments on the Habitats Regulations Assessment Updated HRA Report – 
February 2020 from 2 individuals and organisations. 
 

31 Overall when considering legal compliance and the soundness of the proposed changes 
(site allocations):  
 
• Legal Compliance:  

o 32.6% of comments received indicated legal compliance of changes to site 
allocations in the Submitted Draft Local Plan;  

o 30.9% indicated that changes were not legally complaint 
o The remaining 36.6% did not indicate.  

• Soundness: 
o 44.8% indicated that changes were not sound 
o 22.6% indicated they were sound 
o The remaining 32.6% did not indicate.  



Means of Engagement 
 

32 The chart below shows the way in which respondents found out about the consultation. 
Direct email/letter was the most common means by which respondents became aware 
of the consultation. This was in contrast to previous consultations, in which community 
groups drove the most awareness. This is perhaps not surprising as a higher proportion 
of respondents for this consultation were groups/organisations who are more likely to be 
signed up to the Local Plan database. 

 

 
Figure 1: Means by which respondents became aware of this consultation 

 
33 In terms of the method of response to the consultation, 58% of comments were made 

via the online portal. This was lower than both the 2019 consultation, when 76% of 
comments were received online, and the 2016 consultation, when 67% of comments 
were received online. The portal has a significant benefit in terms of ease and speed of 
processing responses so the lower proportion of online submissions from this 
consultation is disappointing. Following the portal being cited as being difficult to use in 
2016 consultation feedback, additional guidance was put together on submitting 
comments using the portal in 2019. However, clearly this still needs continued focus in 
future consultations. The number of comments submitted by email was 40%, much 
higher than the 16% in the 2019 Call for Sites consultation. Somewhat more 
encouragingly, the number of paper responses received was much lower, only 2% 
(compared with 8% in 2019).   
 

  



Location of Respondents 
35 In terms of individuals responding to the consultation, the majority of responses made 

were from those living inside the borough (just under 80%), while those living elsewhere 
in Hertfordshire made up just under 20% and elsewhere in the UK only 1%. The 
majority of those from outside Welwyn Hatfield were immediately beyond the borough 
boundary. The site PB1, on the borough boundary beyond Northaw towards Potters Bar 
saw a number of comments from those in neighbouring Hertsmere, while there were a 
number of comments from the St Albans District in relation to Symondshyde. 

 
36 Responses from individuals living within Welwyn Hatfield were largely from those living 

in the south of the Borough, with just under a quarter of responses from those living in 
Brookmans Park and Bell Bar. Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield, which make up 78% 
of the borough population only accounted for just 9% of responses. 

Figure 2 – Location of Consultation Respondents (Individuals) – Within Borough 
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Settlement Name  Welwyn Garden City 

Number of Respondents  9 

 

General Comments – Welwyn Garden City 

Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council 
Sites located on the urban edge may have implications for the landscape character, Green Belt. 
Landscape sensitivity/Green Belt work was undertaken for these, but clarity needed on the 
threshold used for taking sites forward. E.g., Site WGC4 was taken forward, whilst sites within Bell 
Bar, Brookmans Park with similar moderate-high Green Belt harm have been rejected.  
 
Highways: Proposed allocations are within Welwyn Garden City and in transport terms present 
sustainable development, in line with Local Transport Plan. Support exclusion of sites poorly 
connected to WGC.  
 
Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
The proposals result in an over expansion of Welwyn Garden City, contrary to the original 
Ebenezer vision. This needs reviewing.  

The following sites did not form part of the consultation event: 

Site Promoter of WGC9- Warrengate Farm 
Include WGC9: (70 dwellings), as part allocations WGC4/4a. In line with conditions of outline 
permission for site WGC4, this will help meet requirements for bio-diversity net gain; mitigate the 
visual impact on the landscape of the Mimram valley, the G II* properties at Marden Hill House 
Panshanger Estate; and to provide enhanced opportunities for recreation and PRoWs. 

Site Promoter: SDS3/Pea02b Broadwater Road West SPD site, North (Wheat Quarter) and 
SDS4 Pea02c 
Housing capacity at Welwyn Garden City has not been maximised. Scope exists to deliver 
significantly more growth at sites SDS3 Pea02b and SDS4 Pea 02c than that indicated in Plan. 
Suggested amendments to the approved scheme (1454 dwellings) on site Pea02b can deliver an 
additional 822 dwellings (total of 2276) on the northern and southern parts of it. Whilst if the 
development principles of the permission on Site Pea02b are applied on Site Pea02c (that has an 
operational B use on it), the capacity of this could increase from the proposed 171 dwelling to a 
total of 410 dwellings (.i.e. increase of 239 dwellings).  These changes would support meeting the 
OAN and a five year land supply.  

Site Promoter: SDS3/Pea02b 



ABC represent Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing (MTVH), who own the southern part of site 
SDS3 (Pea02b): former Shredded Wheat Factory. All of this site has permission for mixed use 
development (1454 dwellings). This equates to 643 dwellings on the MTVH part of the site, 208 
affordable dwellings in phase 1 (completed), 206 dwellings in phase 2 and 229 dwellings in phase 
3. Indicate they are preparing a new hybrid application to increase the dwelling on phase 2 to 310 
dwellings and phase 3 to 435 dwellings (.i.e. increase of 310 dwellings) on the site. 

Site Promoter: WGC1 - Creswick (capacity amended in SADM26 from 290 to 300) 
Council is unable to amend a Local Plan after submission. Proposed changes are neither legally 
compliant, nor do they make the plan sound. The proposed increase in the allocation to 300 
dwellings at Creswick does not reflect the capacity of the site that can deliver 320 dwellings. 

Site Promoter: WGC11 
Site WGC11 should be allocated to address the shortfall in housing needs. It is adjacent to the 
settlement edge, within a sustainable locations and an accessible distance to public transport, local 
facilities (.i.e. schools) and an employment area. It will result in moderate Green Belt and 
landscape harm. King and Co were not given opportunity to comment on HELAA and this failed 
stage 1 of the process, even though heritage issues can be addressed. This is an inconsistent 
approach, as other promoters (.e.g. WGC4a, HS9, SDS7) were give opportunity to address 
suitability concerns.  

Site Promoter: The Howard Centre (Network Rail) 
A greater mix of uses can be delivered on this site including housing. More flexible positive 
approach to WGC Town Centre is required, to ensure; it meet the needs for different uses, respond 
to changing role of town centres and maintain its vitality, viability. In line with this, recommend 
amendments for Policies SADM4, SP16 and the designation of Howard Centre as an overall site 
that contributes to housing delivery.  

Site Promoter: Dig4 
Object to the Plan, as Site Dig4 was excluded from the Plan, even though it is failing to meet the 
full objective housing needs. It is located close to a residential area, shops, and facilities and within 
walking distance to a railway station. It is considered a sustainable location.   

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Unused brownfield site which should be developed (1) 
• Impact on highways (1) 
• Excessive/cumulative scale of growth (1) 
• Housing capacity of SDS3 should be increased (1) 
• Howard Centre can deliver a greater mix of uses - including residential (1) 
• Dig4 is sustainable & should be allocated (1) 
• Clarity is required in regards to the threshold that was applied for taking sites forward (e.g. 

Moderate-high Green Belt harm) (1) 
• Support exclusion of sites that could not be sustainably connected to settlement, in line 

with the Local transport Plan testing (1) 
• WGC has not been maximised and could deliver significantly more growth (e.g. on sites 

SDS3 and SDS4). (1) 
• Modification should be made to Policy SADM 21 to provide  around 320 dwellings on site 

HS2 (WGC1) (1) 

 
Officer Commentary 

Site WGC9: The HELAA considered this site unsuitable for potential housing, as development 
would significantly erode the rural setting of GII Listed Buildings on Warrengate Farm which is 
important to their retained agricultural character and special interest.  



Site SDS3 (Pea02b/c): The Council are aware that the northern and southern sections of Site 
Pea2b have gained permission for a mixed use scheme that is expected to deliver 1450 dwelling 
(2018/0171/maj). The potential for additional capacity in this area is agreed and the Inspector 
should be recommended to make a Main Modification to increase the dwellings on the site.  This 
would also deal with the Inspector’s comments in his interim report concerning updating the policy 
wording and strategy diagram.   
Site SDS4 (Pea02c): The landowner has not made any representations to increase the capacity of 
this site and therefore it is appropriate to retain the capacity as set out in the submitted local plan.   
Site WGC1: The proposed site capacity (300 dwellings) is in line with stage 4 hearings, taking 
account of constraints like; the need for a buffer to the adjacent Wildlife Site and clearance to HV 
overhead powerlines. This is considered appropriate for a site on the edge of the extended urban 
area, with a direct interface with the Green Belt. This allows flexibility in the layout and responds 
sensitively to the wider landscape, constraints. No evidence provided to support a higher capacity.   
Site WGC11: This site is considered unsuitable for potential housing, as it forms part of a rural, 
undeveloped buffer between the GII Registered Park and Garden (RPG) and the built up area of 
Welwyn Garden City. Development would have the potential to impact the setting of the RPG. Both 
Historic England and the Councils Conservation advisor advise against the allocation of this site.  
Site Dig4: This site and the larger promoted area is considered unsuitable due to its proximity to 
two significant noise sources (East Coast Railway Line and A1000). It is within the setting of the 
GII*listed railway viaduct and development would erode the dramatic landscape setting of this, 
resulting in harm to its significance. Historic England recommended this site should not be 
allocated.  

  



Site Name  Campus East Car Park, Welwyn Garden City 

Site Reference Han40a 
Capacity 250 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  9 

22% proposed change is sound 
44% proposed change is unsound 
33% did not indicate soundness 
33% proposed change is legally compliant 
33% proposed change is not legally compliant 
33% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 
Support proposals for Town Centre north. Raise concerns regarding: scheduling, parking, retention 
of trees, and caveats on building height and retaining open spaces. Denser urbanisation near the 
station could bring people back into the town centre, without need for new infrastructure. Efficient 
use of redundant commercial and industrial sites and utilising a metro-style train service could be 
beneficial. Council should co-ordinate closely with BID views on loss of office space. 
Concerned, development of car parks (in addition to internet shopping), could potentially have a 
significant adverse impact the viability, vitality of the town centre. Suggest Site Han40a should be 
retained, if campus West site is not built to a multi storey car park or this is delayed.    
Hertfordshire County Council: 



The Employment Land Area of Search (ELAS223 Welwyn Garden City Industrial Area) is situated 
immediately east of this site. There is potential for waste management facilities to come forward in 
ELAS due to their potential compatibility with waste management uses. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats: 
Support site due to its proximity to the town centre. Careful consideration needed for future car 
parking provision, before loss of existing spaces. This should provide 50% affordable housing.   

Thames Water  

Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. The plan should determine the magnitude of spare capacity within the 
network and what phasing may be needed to ensure development does not outpace delivery of 
essential network upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Highways England 

This site will have a minor impact the strategic road network.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Loss of parking (4) 
• Infrastructure concerns – highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Support inclusion of site (2) 
• Scale of development likely to require sewerage upgrades (1) 
• Creates too much traffic (1) 
• Leave car park next to train station (1) 
• Loss of valuable council-owned land (1) 
• Excessive level of development (1) 
• Retention of trees should be maximised (1) 
• Caveat re height of buildings (1) 
• Develop Campus West as alternative to this site (1) 
• Sustainable location (1) 

Changes sought 
• Restrict parking to one vehicle per household. Replace loss of spaces and Council 

revenue; with a new multi-storey car park next to the college boundary. 
• Retain car park, build housing on alternative sites. This within an accessible distance to the 

town centre and plays a role in protecting enhancing its vitality and viability.  
• Move the entertainment complex (including the library) from the Campus West site to 

Campus East Site, with a multi-storey 850 space car park to replace loss of spaces from 
these. Redevelop Campus West site for housing. 

Officer Commentary 

Site Han40a, with four other sites, has been identified for redevelopment as part of a wider town 
centre strategy. The Council has secured £6.1m grant funding from Homes England, to support the 
delivery of this and other sites. This is proposed to be implemented in phases, such as; (1) 
providing additional car parking spacing on the Campus West site, to enable the redevelopment of 
the Campus East Site ( Han40a) for new housing. (2) Part redevelopment of the Cherry Car Park 
for flexible commercial space. (3) The renovation of Hunters Car Park, to provide a modern multi 
storey car park. (4) Redevelopment of the Town Centre North SPD Site (Han 40) for mixed retail, 
residential and other town centre uses.  

Development will be phased across the parcel of sites, to meet the continued need for car parking 
provision in the town centre.  The Highway authority raises no objection to the principle of 



development of this site on access or due to congestion.  The proximity of the site to employment 
uses and the potential noise impacts has been taken into consideration when assessing the 
suitability of the site.  The Town Centre North SPD is proposing mixed use development on Site 
Han40 and will be reviewed in light of the larger area promoted 

The development of this site for is considered to be a beneficial proposal which supports 
investment in the town centre in a highly sustainable location without the need for green belt 
release.  The various detailed matters raised are being considered in the round as part of the wider 
town centre regeneration strategy and an alteration to the SPD can be made to reflect the increase 
in site size proposed.  No significant transport or other infrastructure issues have been raised by 
the statutory consultees – the plan would refer to the need for noise impact assessments.  The 
potential impact on future waste proposals raised by the county is noted, but the site is not in an 
employment area and the need for sustainable brownfield housing sites is considered to be of 
greater weight. 

 

  



Site Name  Hollybush Lane, Welwyn Garden City 

Site Reference Hol23 
Capacity 16 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 11 - 15 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
25% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 
Residential development, in addition to the refurbished small neighbourhood centre, could be 
beneficial, as long as the centre is retained. 

Thames Water  

No wastewater capacity concerns for this site. Sewers crossing site and diversion may be required.    

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Loss of amenities (2) 
• Environmental impacts of development (1) 
• Development of this site would harm local business (1) 
• Loss of Community facilities (1) 



• No concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure (1) 
• Support development (1) 

Changes sought 

• Consultation needed to assess the current and future needs for this community hub 
• Development should be phased, with parts of site redeveloped, without demolition to shops 

or disruption to existing businesses  
• Development could comprise of 3-4 storey building blocks and deliver 61 dwellings  

Officer Commentary 

The site is a suitable and sustainable proposal which will provide additional homes and enhance 
the local shopping facilities through re-provision. 

 

 

  



Site Name  YMCA, 90 Peartree Lane, Welwyn Garden City 

Site Reference Pea104 
Capacity 29 (15 net) 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  3 

33% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
67% did not indicate soundness 
33% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
67% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 
No issues in principle with the development of infill sites.  

Hertfordshire County Council: 
Pea104 sits adjacent to an Employment Land Area of Search (ELAS223: Welwyn Garden City 
Industrial Area). There is potential for waste management facilities to come forward within the 
ELAS due to their potential compatibility with waste management uses. 

Thames Water  

No wastewater capacity concerns for this site, in regards wastewater networks. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 



• No concerns in regards to sewerage network (1) 
• Consider potential for future waste management facilities (1) 
• No issues (1) 

No changes sought 
Officer commentary 

The site would provide additional homes in a sustainable location which does not involve green 
belt release.  The county council concern about future waste operations nearby is noted but the 
benefits of development are considered to outweigh this potential impact.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Site Name  Former Norton Building,  Welwyn Garden City 

Site Reference Pea97 
Capacity 122 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  7 

29% proposed change is sound 
29% proposed change is unsound 
43% did not indicate soundness 
29% proposed change is legally compliant 
29% proposed change is not legally compliant 
43% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England 

This site will have a minor impact the strategic road network.  
Hertfordshire County Council: 
Site Pea97 is located outside of the southern perimeter of Employment Land Area of Search 
(ELAS223: Welwyn Garden City Industrial Area). There is potential for waste management facilities 
to come forward within the ELAS due to their potential compatibility with waste management uses. 

Thames Water  

No wastewater capacity concerns for this site, regarding wastewater networks. 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 



Society does not in principle have an issue with smaller inner infill sites. This site will be close to a 
waste recycling centre (Martinfield). This may impact its suitability due to noise, air pollution.  

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  

As a number of sites are coming forward via permitted development rights to convert offices to 
residential uses within Peartree ward, a masterplan should be produced. This will reduce the risk of 
an under provision of community infrastructure/green spaces.    

Site Promoter: 
Site Pea97 has prior approval for change of use from office to residential use, so the principle has 
been established. The capacity should be increased from 122 -134 dwellings, as the site is within 
an accessible location of the Town Centre, bus and rail stations, the density of the surrounding 
area is increasing. The NPPF encourages higher densities on PDL sites, to reduce level of Green 
Belt land release.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• No concerns re sewerage network (1) 
• Impact on character of area (1) 
• Need to protect local heritage asset (1) 
• Highways concerns (1) 
• Support allocation of this site in the Plan (1) 
• Lack of community facilities (1) 
• Use redundant commercial and industrial sites (1) 
• Loss of office space (1) 
• Use metro-style train service  (1) 
• Pollution concerns (1) 
• Consider potential for future waste management facilities (1) 

Changes sought 
• Preserve the exterior of the building from demolition, as it is a Listed Building 

Officer commentary 

• The Tewin Road Depot (200m, north) is a safeguarded waste management site within the 
adopted Waste Local Plan and currently used for waste operations. An application for a 
Household Waste Recycling Centre has been submitted on this site (12/12/19).  

• It is not considered that existing or proposed waste facilities are likely to create noise 
issues for this site, but the policy requires appropriate noise assessments during the 
planning application process. 

• The proximity of the site to commercial uses and potential noise/air impacts was taken into 
consideration when the suitability of this site was assessed.  

• The County Council and Environmental Health raised no concerns in relation to this site, 
subject to further assessments and adequate mitigations. 

• The Norton Building may have local heritage value, which would need to be considered as 
a potential non-designated heritage asset during the planning application process.  
However, it is not a Listed Building. 

• The HELAA capacity of 122 dwellings is deemed appropriate. It is based on an 
assessment the site characteristics, constraints and density of neighbouring buildings. No 
evidence submitted, to indicate a higher capacity would be achievable. 

• Should this site be taken forward, then consistent with the advice of Environmental Health 
Team, a noise, air quality surveys/ reports would be necessary at the planning application 
stage to demonstrate that an acceptable internal and external residential environment can 
be created for future residents (via mitigations, design). 

  



Site Name  Bio-Park, Broadwater Road,  Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference Pea102 
Capacity 179 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 6 - 10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  7 

14% proposed change is sound 
14% proposed change is unsound 
71% did not indicate soundness 
14% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
86% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England 

This site will have a minor impact the strategic road network.  
Welwyn Garden City Society: 
Support this site. Car parking requirements need to be reviewed and sufficient spaces should be 
provided, to avoid impacts on wider area. The parking standards need to be flexibly applied. Good 
walking and cycling routes into Town Centre via a better footbridge across the railway are needed. 
The implications of extra height of towers on sites east of the railway and on surroundings of 
Hatfield House, must be taken into account. 

Hertfordshire County Council: 



Site Pea102 would no longer be compatible with waste management uses, as it adjoins the former 
Shredded Wheat Factory that is developed into housing. It is segregated from the remainder of the 
employment area and adjoins new housing development.  

Historic England: 
Site Pea102 is immediately adjacent to the Grade II listed ‘Office Block Roche Products Factory, a 
rare example of pre WW2 modernist industrial architecture. Development will need to be sensitively 
designed, to ensure the significance of the heritage asset is not be negatively affected by the 
proposed change to its setting. Recommend inclusion of criterion requesting a Heritage Statement 
/ Impact Assessment, to inform the design and layout of new development. 

Thames Water  
Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. Development should not outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
As a number of sites are coming forward via permitted development rights to convert offices to 
residential uses within Peartree ward, a masterplan should be produced. This will reduce the risk of 
an under provision of community infrastructure/green spaces.    

Site promoter: 
Site Pea102 was purchased by Welwyn Park homes Ltd from the University and is vacant. The 
capacity should be increased from 179 to 340 dwellings (over 4-15 stories), in line with a pre-ap. 
Key reasons are; the existing lab complex is unviable, wider area is shifting towards residential, it is 
located within a highly sustainable location, accessible to buses, town centre with facilities, 
services. In line with the NPPF, the density should be maximised, to reduce the release of Green 
Belt and demonstrate exceptional circumstances. This will help meet the shortfall in objective 
needs, demonstrate a five year land supply. Inconsistency between Pea102 that states it is 
deliverable within 6-10 yr and Policy SADM21 that states it is deliverable within 1-5 years; needs 
correcting within the Draft Local Plan. Suggested modifications to the text of Submitted Local Plan.    

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Infrastructure concerns – highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Support inclusion of site (2) 
• Loss of employment land (1) 
• Heritage concerns (1) 
• Building height concerns (1) 
• Parking concerns (1) 
• Better walking and cycling routes into town centre needed (1) 
• Consider potential for future waste management facilities (1) 

Changes sought 
• Produce a masterplan for Peartree ward, to properly consider various sites 

Officer commentary 

• It is agreed that there is additional capacity for new homes on the site over and above the 
existing consent totalling about 200 homes, which can be developed consistent with the 
heritage interest of the Roche building.  This would support residential development in a 
sustainable location without the need to release land from the green belt.    

• WHBC worked with infrastructure, service providers and other key stakeholders during the 
assessment of sites via HELLA and potential allocation via the Local Plan; to ensure that 



necessary appropriate, proportionate infrastructure will come forward to support the 
delivery of sites.  

• Should the site be taken forward for allocation, then consistent with the advice of Historic 
England, a heritage Statement/ impact assessment would be required, which should inform 
the design and layout of development. A Travel Plan/Transport Assessment will be 
required to ensure; no severe adverse impacts on the highway network, an adequate level 
of car parking provision, provision of satisfactory access and to promote sustainable 
transport modes.  

  



Site Name  29 Broadwater Road,  Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference Pea103 
Capacity 128 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  7 

14% proposed change is sound 
29% proposed change is unsound 
57% did not indicate soundness 
14% proposed change is legally compliant 
14% proposed change is not legally compliant 
71% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England 

This site will have a minor impact the strategic road network.  
Historic England: 
Site Pea102 is immediately adjacent to the Grade II listed ‘Office Block to Roche Products Factory, 
a rare example of pre WW2 modernist industrial architecture. Development will need to be 
sensitively designed, to ensure the significance of the heritage asset is not negatively affected by 
the proposed change to its setting. Recommend inclusion of criterion requesting a Heritage 
Statement / Impact Assessment, to inform the design and layout of new development. 
Hertfordshire County Council 
The Waste Planning Authority no longer consider this site suitable for waste management facilities 
(.i.e. ELAS), as residential development may come forward via the prior approval consent (72 



dwellings) on it. This may need to consider the potential waste management facilities that may 
come forward within the remainder ELAS  

Thames Water  
Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. Development should not outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
As a number of sites are coming forward via permitted development rights to convert offices to 
residential uses within Peartree ward, a masterplan should be produced. This will reduce the risk of 
an under provision of community infrastructure/green spaces. Sustainability, density, affordability 
need scrutiny  

Welwyn Garden City Society 
No issues in principle with smaller inner-East side infill sites. There could be serious implications of 
extra height of towers e.g. on surroundings of Hatfield House. Oppose any structure that is taller 
than the Shredded Wheat silos. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Likely to require upgrade to sewerage network (1) 
• Preserve building due to its architecture (1) 
• Heritage concerns (1) 
• Highways concerns (1) 
• Concerns about building height (1) 
• Master planning required (1) 
• Density concerns (1) 
• Consider potential for future waste management facilities (1) 
• May no longer be suitable for waste management facilities (1) 

No changes sought 

 
Officer commentary 

This site has been granted permission (6/2019/3024/MAJ) for the demolition of the office building 
and the erection of 128 flats with associated car parking, amenity space, alteration of existing 
access of Broad Court and alteration/formation of new access on Broadwater Road (July 2020).   

 

  



Site Name  61 Bridge Road,  Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference Pea105 
Capacity 21 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  3 

33% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
67% did not indicate soundness 
33% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
67% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council 
Site Pea105 is located within ELAS223 (.i.e. EA1). Although Employment Area EA1 is experiencing 
loss of employment land to residential uses, they prefer this site not to be lost to other 
development, as this is within an identified ELAS. There is still possibility for waste management 
facilities to come forward on this ELAS, until the emerging Waste Local Plan is adopted. There are 
two safeguarded waste management facilities (with ELAS) at Tewin Road Depot and Welwyn 
Garden City Metals Bridgefields that must be considered. 

Welwyn Garden City Society 
No issues in principle with smaller inner-East side infill sites 

Thames Water  



No wastewater capacity concerns for this site, regarding wastewater networks. 

 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Loss of employment land (1) 
• No concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure (1) 
• No issues (1) 
• Two waste management facilities on site are safeguarded (1) 

No changes sought 

Officer commentary 

The county council comments concerning impact on potential waste management facilities in the 
area are noted, but they are considered to be outweighed by the benefit of additional homes on 
previously developed land in this sustainable location. 

 

 

  



Site Name  73-83 Bridge Road East, Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference Pea106 
Capacity 235 (+1,653sqm B1a) 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  9 

22% proposed change is sound 
33% proposed change is unsound 
44% did not indicate soundness 
33% proposed change is legally compliant 
11% proposed change is not legally compliant 
56% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England 

This site will have a minor impact on the strategic road network.  

Hertfordshire County Council 
Site Pea106 is located within ELAS223 (.i.e. EA1). Although Employment Area EA1 is experiencing 
loss of employment land to residential uses, they prefer this site not to be lost to other 
development, as this is within an identified ELAS. There is still possibility for waste management 
facilities to come forward on this ELAS, until the emerging Waste Local Plan is adopted. There are 
two safeguarded waste management facilities (with ELAS) at Tewin Road Depot and Welwyn 
Garden City Metals Bridgefields that must be considered. 



HCC Highways: Suitable access arrangements are achievable. The design will be considered, at a 
later stage, in line with the Local Transport Plan.  

Thames Water  
Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. Development should not outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 
No issues in principle with smaller inner-East side infill sites 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
Concerned this proposal will remove a functioning employment site and will increase costs to the 
development. This is being used justify a higher density development (7 stories), against the areas 
character. A masterplan for the area could address these considerations (.i.e. appropriate heights, 
overall zoning). 

Site Promoter: 
Allocate Pea106 for housing. This would result in the efficient use of PDL and reduce Green Belt 
land release. It is within a sustainable location, with access to town centre and sustainable 
transport. The car showroom section is vacant and has a long lease (18yrs), with a high rent and a 
restriction preventing other uses and is an unsuitable location. Only residential development would 
make it viable to terminate lease. Whilst, a new business has short lease (2019-24) on Mr Bagel 
part of site, with a clause for no extension (.i.e.5yr +). Tenant confirmed they intend to remain in 
the short term and to consolidate business elsewhere. Landowner indicates that the premises are 
ageing and the high levels of investment needed make it suitable for long term occupants, but 
would make it unviable and unattractive for the commercial market. Car showroom will deliver circa 
100 dwelling within 1-5 years and Mr Bagel element will be available in less than 4.5 years.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Loss of employment land (3) 
• Infrastructure concerns – highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (2) 
• Pressures on existing businesses (1) 
• Increase in commuting (1) 
• Likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network (1) 
• Urban sites makes more efficient use of land than Green Belt  (1) 
• Highly sustainable location (1) 
• No issues (1) 
• Overall masterplan required (1) 
• Waste management facilities may come forward in the employment area/ELAS 

 
Changes sought 

• Retain area for manufacturing or other industrial uses, to ensure a balanced economy and 
self-containment/ sustainability of the area (.i.e. out commuting)  

Officer commentary 

• Site Pea106 is proposed for a mixed residential and B1a use (1653sqm). It will result in a 
loss of B2 industrial use and a net loss of B use floorspace, but a significant proportion of 
future needs have been promoted  for B1a use (Economy Study, 2015) that are being lost 
to residential uses via permitted rights. It will contribute to the areas mixed use character 
and minimise overall B1a loss. However a planning application has now been submitted for 
this part of the site for residential development and no B1 use. 



• On balance, the potential benefits of allocating this for mixed housing and B1a employment 
use, exceed the potential impacts of the net loss of B use floorspace, within this location.  

• The promoter submitted evidence from the current occupant of Mr Bagel part of the site, 
which indicates that they intend to remain on the site for the short term and this part of the 
site would not contribute towards the five year land supply  

• WHBC worked with infrastructure, service providers and other key stakeholders during the 
assessment of sites via HELAA and their allocation via the Local Plan; to ensure necessary 
appropriate, proportionate infrastructure comes forward to support delivery of sites.  

 

  



Site Name  Land North East of Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference WGC4a 
Capacity 160 
Green Belt Status Green Belt – Moderate-High 
Delivery 6 - 10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  17 

0% proposed change is sound 
78% proposed change is unsound 
22% did not indicate soundness 
11% proposed change is legally compliant 
61% proposed change is not legally compliant 
28% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England 
Site WGC4a may impact the strategic road network. An isolated junction capacity assessments 
should be undertaken for all Local Plan growth to 2036; to test the worst-case scenario and if 
mitigation measures are needed. Individual developments should be assessed to understand their 
proportional impact and if provision of highway mitigation measures are needed in the site policies. 
A further run of the COMET model should be undertaken for the 2020 proposed site allocations to 
understand the cumulative impact on the SRN (.i.e. A1M Junctions 1 to 6). This would allow 
Highways England to consider which junctions need further assessment in the form of a junction 
capacity model and/or assessment of the merge and diverge tapers and link capacity of the A1(M). 

Historic England (HE) 



Refer to advice of previous letters (2018) and the importance of consideration to nearby heritage 
assets (including Mimram Valley). Development should follow advice set out in the Panshanger HIA 
and the amended policy wording and revised strategy diagram agreed with HE in the Statement of 
Common Ground (2017). Development must have full regard to the findings of the HIA - reference 
to this report will be crucial in ensuring the historic environment is given full consideration in the site 
master planning. Substantial landscaping along the northern and eastern boundaries. The layout of 
the development should aim to reflect the key characteristics of the aerodrome site via the 
alignment of routes and/or open spaces and development parcels. Key feature of the aerodrome is 
the airstrip and the retention of its memory via the layout of the development incorporated into the 
proposals. Full record of the remaining structures on the aerodrome site will need to be undertaken 
before any development occurs. Money Hole Lane too is a historic route and its former south-
westward line (across the airstrip) could be denoted in any development proposals. 

Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust 
Application (6/2018/0873/OUTLINE) for adjoining site SDS1 (WGC4) requires offsite biodiversity 
compensation. This compensation is located within site WGC4a. This site cannot be allocated, if 
this would result in the loss of biodiversity net gain.  

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
Support the views of above stakeholder. Insufficient infrastructure capacity for homes approved 

Thames Water  
Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. Development should not outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Welwyn Garden City Society 
Heritage concerns, coalescence of settlements, erosion of Green Belt, affects visual amenity. 

Hertfordshire County Council 
This site is within the sand and gravel belt. All previous comment relating to site SDS4 (WGC4) 
apply to this site. Development needs to investigate the opportunistic use of potential sand and 
Gravel deposits on the site, as well as avoid the unnecessary sterilisation of resources.  

CPRE Hertfordshire 
The extension of WGC4a would expand the urbanised area northwards into a sensitive area of 
Green Belt at the top of the southern flank of Mimram Valley, to the visual and landscape detriment 
of views from the north. The moderate-high Green Belt harm cannot be mitigated due to the 
topography and landscape features (.i.e. valley). No exceptional circumstances demonstrated. 
   
Hertfordshire Garden Trust 
Landscape Sensitivity Study indicated this site had a moderate to high harm and noted the 
necessity of avoiding any visual perception of development spilling over from higher ground and the 
retention of perception of a rural valley viewed from B1000. Site forms part of; and will harm the 
setting of heritage assets. E.g. Panshanger Park (II*), Marden Hill House (II*) and garden 
structures (II), Tewin Church (Grade I) on the other side of the valley and historically part of views. 
 
Site Promoter of WGC11 
The allocation of Site WGC4a conflicts with the conditions of approved scheme 
(6/2018/0873/OUTLINE) for 650 homes on the adjacent site WGC4. This required land (north) for 
biodiversity offsetting.    

Site Promoter of WGC9 



The impact of 90 dwelling on WGC4a has not been properly assessed by Green Belt Study. This 
conflicts with the Landscape Study and makes it impossible to fulfil the conditions of outline 
permission (6/2018/0873). WGC9: Warrengate Farm (north east of WGC4a) should be allocated, to 
meet requirements for biodiversity net gains; mitigate landscape and heritage impacts. 

Site Promoter of Wel1, 2 and 15 
Object to the rejection of all moderate-high Green Belt harm sites (.i.e. Wel1,2,15, Wgr3) and the 
inconsistent decision making process, which fails to meet the full needs. E.g. Site WGC4a has a 
moderate to high Green Belt Harm, but was taken forward. The Sustainability Appraisal and Green 
Belt Review failed to assess the combined increase in dwellings (90) on sites WGC4 and WGC4a.   

Site Promoter: 
The LPA should amend the proposed Green Belt boundary in this location to the northern red line, 
so that it is identifiable and defensible in accordance with national policy and ensure that residential 
development in this location can be optimised. The land here has a moderate to moderate-low 
harm on the Green Belt and is therefore suitable for release. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Infrastructure concerns – highways/ transport/education/sewerage/health/community (5) 
• Harm to Green Belt (5) 
• Impact on heritage assets (4) 
• Impact on landscape (3) 
• Adverse effect on wildlife/ biodiversity (3) 
• Lack of amenities/ services (3) 
• Encroachment into countryside (2) 
• Negative impact on local character and distinctiveness (2) 
• Combined impact of WGC4 + WGC4a not adequately assessed (2) 
• Inconsistent decision making process (relating to the selection of sites on basis of GB 

harm)  (2) 
• Proposed GB boundary is contrary to NPPF - not defined by defensible physical features 

(2) 
• Impact on permission 6/2018/0873/OUTLINE  (2) 
• Site includes land for biodiversity compensation  (1) 
• Increase in traffic congestion (1) 
• Adverse impact on WGC (1) 
• Coalescence of settlements (1) 
• Opportunistic use of potential sand & gravel deposits may need to be explored (1) 

 
Changes sought 

• Remove WGC4a, without increasing the density/capacity of WGC4 
• Combined impact of WGC4 and WGC4a should be assessed as a single site. 

Officer commentary 

• The proposed area of Site WGC4a forms part of the second phase of the proposed 
allocation at Site SDS1 (WGC4): North East of Welwyn Garden City, which has outline 
permission for 650 dwellings (6/2018/0873/outline), a primary school, landscaping, etc. 

• The outline permission includes a masterplan for Site WGC4 including land further north 
that considered the potential impacts on landscape, heritage and green belt purposes in 
detail. In line with this, the developable area of site WGC4a extends only as far as the 
southern edge of the previously agreed biodiversity and landscaping planting that is 
required by the adjoining consent and does not involve any loss of this planting.   

• Accordingly the green belt, landscape, biodiversity and heritage concerns raised in the 
comments are considered to have been resolved by the green belt boundary proposed and 



the significant areas of planting which are already proposed to the north of the developed 
area.  

• The Inspector’s interim report asks the council to reconsider the green belt boundary in the 
submitted plan to maximise the potential extent of the development while protecting the 
wider green belt from harm and creating a long term defensive boundary.  Your officers 
consider that the green belt boundary and proposed additional development area 
described in the consultation document is an appropriate response to that request, in 
association with the significant planting already agreed to its north. 

• Should the site be taken forward for allocation, then consistent with the advice of Historic 
England and other stakeholders, a Heritage Statement/Impact Assessment and Ecological 
Survey/impact assessment may be required, as well as landscape visual impact 
assessment which should inform the design and layout of new development.  

 

 

  



Site Name  Land SE of Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference SDS2 / WGC5 
Capacity 1300 
Green Belt Status Green Belt – Moderate-High 
Delivery 1 - 15 years 

Plan Status Submitted allocation with potential for additional 
dwellings. 

Number of Respondents  12 

8% proposed change is sound 
54% proposed change is unsound 
38% did not indicate soundness 
8% proposed change is legally compliant 
54% proposed change is not legally compliant 
38% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council 
Public Health: Site WGC5 needs to promote active and sustainable travel due to its location. It is 
located within the Howlands ward that suffers from high than average levels of obesity in children, 
people with long term illness/disability. Developments should seek to address these issues. 

Highways England 
Site WGC5 may impact the strategic road network. An isolated junction capacity assessments 
should be undertaken to include all Local Plan growth to 2036; to test the worst-case scenario and 
if mitigation measures are needed to accommodate the forecast growth. Individual developments 
should be assessed to understand their proportional impact and if provision of highway mitigation 
measures are needed in the site allocation policies. A further run of the COMET model should be 



undertaken based on the 2020 proposed site allocations to understand the cumulative impact on 
the SRN, specifically at A1 (M) Junctions 1 to 6. This would allow Highways England to consider 
which junctions will need further assessment in the form of a junction capacity model and/or 
assessment of the merge and diverge tapers and link capacity of the A1 (M) carriageway. 

Historic England (HE): 
The increased number of dwellings should not compromise the agreed heritage mitigations set out 
in the Beacon Panshanger Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and the amended policy wording 
and revised strategy diagram agreed with HE in the Birchall Statement of Common Ground (2017). 
Careful consideration should be given to the heights of development to avoid impacting upon views 
from the Grade I Listed Hatfield House and Grade I Registered Park and Garden (RPG) and also 
from the Essendon Conservation Area across the valley. 

Welwyn Garden City Society: 
Opposed the creation of a suburb far from the town centre and the blocking off of the green 
corridor. Site WGC5 is not sustainable. Building against a nature reserve and restricting wildlife 
movements cannot result in net biodiversity gains. This site should be examined for toxins and 
pollutants. Development along the southern valley would bring the town into view of the A414 and 
areas to the south. Remove site allocation. 

Hertfordshire Garden Trust 
Oppose Site WGC5, as it forms key part of the Green Belt openness and the setting of heritage 
assets (.i.e. GII Hatfield house Parkland and GII Listed Buildings).  

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
Oppose Site WGC5 due to Green Belt coalescence and loss of openness (A414), insufficient 
Green Corridor width, proximity to Burnside and needs untenable bunds, unsustainable from Town  

Promoter of Site SDS6, SDS5, SDS7 and HS3  
Oppose WGC5 and the increase in capacity by 100 dwellings due to its significant constraints. The 
removal of the southern part can still deliver 250 dwellings on the northern part. Alternative sites 
should be considered to address any reduced housing and shortfall in objective housing needs. 

Thames Water  
Scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. Development should not outpace delivery of essential network 
upgrades to accommodate future development/s. 

Central Herts Green Corridor Group  
Opposed to the allocation of this site, as it is unsustainable and its ecological, heritage impacts 
 
Site promoter: 
Supports the increased housing capacity on WGC5 and the increase in capacity to 1300 dwellings, 
informed by a master plan that takes account of constraints. This supports infrastructure provision.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Ecological impacts (5) 
• Impact on heritage assets (5) 
• Infrastructure concerns –highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable location (3) 
• Concerns about visual impacts (3) 
• Impact on Green Belt – harm would be high/very high/significant (3) 
• Flood risk (fluvial/surface water/drainage) (2) 
• Impact on the character or identity of the area (2) 



• Loss of countryside/agricultural land (2) 
• Impact on neighbouring occupants/residents (2) 
• Excessive/cumulative  scale of growth/development (2) 
• Contamination risks (2) 
• SA is unsound (2) 
• Highway issues (1) 
• Impact on local amenities (1) 
• Supports the increase in housing capacity to meet OAN  (1) 
• Increase in capacity compatible with EH allocation - allows for delivery & masterplan (1) 
• Environmental concerns (1) 
• Green Belt coalescence (1) 
• Development should promote active, sustainable travel to address existing health issues in 

Howland ward (1) 
• Against allocation and the increase in dwelling capacity  (1) 
• Pollution concerns (noise/air) (1) 
• Does not maintain garden city principles (1) 
• Dwelling capacity increase should be allocated to more sustainable sites (1) 
• Concerns with former landfill site (1) 

 
Changes sought 

• Restrict development to the northern part of the site  
• Assess environmental impact to water ,wildlife and local nature reserves 
• Assess education capacity for accommodating growth and include provisions 
• Undertake survey to assess impacts of development on existing and future resident 

 
Officer commentary 

As the local plan has already been submitted for examination, the council is not in a position to 
amend it except as a result of a Main Modification proposed by the Inspector to overcome a 
soundness issue after considering the evidence presented.  In this case, the Inspector has 
published an interim report in which he states that the southern area of the allocation is not sound 
in green belt terms and that he is only likely to support the allocation of a smaller area consisting of 
its northern area.  Further urgent work is needed to consider the implications of this on site capacity 
and policy requirements but in the meantime it is assumed that the allocation will have a reduced 
capacity of about 500 after main modifications.   

Officers consider this view to be not entirely justified, and that the detailed technical evidence which 
had previously been presented to the Inspector tended to show that landscape and green belt 
impact would be reduced very significantly by the bunding and planting proposed, particularly along 
the A414.  It may be that appropriate phasing and early delivery of the planting could address this 
issue.    

 

  



Site Name  Land at Gosling Sport Park,  Welwyn Garden City 
Site Reference Han91 
Capacity 100 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 6 - 15 years 

Plan Status Submitted allocation which was proposed to be reduced 
in size. 

Number of Respondents  18 

10% proposed change is sound 
80% proposed change is unsound 
10% did not indicate soundness 
60% proposed change is legally compliant 
25% proposed change is not legally compliant 
15% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Eastern Region Snowsports Association and Welwyn Garden City Ski Race Club 
Object to the inclusion of the ski slope within the Local Plan. Local ski group (WGC Ski Race Club), 
utilise the slope throughout the year. This facility is important locally, regionally and nationally. 
Remove this site for any form of redevelopment and/or protect current use as ski slope. 

Sport England 
Support the reduction in dwelling capacity - the reduced number of dwellings would provide more 
flexibility to retain existing sports facilities that need to be provided, as well as provide new or 
enhanced sports facilities as part of a masterplan for the sports park. 

Welwyn Garden City Ski Race Club 



Object to the inclusion of the ski slope within the Local Plan. There has been public support for 
protecting the ski slope. The ski slope is well used by schools, clubs, disability groups and the ski 
race club while also providing a location for parties. The dry ski slope is a very rare sporting facility, 
with no alternative or similar facility within the region. Remove this site from any form of 
redevelopment and/or protect the current use as a recreational ski slope. 

Snowsport England: 
Object to the inclusion of the ski slope within the Draft Local Plan. Request that site is removed 
from any form of redevelopment and/or that the current use as a recreational ski slope is protected. 

Welwyn Garden City Society 
Sporting facility should be maintained. Remove site and protect ski slope facility. 

Gosling Sports Park Trust 
Questions legality of allocation for housing. If allocated, all displaced sports facilities should be 
replaced elsewhere. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  
Support reduction of homes, but there is a need for discussions with stakeholder on the future of 
Site Han91.The ski slope is of paramount importance and new community leisure facilities are 
needed to replace loss of sports hall.   

Welwyn Garden City Bridge Club 
Club occupy space within Goslin Sports Park. The allocation was reduced, to consider the need to 
provide sports provision and new homes (via a master plan). Concerned the supporting evidence 
for this considers the need for new/improved indoor/ outdoor facilities for physical sports, but fails 
to factor in their accommodation needs for playing Bridge. Allocation should cover all of sports 
park, include reference to community infrastructure led development and need to retain space for 
Bridge.   

Thames Water  
No wastewater capacity concerns for this site, regarding wastewater networks. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Loss of community facility (ski slope) (13) 
• Sport/leisure facilities should be protected from redevelopment (10) 
• Support reduction in dwelling numbers (2) 
• No wastewater concerns (1) 
• Support views of Snowsport England, ERSA & WGC SRC that allocation of Han91 and 

loss of ski slope is unsound (1) 
• Loss of ski slopes is unjustified (.i.e. viability, lack of need/demand) (1) 
• Allocation of part of Han91 will not allow the Built Facilities/Playing Pitch strategy to be 

achieved - whole site should be developed to allow sport/recreation infrastructure to be 
provided (1) 
 

Changes sought 
• Remove site and retain for sports and leisure facilities, as needs increase with higher 

population  
• Council directly should fund any improvements to sports and leisure facilities 
• Development should seek to enhance the slope and port facilities  

Officer commentary 

As the local plan has already been submitted for examination, the council is not in a position to 
unilaterally amend it by reducing the capacity of a site.  Any significant changes to the plan can 



only be made as a result of Main Modifications proposed by the Inspector to overcome a 
soundness issue after considering the evidence presented.  

The reduced capacity associated with a requirement that the remaining part of the sports complex 
is subject to investment appears to be an appropriate balance between sporting and housing 
objectives and has the support of Sport England.   

 

 



Settlement Name  Hatfield 
Number of Respondents  8 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council: 
The five sites proposed for allocation are within the existing settlement of Hatfield and present the 
opportunity for sustainable development in transport terms and broadly align to HCC’s LTP policies 
as they are in effect internal or small extensions to the existing settlement. 

Hatfield Town Council: 
Hatfield has taken the major share of housing expansion for the whole borough in the last 20 years, 
but this has not been matched with sustainable services and infrastructure. The Plan should seek 
to rectify these inequalities between WGC & Hatfield. For example, it suggests a new arm off A1M 
westward off at J4 to relieve congestion, as well as new community facilities. GP surgery, primary 
secondary school to west of town. Brookmans Park is more sustainable than Symondhsyde, as it 
has existing community facilities, sites close to the train station. It should accommodate more 
housing and could cover loss of Symondshyde. Other concerns raised regarding the increase in 
traffic/congestion on Coopers Green Lane, highway safety, coalescence of settlements, 
disproportionate level of growth, inadequate infrastructure/amenities, increase in pollution, and 
harm to Green Belt. Object to the allocation of Site Hat11, as it outside of the strong Green Belt 
boundary (South way), result in merger of settlements and high harm to the Green Belt. It is 
isolated from other housing, shops facilities and infrastructure. Support removal of Site Hat2 from 
the Plan, as this will deliver/retain an open space and S106 needs to be signed.    
 
Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats 
The continued inclusion of land to the south of Southway (HS11) is a totally unjustified loss of 
crucial green belt between Hatfield and Welham Green. This site should be removed from the plan. 
 
 
Site Promoter: HS11/Hat11 (capacity amended in SADM26 to include 2FE primary school) 
This site should still be allocated, as it is sustainable, deliverable would meets housing need and 
provides a primary school. Increase capacity from 120 (31.3dph) to 140 (36.5 dph) dwellings  

The following sites did not form part of the consultation event: 
Site Promoter: HAT19 – Land off Bramble Road, Hatfield 
Plan is unsound as it does not meet in full the OAN. Reduction in site allocations in Hatfield and 
increase in villages is contrary to Spatial Strategy. Site Hat19 should be allocated. 

Site Promoter: Hat20/21 
Object to the Plan. This will be subjected to further delay, as the employment needs will not be fully 
addressed. The benefits of releasing Hat21 from the Green Belt are set out in the representation 
and how this can represent a virtuous circle of investment in the borough. 

Site Promoter: Hat2 



Land west of Hatfield (Hat 2) has been wrongly omitted as a housing allocation in the emerging 
Plan and reasons to support this are set out in previous representations. In particular, the 
previously submitted legal opinion on the deliverability of Hat 2 and the vision for Hatfield Green 
document, demonstrates that if both minerals extraction and housing development takes places in 
the Local Plan period, a minimum of 96 hectares (237 acres) of open green space within Arlington’s 
land ownership, is available for public use throughout the Local Plan period. During the hearing 
session on 12 March, the Inspector requested a statement of fact on the delivery of Hat 2, which he 
wanted to be prepared by the Council in collaboration with Arlington Business Parks Limited, to 
ensure the facts of delivery are correct. We will be liaising separately with the Council on the 
production of the statement and have notified the Inspector of this. 

Site Promoter:HAT4 
No legal mechanisms to amend the Local Plan, after submission. Proposed changes are not legally 
compliant and unsound, as the Plan would fail to meet OAN, contrary to NPPF. Land at Wilkins 
Green Lane, Ellenbrook should be allocated for the development of 40-50 dwellings. 

Site Promoter:HE98 
No legal mechanisms to amend the Local Plan, after submission. Proposed changes are not legally 
compliant and unsound, as the Plan would fail to meet OAN, contrary to NPPF. Site HE98 should 
be allocated for 95 dwellings, as it is within a highly sustainable location. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Increase in traffic/congestion on Coopers Green Lane (2) 
• Concerns about highways safety (2) 
• Coalescence between Hatfield and WGC/St Albans (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (1) 
• Need to provide green infrastructure  (1) 
• Loss or deterioration of ancient woodland 
• Impact on biodiversity (1) 
• Meets housing needs and provides a new primary school (1) 
• Disproportionate level of growth (1) 
• Infrastructure concerns (1) 
• Increase in pollution (1) 
• Inadequate amenities (1) 
• Other settlements more suitable (1) 
• Council has not fully addressed the employment needs of the Borough (1) 
• Sites within the settlement are in line with the local transport plan (1) 
• Sites Hat19 were not accurately assessed in GB3 and green gap assessment (1) 
• Hat19 and HE98 should be allocated (1) 
• More housing needed in Hatfield to meet OAN (1) 
• Use brownfield sites like HE98 before release of GB (1) 

 

Officer commentary  
Hatfield is in the second tier of the settlement hierarchy and the broad level of development 
proposed at the town is considered appropriately to reflect this.  Use of section 106 and 
Community Infrastructure Levy will support appropriate infrastructure enhancements as set out in 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which accompanies the local plan.  The County Council has 
confirmed the broad suitability of the proposals in transport terms. 
HS11/Hat1 The comments are noted, but there does not appear to be capacity to increase the 
dwelling numbers on this site, particularly as the Inspectors interim report expresses some concern 
over the visual impact of development on its south-western corner.   
Hat19 would narrow the fragile gap between Hatfield and Smallford/St Albans and is not therefore 
considered suitable.   
Hat20/21 There is no objective need for additional employment land and therefore no exceptional 
circumstances to justify green belt release.  This is a high harm parcel, and the Inspector’s interim 



report has expressed concern at release of green belt on land adjoining (see his comments on 
HS11/Hat1. 
Hat2 is not supported by the council, primarily as it would involve the loss of significant areas of 
public open space.  This conclusion was broadly endorsed by the Inspector in his interim report 
when he states “there would be no appropriate site [on the western edges of Hatfield] that could be 
available to deliver a reasonable number of dwellings”. 
Ha4 is not suitable as a result of harm to three nearby listed buildings, one Grade II* which led to 
significant concern by Historic England.  It would also result in the loss of a playing field and play 
area. 
HE98 is in a highly constrained location close to two major noise sources and with substandard 
access onto a 60mph road. 
 

  



Site Name  Lemsford Road, Hatfield 
Site Reference HC08 
Capacity 32 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 6 - 10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  3 

0% proposed change is sound 
33% proposed change is unsound 
67% did not indicate soundness 
33% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
67% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Hertfordshire County Council: 
Site HC08 (Lemsford Road) is proposing to redevelop existing car parking provision. This is an infill 
site within the existing settlement and provides an opportunity for sustainable development in 
transport terms that broadly align to the LTP policies. WHBC is the parking authority and the 
rationalisation of parking, with relevant regard to LTP policy can be supported. The location 
provides a high opportunity for a car free/light development with high levels of accessibility to 
services, amenity and sustainable transport. 

Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this development. 



Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Use brownfield/PDL/urban land before release of Green Belt (1) 
• No concerns regarding wastewater (1) 
• Provides opportunity for car free/light development due to its high accessibility to services, 

sustainable transport (1) 
 
Changes sought 

• Prioritise development of previously developed land before Green Belt sites 

Officer commentary There were no objections to the allocation of this site. 

 

  



Site Name  Meridian House, Hatfield 
Site Reference HC11 
Capacity 11 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  1 

0% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
100% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
100% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this development. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• No concerns regarding wastewater (1) 

Officer commentary There were no objections to the allocation of this site. 

  



Site Name  Link Drive car park and skate park, Hatfield 
Site Reference HE17 
Capacity 80 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  2 

0% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
100% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
100% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Hertfordshire County Council: 
Site HE17 is proposing to redevelop existing car parking provision and skate park. This is an infill 
site and provides an opportunity for sustainable development in transport terms in line with LTP 
policies. WHBC is the parking authority and the rationalisation of parking, with relevant regard to 
LTP policy can be supported. This provides a high opportunity for a car free/light development with 
high levels of accessibility to services, amenity and sustainable transport. 
Thames Water Property 
Do not envisage infrastructure concerns for this site regarding wastewater networks  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• No infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater (1) 
• Support allocation of site  (1) 



• High opportunity for a car free/light development (1) 

No changes sought 
 
Officer commentary No objections to this site were received, and planning committee has 
resolved to grant planning permission for 80 dwellings subject to the signing of a planning 
obligation. 

  



Site Name  Minster House, Hatfield 
Site Reference HSW92 
Capacity 49 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  1 

0% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
100% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
100% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this development. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• No infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater (1) 

No changes sought 

Officer commentary There were no objections received to this proposed allocation. 

  



Site Name  College Lane (north), Hatfield 
Site Reference HSW94 
Capacity 115 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 6 - 10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
75% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
75% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Hertfordshire County Council: 
Development needs to investigate the opportunistic use of potential sand and gravel deposits (e.g. 
foundation, footings and suds) on the site. Due to proximity to the A1M, an air quality survey, an 
acoustic buffer and single aspect (habitable rooms) design may be required.   

Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust: 
Woodland and scrubland on site may have elevated ecological value. An Ecological Survey will be 
required to identify the quantifiable biodiversity offsetting needed, if the site is developed, to 
achieve net gains. It is likely that net gain measures will need to be provided for offsite. This survey 
will be needed, before it is allocated. 

Hatfield Town Council: 



This site is unsuitable for housing, as it is narrow. It is within proximity to the A1M and residents will 
be impacted by air, noise pollution. Concerned this site may result in the delivery of student flats 
exceeding current needs and loss of valued allotments, vegetation, and carbon storage.     
Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater networks in relation to this development 
Tarmac Trading Ltd 
Proposed allocation Site HSW94 will require appropriate mitigation measures against noise, due to 
the adjacent A1(M), which provides its western boundary.  The residential development would 
need to consider the use of an acoustic buffer and potentially single aspect design with habitable 
rooms facing away from the noise source, as identified in the Consultation document  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Ecological value of trees/scrub on site (1) 
• Noise mitigations/buffers will be required, as it is adjacent to A1M (1) 
• Opportunistic use of potential sand & gravel deposits may need to be explored (1) 
• An air quality survey and single aspect (habitable rooms) design may be required due  

proximity to the A1M (1) 
• No infrastructure concern regarding wastewater capability (1) 
• Unsuitable for housing (1) 
• Air/noise pollution concerns (1) 
• Loss of allotments, vegetation, and carbon storage (1) 
• May result in the delivery of student flats exceeding current needs (1) 

 
No changes sought 

Officer commentary  

• While there are no defined wildlife sites on this site, the comments of the Wildlife Trust are 
acknowledged.  They have confirmed that they do not believe the site to be undeliverable 
but that they consider there is a need for additional information in order to support the 
delivery of “biodiversity net gain” from the development.  At present there is no local plan 
policy requiring biodiversity net gain.  The 2012 NPPF supports net gain in biodiversity in 
general but falls short of applying it to individual planning decisions.  The more recent 
NPPF supports measurable biodiversity net gain more clearly, but this still as 
“encouragement” rather than a requirement on development.  However, the Environment 
Bill currently before parliament is proposing to make biodiversity net gain from 
development a statutory requirement which will be assessed between the granting of a 
planning application and the commencement of development.  In these circumstances, 
there is no biodiversity reason to not allocate this site for development, and further 
biodiversity assessment can occur as part of the planning application process rather than 
in advance of allocation.   

• Noise and air quality issues can be dealt with as part of the planning application process in 
accordance with the advice of Environmental Health and this would be referred to within 
the site specific requirements. 

• Overall this site would provide a suitable location for new homes which would not involve 
the release of green belt. 

 

 

 



Site Name  North West Hatfield 
Site Reference Hat1/13 
Capacity 1750 Dwellings 
Green Belt Status Green Belt – High harm 
Delivery 6 - 10 / 11 – 15 years 

Plan Status Submitted allocation with potential for additional 
dwellings 

Number of Respondents  10 

10% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
40% did not indicate soundness 
10% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
40% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Highways England: 
Highways England review of the additional sites identifies to address the shortfall of housing needs 
and indicates that the potential development of Sites Hat1/13, WGC4a, WGC5, Pea102b may 
impact the operation of Strategic Road Network (SRN) on the A1 (M) J4 & 6. Recommends that an 
isolated junction capacity assessments are undertaken to include all Local Plan growth to 2036, to 
test the worst-case scenario and determine if any mitigation measures are required. Individual 
developments should be assessed to understand their proportional impact and whether provision 
of highway mitigation measures should be specified in the site allocation policies. A further run of 
the COMET model should be undertaken based on the latest 2020 proposed site allocations to 
understand the cumulative impact of the Local Plan growth on the SRN, specifically at A1 (M) 
Junctions 1 to 6. This would allow Highways England to consider which junctions will require 



further assessment in the form of a junction capacity model and/or assessment of the merge and 
diverge tapers and link capacity of the A1 (M) carriageway. 

Historic England: 
The increase in number of dwellings should not compromise the agreed mitigation for heritage as 
set out in the North West Hatfield Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) and the amended policy 
wording and revised strategy diagram agreed with Historic England in the general Statement of 
2017Common Ground (SOCG). 

Hertfordshire County Council: 
Public Health: Development should be carefully planned to ensure that it is integrated within its 
wider community, in this case Hatfield, which will be an important consideration. 

Hatfield Town Council: 
This may result in the potential delivery of a secondary school, GP practice, shops and community 
hall, affordable housing, with a promise of a primary school and church on site Hat1/13. A cycle 
path is planned between the bridge over the A1(M) and two underpasses to connect 
Stanbroughbury to Hatfield station from Green lanes, via Wellfield Rd and French Horn lane New 
bus routes should be planned between the New village, Hatfield, Welwyn Garden City and connect 
to two railway station. These measures, if implemented will Hatfield more sustainable.  
 
Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats 
Supports the sustainable approach of the landowner, but are concerned that additional dwellings 
will push this into an overly dense development and the good design principles will be 
compromised. Concerns about the loss of the Green Belt. States there needs to be protection for 
the openness of the northern sector of the site which is earmarked for playing fields and the school. 
 
Thames Water Property 
The scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. 

Tarmac Trading Ltd 
Site SDS5 will require appropriate mitigation measures against noise, due to the adjacent A1(M), 
which provides its eastern boundary.  Subject to detailed masterplanning, any residential 
development within close proximity to the A1(M) would need to consider the use of an acoustic 
buffer and potentially single aspect design, with habitable rooms facing away from the noise 
source. 

Site promoter of Wel1,2, 15, WGr3 
Objects to the proposal to increase the housing capacity of site Hat1/13, as the Council decided to 
reject all other sites had a moderate –high Green Belt Harm score. The site selection paper 
indicates scenario 41e from the Stage 3 Green Belt Assessment, provides additional amelioration 
and separation from nearby built development, but leads to a high Green Belt harm score.   
 
Site Promoter: 
Council is legally unable to amend the Draft Local Plan after submission. Proposed changes are 
neither legally compliant; nor do they make the plan sound, as they fail to meet OAN against the 
NPPF. Capacity of Site Hat1/13 should be increased by a further 100, to total of 1850 dwellings.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Infrastructure concerns –highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Green Belt harm (2) 
• Oppose proposed additional capacity due to inconsistency of site selection process (2) 
• Suitable location (2) 
• Unsuitable location due to noise and/or air pollution/land contamination (1) 
• Loss of countryside/agricultural land (1) 



• Flood risk (fluvial/surface water/drainage) (1) 
• Heritage concerns (1) 
• Oppose proposed additional capacity due to density concerns (1) 
• Noise mitigations/buffers will be require due to its proximity to A1M (1) 
• Development will need to ensure it is well designed and integrated with Hatfield village (1) 
• Site can support an increase in capacity and density (1) 
• Site is a necessity in meeting the OAN (1) 

Changes sought 
• Remove Hat1/13 from the Draft Local Plan, to protect the Green Belt  

Officer commentary  
As the local plan has been submitted, the council cannot make significant changes to its policies 
and allocations, these can only arise through the recommendation of a main modification by the 
planning inspector, in order to make the plan sound.  In this case the Inspector has referred to this 
site in his interim report and has confirmed that he finds the allocation sound in broad terms, but 
requires further detailed consideration of the green belt boundary, particularly related to the “high” 
harm areas.  Further work is needed in response to this request.  

 

 



Site Name  Enfield Chase Estate. Land south of Coopers Lane 
Road, Potters Bar 

Site Reference PB1 

Capacity 160 Dwellings but note potential expansion of site 
referred to in commentary below. 

Green Belt Status Green Belt, Moderate-High harm 
Delivery Not yet specified 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  88 

6% proposed change is sound 
69% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
11% proposed change is legally compliant 
63% proposed change is not legally compliant 
26% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Hertfordshire County Council: 
Highways: (1) Based on an indicative access point, the necessary visibility (.i.e. 215m in either 
direction, 60mph) is not available at this location. Vehicle access would have to be to the east of 
the High Pressure gas main (and then pass over); or would be brought to the northern element of 
the scheme with a small possibility of extending the 30mph speed. But if access was proposed 
from the north, solely for vehicles, the visibility is not achievable and this will be at a significant 
distance from any sustainable modes of travel for cyclist & pedestrians. (2) Access may be 
possible from the west, but it’s unclear if a workable arrangement can be provided. (3) Pedestrian 
connectivity would be necessary from the west of the site, to enable access to bus services, but 
the potential to provide this within 400m may be limited, depending on locations of access. (4) PB1 
as an extension to Potters Bar, presents several significant issues in achieving a development that 
aligns to the NPPF/Local Transport Plan 4 in terms of a sustainable development. Some local 



facilities (primary school, minor retail) exist, but due to the scale of PB1 a minimum additional 
facilities are likely to be within walking distances. In addition, severance to local facilities will have a 
major impact for accessing them and there is no existing way walking and cycling routes to link the 
site directly to the town. (5) The railway station is 1.9 miles from the site, which means trips are 
likely to be by cycling, bus or private vehicles. As cycling and bus provision is poor, it highly likely a 
significant number of trips will be by private vehicles (see HCC promoter comments below). 
Hertsmere Borough Council 
The HELAA indicated this site was unsuitable due to difficulties in providing access and no site 
specific evidence has been on how this will be resolved. Unclear why this site has been proposed 
to be included, as it will result in moderate-high Green Belt harm and the Council has decided to 
remove all such sites as this from the process. Potters Bar town centre cannot be accessed from it. 
This may impact the existing infrastructure of Potters Bar and the funding/delivery of new 
provisions is a significant issue. In line with the agreed MOU, this issue will need to be addressed 
between the Council before it is included. Unclear how the package of factors weighed up as a 
whole in the Site Selection paper have been summarised, singling out Green Belt harm as the most 
significant element but with only certain sites subsequently being removed on this basis. The 
inclusion of this site is unjustified, undeliverable and should be removed. 

Thames Water  
No wastewater capacity concerns for this site, regarding wastewater networks. Developer and 
Council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan.   

Public Health: This site needs to promote active and sustainable travel due to its location.  
Landscape: Sites on the urban edge may have implications for the landscape character and Green 
Belt (including PB1). Clarity needed on the threshold used for taking sites forward. For example, 
site WGC4 has been taken forward, whilst sites within Brookmans Park/Bell Bar with similar 
moderate-high Green Belt harm (or above) have been rejected. 

Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust 
Site PB1 consists of grassland that has the potential for elevated botanical interest and is next to 
Local Wildlife Sites (LWS). PB1 is likely to be very constrained. The site’s ecological value should 
be properly assessed against the LWS grassland criteria. It should incorporate habitat protection 
buffers and utilise the Defra biodiversity metric, to achieve measurable biodiversity net gains. If this 
is unfeasible, it should not be allocated. 

Potters Bar Society 
Opposes site PB1 for housing. Society seeks to safeguard land within the Green Belt and any loss 
would result in further encroachment. In order to connect to Potters Bar, development would 
require a road built across the Oakmere School grounds or a lengthy connecting road to Coopers 
Lane Rd, thereby exacerbating the traffic bottleneck at "The Chequers" junction. Do not allocate. 

SCANGB 
SA has assessed this site with the same Landscape Character and biodiversity & geodiversity 
ratings as other sites in the borough that have been removed because they meet the same 
threshold for Green Belt impact. Inadequate access and infrastructure (.i.e. education, health), 
volume of traffic too large for roads. Do not allocate PB1. 

Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council 
Support proposal for a Local plan housing target of 14000 homes. Allocation of Site PB1 is 
unsound due to access, flood risk issue and its moderate to high Green Belt. There are unresolved 
access constraints related to development of Site PB1 due to its proximity to three Local Wildlife 
Sites, which impact its delivery, along with other issues. Concern raised regarding the proximity of 
PB1 to the village school and the rural road network that the development traffic would rely on. The 
SA at Objective 4.4 indicates site PB1 fulfils two Green Belt purposes, maintaining existing 
settlement pattern, preventing coalescence with neighbouring towns and due to this it should result 
in High Green Belt harm. Council is concerned that sites with similar contribution to GB purposes 
have been removed and consider this scoring somewhat arbitrary. Further, it has a very high 
biodiversity value as a greenfield site and a buffer to the existing development in Potters Bar. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 



Site would extend Potters Bar eastwards, contrary to three Green Belt purposes. This will result in 
high harm to the Green Belt (not moderate-high) that cannot be mitigated due to a lack of 
permanent boundary, loss of countryside and extent of sprawl. No exceptional circumstances 
demonstrated to outweigh Green Belt harm. Access is only possible via school/community facilities.  

Northaw and Cuffley Residents Association 
No exceptional circumstances demonstrated for release from Green Belt. Unclear why this was not 
removed like other sites that had same level of Green Belt harm. This would be impacted by poor 
air quality from M25. Remote location and will increase car use for accessing facilities/services.   

Little Heath Action Group 
The Plan is unsound as no duty to cooperate discussions held with Hertsmere Council to address 
schools, healthcare infrastructure issues and Green Belt issues. Remove site from Plan.  

Northaw Area Residents Association 
Object to site PB1 due to its impact on the services of Potters Bar (schools, doctors etc.) and 
Green Belt and access would presumably be via Coopers Lane Rd, which is a country lane. 

Heath-Ways Residents Association 
Insufficient infrastructure capacity for PB1, which would increase congestion. 

Northaw Action Group  
Oppose Site PB1 due to reasons such as loss of Green Belt, poorly defined boundaries that will 
result in further sprawl, insufficient infrastructure (.e.g. roads, schools, health) at Potters Bar, 
capacity for accommodating growth, poor location that will increase car use/congestion. Access will 
be off Coopers Green Lane that is a narrow Lane (with Listed Building) and close to M25.   

Promoter of Wel 1, 2 and 15 
The inclusion of this site is unsound, as no evidence has demonstrated that access issues and its 
ecological impact and a potential restrictive covenant can be addressed. It has not been assessed 
via sustainability appraisal and no exceptional Green Belt circumstances demonstrated. Other 
moderate- high Green Belt harm sites have been excluded.   

Site Promoter of PB1 (Hertfordshire County Council) 
Welcomes the inclusion of site PB1 for 160 dwellings in the Draft Local Plan 2020 consultation 
document. Confirmed commissioning of work, to address issues relating to access solutions, 
preliminary ecology survey, potential for archaeological heritage assets and the impact of a high 
pressure gas line close to it. This will be submitted when complete in due course.  Note additional 
evidence was submitted and indicates an increase to a capacity of about 600 – 700 homes with an 
expansion of the site area to the north and east and access from Coopers Lane Road to the north. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Harm to Green Belt/ boundary (64) 
• Increase in traffic/congestion and related noise and air pollution (48) 
• Proximity/harm to local wildlife sites and biodiversity (42) 
• Inadequate infrastructure (education, transport, medical, sewerage, energy) and insufficient 

capacity  (42) 
• Unsuitable/ inadequate /unexplained  access (31) 
• Unsuitable due to proximity to M25 - air quality (25) 
• Prioritise use of Brownfield land prior Green Belt  (16) 
• Reduction in gap/coalescence of settlements (15) 
• Duty to Cooperate on strategic and cross-boundary issues not evidenced (13) 
• Encroachment on countryside/urban sprawl (12) 
• Negative impact on local character  (11) 
• Highway safety concerns (11) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable location (10) 
• Need to consider cumulative impacts of this site and development proposed within 

neighbouring areas (e.g. HBC, Enfield)  (6) 
• Impact on parking (5) 



• Heritage concerns (4) 
• Negative landscape impact (4) 
• Retain PB1 for a carbon forest (4) 
• Other matters - No waste water concerns/Impact on neighbouring occupants/Drainage 

damage from HGV vehicles and surface water flooding (4) 
• Adjoins Hertsmere Air quality management area  (3) 
• Restrictive protective covenant on the site (3) 
• Loss of agricultural land/food production (3) 
• Excessive scale/density of development (3) 
• Car reliant development (3) 
• Proximity to Ancient Woodland (3) 
• Loss of amenity space (2) 
• Would act as extension to Potters Bar (2) 
• Wrong to include site purely for political reasons (1) 
• No comments (1) 
• Flood risk (1) 
• PB1 needs to promote active & sustainable modes of transport (1) 
• Support inclusion of site (1) 

Changes sought 
• Remove PB1 from the Local Plan 
• Front load the delivery of any necessary social, physical infrastructure  
• Consult Neighbouring Authorities (.i.e. Hertsmere) in regards to cross boundary strategic 

matters (e.g. Green Belt; health, education, highways and public transport infrastructure), 
in line with the duty to cooperate  

• Full mitigations measures needed for noise and vehicle pollution from the M25 
• Fully assess the effects of PB1 on the adjacent wildlife site and biodiversity, particularly for 

providing access   
• Further work needed in regards to whether satisfactory access can be provided and the 

proximity of this to a high pressure gas line   
• Forest areas north, east of PB1 and limit access from the east of it 
• Allocate sites based on an objective, consistent and transparent assessment, with a clear 

audit trail. Prioritise allocation of far more suitable and sustainable sites in Brookmans Park 
• Prioritise development of PDL sites, before Green Belt sites, to regenerate towns and cities 

• Officer commentary The Cabinet agreed to re-consult on the opportunity to provide circa 
160 homes at PB1, as it adjoins a sustainable town with a higher order services, subject to 
further work being undertaken to provide access to the site, whilst protecting Local Wildlife 
Sites. The proposal generated significant local and technical objections, summarised 
above. 

• The site promoted has now provided additional information which indicates a much 
expanded site with a capacity of 600 – 700 dwellings.  Further urgent work is being 
undertaken to assess these radically larger proposals but initial thoughts are set out below. 

• It is unclear if the transport objections from the county council have been overcome, since 
the proposals rely on a reduced speed limit along a minor road, the introduction of which 
cannot be guaranteed.  County is being consulted on this matter, but if their clear and 
strong objections set out above cannot be overcome the site must be considered 
undeliverable. 

• There was already an impact on local wildlife sites arising from the smaller site, but the 
larger site area now proposes the complete loss of the Chequers Mead House Meadows 
and Ponds local wildlife site.  This is a major concern which would normally result in the 
site being found unsuitable however the promoter has considerable landholdings in the 
area and they suggest that biodiversity compensation/net gain can be provided on land 
elsewhere in their ownership. The biodiversity hierarchy promotes protection of existing 
significant biodiversity before its destruction and replacement.  Hertfordshire Ecology is 
being consulted on this matter at the moment. 



• Objections have been received from Hertsmere Council and further discussions are being 
held with them to consider the potentially significant cross-boundary issues which arise.  
There is considered to be a Duty to Cooperate issue here given the scale of the proposal 
and the fact that it relies on transport links being provided within Hertsmere.  

 



Settlement Name  Woolmer Green 
Number of Respondents  7 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Herts District Council: 
Reiterates the position set out in the agreement between the authorities (reference DTC/2). This 
makes clear that no further growth could be sustainably accommodated in those parts of NHDC 
identified as the shared housing market area. NHDC has an interest in those sites which are close 
to the administrative boundary, particularly in Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Woolmer Green and 
Welwyn. Previous comments raised concerns over insufficient infrastructure and mitigation 
measures available to accommodate additional development. Request that any sites pursued in 
close proximity to these settlements seek to incorporate similar requirements to the NHDC LP and / 
or do not frustrate the implementation of sites within North Hertfordshire. 

Woolmer Green Parish Council: 
The Entech development should not be counted as a ‘windfall’ site. HS15 should not be released 
from the Green Belt and it should be noted that the Inspector on the EnTech appeal decision 
(Reference APP/C1950/W/17/3190821) considered that the allocation of HS15 would result in over-
development. The Parish Council welcomes the decision of the Borough Council not to allocate 
sites WGr3, WGr7, and WGr7a for housing in the Local Plan. The proposal to allocate site WE100 
(51 - 53 London Road) for housing purposes is supported, although this would result in the loss of 
0.85 hectares from the Employment Area (EA10). On balance, the proposed allocation WE100 is 
considered to be sound. 
 



Site promoter comments: 
WGr1: The HS15 allocation should not be referred to as WGr1. WGr1 is inclusive of a larger parcel 
of land extending further north with differing landscape impacts. The HS15 allocation would not 
result in any extension to Woolmer Green’s settlement edge to the north and should be assessed 
correctly in all analysis undertaken as part of the examination. The HS15 allocation should not be 
referred to as WGr1. WGr1 is inclusive of a larger parcel of land extending further north with 
differing landscape impacts. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Entech House should not be considered a windfall site and included for addressing housing 

needs (4) 
• Disproportionate/excessive scale of development proposed (3) 
• Removal of HS15 from Green Belt is unjustified (2) 
• Infrastructure concerns – highways/transport/education/sewerage/health/community (2) 
• Prioritising development of PDL sites will address all of village's housing needs (2) 
• Impact on character/identity of village (1) 
• Harm to Green Belt  (1) 
• Impact on heritage asset (1) 
• Impact highway safety (1) 
• Overall growth proposed is appropriate  (1) 
• Comments relating to site WGr3 and the process for selection of sites. (1) 
• Sites near Codicote and Knebworth to incorporate similar requirements and/or do not 

frustrate the implementation of sites within N Herts (1). 
Changes Sought 

• Remove site WGr1 from the Plan 

Officer Commentary 
In response to the North Hertfordshire Council comments, only an additional 36 dwellings were 
proposed in this consultation in the northern villages area, and it is therefore not considered that 
significant infrastructure issues arise.  Should additional capacity be considered in this area, then 
further duty to cooperate discussions would be needed with them. 
 
The comments of the parish council about ENTEC are noted, but since planning permissions and 
completions both count towards meeting housing need this would not make any difference to the 
need for allocations.   
 
As the local plan has been submitted it is not possible for the council to make amendments to it – 
any significant changes must be via a main modification agreed by the inspector.  The Inspector, in 
his interim report, has stated that in principle he considers HS15 to be a sound proposal.  
Comments about it being referred to as WGr1 are noted, but the extent of the site is clear in the 
submitted local plan. 
 

  



Site Name  51-53 London Road, Knebworth 
Site Reference WE100 
Capacity 34 dwellings 
Green Belt Status Urban 
Delivery 1 - 5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  10 

18% proposed change is sound 
55% proposed change is unsound 
27% did not indicate soundness 
55% proposed change is legally compliant 
18% proposed change is not legally compliant 
27% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
This site would result in the loss of 0.85ha from the proposed Employment Area EA10. It is located 
within an Employment Land Area Search (ELAS 236). It may have the potential for waste 
management facilities to come forward within the ELAS due to its potential compatibility with waste 
management uses.    

Woolmer Green Parish Council: 
The proposal to allocate site WE100 (51 - 53 London Road) for housing purposes is supported, 
although this would result in the loss of 0.85 hectares from the Employment Area (EA10), as 
shown in the submitted Draft Local Plan 2016. On balance, the proposed allocation WE100 is 
considered to be sound. 



Thames Water: 

Do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to 
this site. Sewers crossing site and diversion may be necessary. 

Site promoter comments: 
Pc48 The site is in a sustainable location and is suitable for residential development. The site is not 
within the Green Belt and is defined as previously developed land, where the NPPF seeks locate 
development and encourage its effective use. The site is surrounded on three sides by residential 
development, and the development of the site for housing would integrate very well with the 
character of the village. For these reasons, the land should be allocated for housing in the 
emerging Local Plan.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Excessive level of growth (3) 
• Infrastructure concerns – education, health, libraries, bus routes, drainage (3) 
• Use brownfield sites before Green Belt (2) 
• Support development of PDL sites, as it reduces the need for Green Belt land (2) 
• Loss of employment land (2) 
• Strain on road network (2) 
• Green spaces and wildlife should be preserved (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Development would integrate well with the existing settlement (1) 
• Site is in an accessible location - close to shops, services and facilities (1) 
• Description of being "surrounded by housing" untrue as some are only proposed (1) 
• No infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater. Sewers crossing site and diversion may 

be necessary (1) 
• Support site allocation (1) 
• Increased traffic and related noise/air pollution (1) 
• Highway safety concerns (1) 
• lack of employment (1) 
• Falls within ELAS. Potential for waste management facilities may come forward as are a 

compatible use within employment areas (1)  

Officer Commentary 
• The Highway authority raises no objection to the principle of development of this site on 

access or highway safety grounds. 
• The Site Selection Paper 2019 provides an up to date position on the key infrastructure 

matters for Woolmer Green – no significant issues have been identified that would 
constrain the potential for development of this site. 

• Whilst the site lies within a proposed employment area in the Draft Local Plan 2016, the 
site is currently in use for motor vehicle sales and servicing, which does not entirely fall 
within a protected B class use and has a relatively low density of employment.  It is 
therefore considered that the harm from releasing it is low compared with releasing other 
employment sites in the borough. 

• One part of the proposed employment allocation has already been lost for housing 
following an allowed appeal for the redevelopment of the Entech House site. The Council 
has reviewed the current supply of employment land within the borough and identified that 
the loss of this site would be acceptable given its sustainable location and the provision of 
employment elsewhere.  

• The site is previously developed land and its release for housing would help minimise the 
need to release additional Green Belt land for housing.  

 



Site Name  Land at 52 London Road 
Site Reference WGr3 
Capacity 25 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate 
Delivery 1-5/6-10 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  2 

0% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
50% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
50% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No comments 

Site Promoter: 

PC636: 

This consultation does not provide recommendations to achieve a sound plan. Site WGr3 is 
deemed suitable as part of the preferred strategy following additional work but has been omitted. A 
proposed Modification to Policy SADM 27 (Woolmer Green) to include WGr3 is required to support 
a sound spatial distribution option that is justified, effective and positively prepared and provides a 
much needed contribution towards sustainable development. WGr3 would only result in moderate 
harm to the Green Belt which is less harmful than sites already allocated and is deliverable within 
1-5 years. Allocation of WGr3 is consistent with the conclusions in the wider evidence base 



regarding the ability to demonstrate exceptional circumstances to amend Green Belt boundaries 
without prejudicing to the principles of the Green Gap Assessment. HS15 is assessed in Green 
Belt terms as having Moderate-High Harm while the rejected site WGr3 is assessed as having only 
Moderate Harm. Council fails to acknowledge the deliverability of land at WGr3 within 1-5 years 
(instead citing 0-10 years). Land at WGr3 can be read as part of the 181 units omitted due to 
'village coalescence'. Cabinet has sought to apply this reason for land at WGr3 despite it being 
expressly contrary to the evidence base presented by Officers and the Inspector's framework for 
additional work. 

 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• WGr3 is a suitable site which should be allocated (1)  
• Site forms part of the preferred strategy (1) 
• Unsuitable as it erodes the gap between the settlements (1) 

Changes sought 
• Include WGr3 in the Draft Local Plan 

Officer commentary 

A reduced site area restricting WGr3 to project no further south than the built up area of Knebworth 
is assessed to be “moderate” green belt harm but the site lies in a gap policy area in a particularly 
narrow part of the gap between Knebworth and Woolmer Green. 

 



Settlement Name  Oaklands and Mardley Heath 
Number of Respondents  1 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Herts District Council: 
Reiterates the position set out in the agreement between the authorities (reference DTC/2). This 
makes clear that no further growth could be sustainably accommodated in those parts of NHDC 
identified as the shared housing market area. NHDC has an interest in those sites which are close 
to the administrative boundary, particularly in Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Woolmer Green and 
Welwyn. As set out in our previous comments, we are concerned that there are insufficient 
infrastructure and mitigation measures to accommodate the additional development that is 
proposed. 
Request that any sites pursued in close proximity to these settlements seek to incorporate similar 
requirements to the NHDC LP and/or do not frustrate the implementation of sites within North 
Hertfordshire. 

Welwyn Parish Plan Group: 
Our view remains that, with the exception of the Traveller site, GTLAA04 the decisions taken were 
sound and legal. Thus OMH6, and OMH7 were rejected for sound NPPF reasons relating to the 
Green Belt. OMH 5 and OMH 8 passed the HELAA stages and were proposed in the Plan. They 
remain in the revised Plan in 2020 and we agree with this. 

Site Promoter:  
OMH9 Green Belt Study Stage 3 (EX99), this area, including site OMH9, is not regarded as being 
in an area as essential to remaining as Green Belt. In appendix 6.1 to the Report it is confirmed 
that, “The Parcel (P15) does not make a strong contribution to any Green Belt purpose”. P14 leads 
to the merging of neighbouring settlements (purpose 2) far more than P15. The inclusion of OMH9, 
which is residential garden, as a housing site would amount to development of urban land, 



bounded by strong tree-lined boundaries and existing housing development. Due to the physical 
boundaries it would not contribute to urban sprawl, the merging of neighbouring towns, 
safeguarding the countryside, or the setting of Welwyn Garden City. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Supports the allocation of DLP site HS17 (not included in this consultation) (1) 
• Sites close to A1(M) along the Avenue will need some mitigation to noise from road traffic 

(1) 

Changes sought 
• Add OMH9 to the Plan 

Officer commentary  

• There were no additional sites proposed in the consultation document and therefore no 
responses to consider against them. 

• Site OMH9 is in an area of Moderate-High Green Belt harm.  The area consists of low 
density development washed over by green belt.   

• The Inspector’s interim report notes that there are limited housing proposals at Oaklands 
and Mardley Heath and states that this disparity has no objective justification and may 
therefore be unsound.  He asks that this factor be considered in seeking additional sites at 
excluded villages such as Oaklands and Mardley Heath. 

 



Settlement Name  Welwyn 
Number of Respondents  7 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Herts District Council: 
Reiterates the position set out in the agreement between the authorities (reference DTC/2). This 
makes clear that no further growth could be sustainably accommodated in those parts of NHDC 
identified as the shared housing market area. NHDC has an interest in those sites which are close 
to the administrative boundary, particularly in Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Woolmer Green and 
Welwyn. As set out in our previous comments, we are concerned that there are insufficient 
infrastructure and mitigation measures to accommodate the additional development that is 
proposed. Request that any sites pursued in close proximity to these settlements seek to 
incorporate similar requirements to the NHDC LP and / or do not frustrate the implementation of 
sites within North Hertfordshire. 

Welwyn Parish Council: 
As far as WPC is concerned all four new sites in Welwyn, assessed as suitable in the 2019 
exercise and to which we objected, have been removed, leaving a total of 69 houses, close to the 
67 in the original Plan rejected by the inspector. WPC believes WHBC’s Option 5 to be an 
appropriate strategy, considering the alternatives and the evidence derived and that it is sound and 
legal. We believe that the OAN target is suspect in its basis and a lower number is more 
appropriate. The added work done on identifying and enhancing Employment Land should be 
adequate to meet the unmet industrial/commercial need. Accordingly, with the reservations 
explained in this response, WPC broadly welcomes and supports the WHBC Draft Local Plan 
(2016) (Site Allocation) 2020, as amended by CPPP and approved by Cabinet. 

Welwyn Parish Plan Group: 
We believe that the effects on the Green Belt have been underestimated for Wel 1,2, 6 and 15. In 
assessing harm to the Green Belt each has been considered as a separate entity. As all the 



reports have made clear these sites are only viable from a development infrastructure standpoint if 
they are developed together allowing the financing of a new bridge over the Mimram and the 
widening of Fulling Mill Lane and Kimpton Road. Developed together they would enclose the 
western slopes of the Mimram valley and Singlers Marsh completely and destroy the open vistas 
from the Hawbush and Glebe road estates. We strongly contend that this would represent high to 
very high harm to the Green Belt.  
Reintroduce the five sites removed from the recommended option. These are Symondshyde, Cuf 7 
and 12, and BrP4 and 7. Adding these sites back to the reduced figure of 14,206 would give a total 
of 15,886 close to the OAN target. Doing this may well avoid any further sites being added to the 
Plan. 
 
The following sites did not form part of the consultation event: 
Site Promoter: Wel14, Wel14a, Wel14b 
Objects to the proposed modifications on soundness -  
Recommend the Council undertakes the following before proceeding further: Fully assess the 
sustainability and capacity of the large villages; determine if a more coordinated approach to Green 
Belt release can bring new infrastructure to these settlements to enhance their sustainability; build 
on this evidence to meet the full objectively assessed need, delivered in accordance with the 
Council’s own strategy set out in Policy SP3. 
 
Site Promoter: Wel16  
The application of a consistent “policy on” approach could result in the positive allocation of sites 
such as WEL16. The harm rating for Wel16 should not exceed “Moderate‐High”. Allocation of 
Wel16 will effectively address the shortfall for Welwyn.  
 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Infrastructure concerns –transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Impact on character of local settlement (2) 
• Comments relating to site not selected and the process for selection of sites (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Access concerns (2) 
• Increase in traffic congestion (1) 
• Impinging on nature reserves (1) 
• Coalescence of settlements (1) 
• Pollution concerns (1) 
• Loss of trees (1) 
• Impact on wildlife (1) 
• Impact on heritage assets (1) 
• Singler’s Bridge requires resolution of third party land agreements (1) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (1) 
• Infrastructure concerns - health, education, highways (1) 
• Questions Green Belt harm ratings (1) 
• Spatial strategy has not been properly explored - smaller villages with more allocated 

growth than villages like Welwyn (1) 
• Population increase needs to be proportionate (1) 
• Sites near Codicote and Knebworth to incorporate similar requirements and/or do not 

frustrate the implementation of sites within N Herts (1) 
• Supports sites included for allocation (1) 
• Raises objection to sites found suitable but not selected by CPPP (1) 
• Cumulative impact of sites 1, 2, 6, +15 would be high-very high harm to Green Belt and 

would erode the Green gap between Welwyn and Codicote (1) 



Changes sought 

• Add Wel16 to the Draft Local Plan 
 

Officer commentary The comments are noted.  However, there were no changes to sites 
consulted on at Welwyn. 

The Inspector has published his interim report and has given tight deadlines to the council for 
additional work he considers necessary for a sound plan.  There is no scope to carry out a full 
review of village capacity as suggested by a site promoter.  A larger Wel16 was promoted and 
reviewed in the HELAA 2016, this site was considered in its entirety to result in high harm to the 
Green Belt. To minimise the harm to the lowest practicable extent, the 2019 promotion has limited 
the area of release to the north-eastern part of the wider site Wel16. This reduced site area of 
3.3ha would reduce the extent to which the urban area of Welwyn would encroach on the 
countryside, however, it is considered that the harm to the Green Belt would remain high with 
limited opportunities for defining/ creating a strong boundary. There are no further opportunities to 
reduce the harm and therefore the site is not considered suitable for allocation. 

The Inspector’s interim report notes that there are limited housing proposals at Welwyn and states 
that this disparity has no objective justification and may therefore be unsound.  He asks that this 
factor be considered in seeking additional sites at excluded villages such as Welwyn. 

Site Wel14 and Wel14a (to the north and north east of Wel14b) were not considered to be suitable 
as a result of Historic England’s objections due to impact on the setting of the grade II listed 
buildings at Linces Farm.  Without them, access to Wel14b would not be deliverable to a sufficient 
standard.  The sites are in a high green belt harm parcel. 

 

  



Site Name  School Lane, Welwyn 
Site Reference HS20 / Wel3 
Capacity 9 Dwellings (net) 
Green Belt Status Green Belt, Moderate-High harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 

Plan Status Submitted allocation with potential for additional 
dwellings 

Number of Respondents  4 

0% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
50% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
25% proposed change is not legally compliant 
50% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Herts District Council: 
No site specific comments made on Wel3, please see general comments on Welwyn sites above. 

Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site. 

Welwyn Parish Plan Group 
Assessment suggests there are no unmanageable constraints to developing this site. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 



• Existing dwellings on site should be safeguarded (1) 
• No concerns re sewerage network (1) 
• Suitable/sustainable development (1) 
• Questions the assessment of harm to Green Belt (1) 

Changes sought 
None 
 
Officer commentary There were no objections to this site received. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Kimpton Road 
Site Reference Wel1  
Capacity 178 
Green Belt Status Green Belt, moderate – high harm. 
Delivery 6-10 years 
Plan Status Other suitable site not preferred by Cabinet. 

Number of Respondents  2 

0% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
50% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
50% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group:  
Consider that the original selection of the four sites (Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15) in this area was 
inappropriate, and that the assessments of these sites were neither sound nor legal for the 
following reasons.  The assessment makes it clear that these four sites are only viable if taken 
together as a bloc. There are no bus stops within 400m. The combined effect on Singlers Marsh (a 
Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve) has not been appropriately consulted upon. In the 
absence of any consultations about these matters, it seems clear that any proposal to develop any 
part of Singlers Marsh or Singlers Bridge, or to modify Fulling Mill Lane, would be neither sound nor 
legally compliant with the planning process. 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Site included in the Council's preferred strategy - Option 1 (1) 



• Sufficient infrastructure capacity (e.g. Schools) to delivery sites in the vicinity (1)  
• Inconsistency of site selection with sites included in 2016 (1) 
• Combined effect of site Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 on Singlers Marsh - wildlife, 

biodiversity, archaeology (1) 

Site Promoter: 
Pc640:  
Objects to the proposed changes to the Draft Local Plan for the following reasons: the total 
changes do not result in a sound plan, the proposed changes are not justified by the available 
evidence base or the findings of the SA and proposed changes do not reflect either the process or 
the outcomes that the inspector set out (as summarised in paragraph 3.10 of the consultation 
document) The Site Selection Background Paper and the extensive work undertaken confirms the 
inclusion of sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 in the preferred ‘Option 1’. No objections from statutory 
consultees to the proposal have been received and representation received regarding highways 
impacts, infrastructure, ecology have been addressed. Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 are sustainably 
located and provide excellent links to services and facilities within Welwyn. The three sites 
fundamentally satisfies the criteria for selection at each stage and for each strategic option 
presented, except for Option 5 on the basis of Cabinet not selecting any new sites of ‘Moderate-
High’ harm in terms of impact on the Green Belt. The resulting issue for the Local Plan evidence 
base is that the conclusions for rejecting sites are inconsistent and irreconcilable with sites with 
‘Moderate-High’ harm already included the 2016 draft Local Plan and remain proposed for 
allocation. 

Officer commentary 

It is agreed that this site would need to come forward with Wel1 for a total of 228 dwellings in order 
to deliver the necessary access improvements.  It is not necessarily the case that Wel6 and Wel15 
are necessary for this as well, although their allocation would also rely on the same improvements, 
indicating that the four sites are linked in delivery terms.  There is moderate-high green belt harm 
and some potential heritage impact on the conservation area and its setting.  The Inspector’s 
comments concerning the level of development at Welwyn are relevant considerations to the 
potential allocation of this site. 

 

 

  



Site Name  Land adjoining Welwyn Cemetery 
Site Reference Wel2 
Capacity 40 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate – high harm. 
Delivery 6-10 years 
Plan Status Other suitable site not preferred by Cabinet. 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
25% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group:  
Consider that the original selection of the four sites (Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15) in this area was 
inappropriate, and that the assessments of these sites were neither sound nor legal for the 
following reasons.  The assessment makes it clear that these four sites are only viable if taken 
together as a bloc. There are no bus stops within 400m. The combined effect on Singlers Marsh (a 
Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve) has not been appropriately consulted upon. In the 
absence of any consultations about these matters, it seems clear that any proposal to develop any 
part of Singlers Marsh or Singlers Bridge, or to modify Fulling Mill Lane, would be neither sound nor 
legally compliant with the planning process. 



Site Promoter: 
Pc641: 
Objects to the proposed changes to the Draft Local Plan for the following reasons: the total 
changes do not result in a sound plan, the proposed changes are not justified by the available 
evidence base or the findings of the SA and proposed changes do not reflect either the process or 
the outcomes that the inspector set out (as summarised in paragraph 3.10 of the consultation 
document) The Site Selection Background Paper and the extensive work undertaken confirms the 
inclusion of sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 in the preferred ‘Option 1’. No objections from statutory 
consultees to the proposal have been received and representation received regarding highways 
impacts, infrastructure, ecology have been addressed. Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 are 
sustainably located and provide excellent links to services and facilities within Welwyn. The three 
sites fundamentally satisfies the criteria for selection at each stage and for each strategic option 
presented, except for Option 5 on the basis of Cabinet not selecting any new sites of ‘Moderate-
High’ harm in terms of impact on the Green Belt. The resulting issue for the Local Plan evidence 
base is that the conclusions for rejecting sites are inconsistent and irreconcilable with sites with 
‘Moderate-High’ harm already included the 2016 draft Local Plan and remain proposed for 
allocation.. 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Would result in coalescence of settlements (1) 
• Harm to Green Belt boundary (1) 
• Site included in the Council's preferred strategy - Option 1 (1) 
• Sufficient infrastructure capacity (e.g. Schools) to delivery sites in the vicinity (1) 
• Inconsistency of site selection with sites included in 2016 (1) 
• Infrastructure concerns (heath, education, transport, highways, sewers)  (1) 
• Unsustainable development (1) 
• Singlers Bridge requires third party resolution (1) 
• Impact on wildlife site (1) 
• Combined effect of site Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 on Singlers Marsh - wildlife, 

biodiversity, archaeology (1) 

Changes sought 
• The Modifications to Policy SADM 29 require consequential additions to Table 13 of the 

2016 submission draft Local Plan regarding site-specific considerations. These should be 
drawn from the conclusions of the Council’s Site Selection Background Paper. 

Officer commentary 

There is moderate-high green belt harm.  The site would need to come forward with other sites to 
deliver off-site highway improvements necessary.  The Inspector’s comments concerning the level 
of development at Welwyn are relevant considerations to the potential allocation of this site. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Kimpton Road 
Site Reference Wel6 
Capacity 14 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high harm 
Delivery 6-15 years 
Plan Status Other suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
25% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group:  
Consider that the original selection of the four sites (Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15) in this area was 
inappropriate, and that the assessments of these sites were neither sound nor legal for the 
following reasons.  The assessment makes it clear that these four sites are only viable if taken 
together as a bloc. There are no bus stops within 400m. The combined effect on Singlers Marsh (a 
Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve) has not been appropriately consulted upon. In the 
absence of any consultations about these matters, it seems clear that any proposal to develop any 
part of Singlers Marsh or Singlers Bridge, or to modify Fulling Mill Lane, would be neither sound nor 
legally compliant with the planning process. 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Infrastructure concerns (heath, education, transport, highways, sewers)  (2) 



• Unsustainable development (2) 
• Would increase traffic congestion (1) 
• Environmental concerns (1) 
• Use existing urban settlements (1) 
• Singlers Bridge requires  third party resolution (1) 
• Impact on wildlife site (1) 
• Site could help contribute to the council meeting their OAN (1) 
• Site could be removed from GB without significant harm  (1) 
• Combined effect of site Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 on Singlers Marsh - wildlife, 

biodiversity, archaeology (1) 

Changes sought 

• New allocations should be made given that it has been demonstrated that suitable and 
available sites could deliver almost all of the 16,000 OAN requirement figure; and Wel6 
should be identified as a housing allocation in the Local Plan. 

Officer commentary 

The site is a moderate-high green belt harm site with only a limited potential to provide dwellings.  
Potential heritage impacts.  It is unlikely that the site could be delivered on its own due to highway 
requirements.  The Inspector’s comments concerning the level of development at Welwyn are 
relevant considerations to the potential allocation of this site. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Fulling Mill Lane 
Site Reference Wel15 
Capacity 14 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high harm. 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Other suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
25% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Welwyn Planning and Amenity Group:  
Consider that the original selection of the four sites (Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15) in this area was 
inappropriate, and that the assessments of these sites were neither sound nor legal for the 
following reasons.  The assessment makes it clear that these four sites are only viable if taken 
together as a bloc. There are no bus stops within 400m. The combined effect on Singlers Marsh (a 
Wildlife Site and a Local Nature Reserve) has not been appropriately consulted upon. In the 
absence of any consultations about these matters, it seems clear that any proposal to develop any 
part of Singlers Marsh or Singlers Bridge, or to modify Fulling Mill Lane, would be neither sound nor 
legally compliant with the planning process. 



Site Promoter: 
Pc642: 
Objects to the proposed changes to the Draft Local Plan for the following reasons: the total 
changes do not result in a sound plan, the proposed changes are not justified by the available 
evidence base or the findings of the SA and proposed changes do not reflect either the process or 
the outcomes that the inspector set out (as summarised in paragraph 3.10 of the consultation 
document) The Site Selection Background Paper and the extensive work undertaken confirms the 
inclusion of sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 in the preferred ‘Option 1’. No objections from statutory 
consultees to the proposal have been received and representation received regarding highways 
impacts, infrastructure, ecology have been addressed. Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 are sustainably 
located and provide excellent links to services and facilities within Welwyn. The three sites 
fundamentally satisfies the criteria for selection at each stage and for each strategic option 
presented, except for Option 5 on the basis of Cabinet not selecting any new sites of ‘Moderate-
High’ harm in terms of impact on the Green Belt. The resulting issue for the Local Plan evidence 
base is that the conclusions for rejecting sites are inconsistent and irreconcilable with sites with 
‘Moderate-High’ harm already included the 2016 draft Local Plan and remain proposed for 
allocation. 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Inadequate access (2) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (1) 
• Highway safety concerns (1) 
• Harm to Green Belt (1) 
• Infrastructure concerns (heath, education, transport, highways, sewers)  (1) 
• Would increase traffic congestion (1) 
• Unsustainable development (1) 
• Site included in the Council's preferred strategy - Option 1 (1) 
• Sufficient infrastructure capacity (e.g. Schools) to delivery sites in the vicinity (1) 
• Inconsistency of site selection with sites included in 2016 (1) 
• Singlers Bridge requires third party resolution (1) 
• Impact on wildlife site (1) 
• Combined effect of site Wel1, Wel2, Wel6 and Wel15 on Singlers Marsh - wildlife, 

biodiversity, archaeology (1) 

Changes sought 

• Add Wel15 to the Draft Local Plan 

Officer commentary 

There would be moderate to high green belt harm and potential heritage impacts arising from 
allocating this site, and limited dwelling contribution to weigh against this.  The site is unlikely to be 
deliverable on its own due to the need to enhance access.  The Inspector’s comments concerning 
the level of development at Welwyn are relevant considerations to the potential allocation of this 
site. 

 



Settlement Name  Welham Green 
Number of Respondents  11 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
Concerns over the cumulative effect of the proposed allocations on Welham Green. Loss of Green 
Belt. Excessive scale of development. Population growth figures out of date. 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
Sites located on the urban edge may have implications for the landscape character and Green Belt. 
These have been subjected to a landscape sensitivity/Green Belt analysis, but clarity needed on 
what threshold was applied for taking sites forward. For example, site WGC4 has been taken 
forward, whilst sites within Brookmans Park/Bell Bar that have similar moderate-high Green Belt 
harm (or above) have been rejected. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
Welham Green has been allocated a disproportionate share of development in North Mymms 
Parish compared to Brookmans Park and Little Heath. 

Potterells Farm Partnership 
Raises a number of concerns with the proposed changes to the submitted plan, which includes 
additional site allocations and the removal of proposed allocations, as they fail to make sufficient 
provision to meet the Full Objectively Assessed Housing Heed (FOAHN) and are not justified 
based on the available evidence base. Confirmation is also sought as to how the results of the 
consultation will be used to inform any updates to the submitted plan through proposed main 
modifications. 



Site Promoters: 

WeG4b. GCE believe that the number of dwellings proposed at WeG4b should be increased from 
80 to 120 in Policy SADM 30. The Council’s reluctance to accept this is based on the capacity 
limitations at the local primary school in Welham Green. However the proposed development is 
intended to meet the needs of researchers working on the employment site who would be resident 
for short time periods and not therefore occupying the accommodation on a long term basis and as 
such it is highly unlikely that there will be children of school age living on the site. The additional 
housing would make a further contribution to the housing supply. GCE believe there is an 
opportunity to increase the capacity of WeG4b to 120 dwellings, which would be consistent with 
national policy. Such an increase would help to demonstrate that the Local Plan has been 
positively prepared. The present allocation has not been appropriately justified by evidence and 
consequently the Local Plan is not as effective as it could be. 
 
Changes sought  

• GCE suggest a modification is made to Policy SADM 30 so that 120 dwellings be allocated 
to meet the needs arising from the proposed mixed-use development on WeG4b. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Disproportionate level of development/growth (5) 
• Increase in congestion and related noise, air pollution (5) 
• Loss of Green Belt (4) 
• Impact on biodiversity (3) 
• Impact on parking (3) 
• Insufficient infrastructure capacity (.i.e. healthcare, education) (3) 
• Impact on the character or identity of the settlement/local area (2) 
• Highway safety concerns (2) 
• Increase in flood risk (2) 
• Loss or deterioration of ancient woodland (1) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable location (1) 
• Weaken GB boundary and increase risk of further encroachment (1) 
• Excessive scale of development (1) 
• Population growth figures out of date (1) 
• Bringing forward further housing development at Marshmoor will help meet OAN (1) 
• Additional site allocations and the removal of proposed allocations fail to make sufficient 

provision to meet the Full Objectively Assessed Housing Heed (FOAHN) (1) 
• Opportunity to increase capacity at Marshmoor (WeG4a) (1) 

Officer commentary Comments relating to the overall scale of development are noted.  However, 
the Inspector has now published an interim report and he expresses concern at the lack of market 
and affordable housing proposed at Welham Green, now that the Marshmoor allocation is 
confirmed as providing specialist forms of accommodation directly linked to the on-site employment 
uses.  Noting the nearby railway station and the lack of objective justification for this he states that 
this might make the plan unsound.  He states that the council should take these considerations into 
account when making recommendations for additional sites to be allocated. 

The inspector also comments on the Marshmoor employment proposal that this should be 
considered for allocation as general market housing rather than employment if there was otherwise 
insufficient land available to meet housing needs overall.   

 
  



Site Name  Units 1- 3, 51 Welham Manor, Welham Green 
Site Reference WeG1 
Capacity 16 
Green Belt Status Green belt, low harm. 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  24 

4% proposed change is sound 
63% proposed change is unsound 
33% did not indicate soundness 
29% proposed change is legally compliant 
38% proposed change is not legally compliant 
33% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Historic England: 
HE states that whilst there are no designated heritage assets within these sites, they are 
immediately adjacent to ‘The Hope and Anchor Public House’ (Grade II Listed), and ‘9, Station 
Road’ (also Grade II Listed). Development of these sites has the potential to impact upon the 
setting of this designated heritage asset, and therefore that any future development will need to be 
sensitively designed to ensure that the significance of these Listed Buildings is not negatively 
affected by the proposed change in setting. Heritage Statement / Impact Assessment required. 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
Redevelopment would result in job losses. Questions over access to site. Green Belt must be 
preserved to prevent spread of Welham green into countryside. Remove site allocation from the 
Local Plan. 



Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
HCC Highways: Support proposals to provide primary vehicular access of the adjoining site WeG1 
via WeG3a and the secondary access for this from Welham Manor. This is in line with LTP testing 
work.   
 
North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
Impact on the Green Belt, the local landscape, and on the important gap between Welham Green 
and Brookmans Park. The narrow access would be harmful to the amenity of existing residents in 
Station Road. Possible flood risk. Within the Impact Zone of the SSSI. Remove site allocation from 
the Local Plan. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
The increased density proposed might be acceptable if kept low rise or maximum 2 storeys high. 
Parking could be an issue.  Agglomeration with WeG3a would mean a considerable loss of Green 
Belt and openness. There is however the issue of access and loading and the change of primary 
main access now being via Station Road is a major concern due to this road being one of the 
principal roads in the village. There are also currently issues with cars turning right into Station 
Road from the mini roundabout from Dixons Hill Road causing backlogs onto Dixon Hill road 
especially during peak hours. The entrance will seriously affect the amenity of the dwelling either 
side of the entrance from Station Road. 

Thames Water Property 
The scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. It is 
recommended that the Developer and the Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to agree a housing and infrastructure phasing plan.  

Site Promoter: 
The site is capable of being developed independently of WeG3 and should be allocated for 
housing, irrespective of other Local Plan allocations.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Access concerns (9) 
• Impact on parking (9) 
• Increase in congestion and related noise, air pollution  (9) 
• Highway safety concerns (7) 
• Weaken GB boundary and increase risk of further encroachment (7) 
• Loss of employment land (6) 
• Harm to Green Belt (6) 
• Insufficient infrastructure capacity for growth (.i.e. healthcare, education)  (6) 
• Disproportionate level of development (5) 
• Impact on the character or identity of the settlement/local area (4) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable (4) 
• Impact on wildlife/biodiversity 
• Upgrade of sewerage network likely to be needed (3) 
• Increase flood risk (e.g Station Rd) and surface water run off issues (2) 
• Loss of agricultural land (2) 
• Result in coalescence of settlements (2) 
• Concerns about flooding in homes (2) 
• Support allocation (2) 
• Land likely to be contaminated (1) 
• Council's growth figures are out of date (1) 
• HCC support proposed access via WeG3a  (1) 
• Heritage concerns (1) 



Changes sought 
• Add WeG1 to the Plan 
• Remove WeG1 from the Local plan 
• Use the most up to date OAN  
• Focus development in more sustainable locations such as Brookmans Park 

Officer commentary 

Allocation of this site would help to overcome the Inspector’s expressed concerns about the 
amount of housing development in Welham Green.  HCC is content with the access as proposed 
but support considering the access jointly with the adjoining site WeG3a.  The loss of employment 
is noted but additional employment land is allocated in Welham Green which would more than 
compensate for the loss of this secondary employment area.  The small scale of the site means 
that infrastructure demand will be minimal and can be dealt with at planning application stage 
through the use of Community Infrastructure Levy or S106.  Heritage issues can be resolved in 
accordance with the Historic England advice. 

The release of this site would result in low harm to the green belt as a result of its previously 
developed nature.  It performs well within the sustainability appraisal and can deliver homes within 
the first five years of the local plan.  These are exceptional circumstances sufficient to release the 
site from the green belt and allocate for 16 dwellings.   

There is potential to combine this site with the adjoining land and this is further considered under 
WeG3 and WeG3a below. 
 
 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Welham Manor and west of Station Road 
Site Reference WeG3a 
Capacity 68 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  36 

3% proposed change is sound 
72% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
36% proposed change is legally compliant 
36% proposed change is not legally compliant 
28% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
There would be a severe intrusion into the Green Belt, the local landscape, and on the important 
gap between Welham Green and Brookmans Park. The narrow access would be harmful to the 
amenity of existing residents in Station Road. Possible flood risk. Within the Impact Zone of the 
SSSI. Remove site from the plan. 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) 
Minerals and waste - Development needs to investigate the opportunistic use of potential sand and 
Gravel deposits on site. 
Highways - Support proposals to provide primary vehicular access of the adjoining site WeG1 via 



WeG3a and the secondary access for this from Welham Manor. This is in line with LTP testing 
work. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
This proposed site would extend Welham Green southwards into the Green Belt contrary to three 
nationally defined Green Belt purposes. The Council’s Green Belt assessment concluded that 
development here would cause moderate harm to the Green Belt, but CPRE Hertfordshire 
considers that the harm would be high and that mitigation of that harm would not be achievable. 
Argues that there is no exceptional circumstances that justify the release of this area of green belt. 

Thames Water Property 
The wastewater network capacity in this area may be unable to support the demand anticipated 
from this development. Local upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure may be required to 
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a potential 
wastewater network capacity constraint, the developer should liaise with Thames Water to 
determine whether a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, 
when and how it will be delivered is required. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
Objects to the allocation of this site. Raises concerns with the density on this site is much higher 
than other larger sites. Agglomeration with WeG1 would be totally unacceptable due to the 
cumulative loss of Green Belt openness and increased potential coalescence. Access for vehicles 
via Station Road is a major concern as this is a primary route through the village. 

Historic England 
The proposed site is adjacent to two Grade II Listed buildings. This sites has the potential to impact 
upon the setting of these designated heritage assets, and therefore any future development will 
need to be designed to ensure that the significance of these Listed Buildings is not negatively 
affected. Welcomes the reference to a Heritage Statement / Impact Assessment under site 
WeG3a, but suggest that this is extended to include site WeG1. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Would increase traffic congestion (25) 
• Infrastructure concerns (heath, education, transport, highways, sewers) (21) 
• Flooding concerns (19) 
• Development would result in more pollution (noise, air) (17) 
• Harm to Green Belt / Green Belt should not be built on (25) 
• Negative impact on local character and distinctiveness (14) 
• Erosion/weakening of Green Belt boundary and further encroachment (13) 
• Would destroy wildlife & habitats (12) 
• Coalescence of settlements (12) 
• Highway safety concerns (12) 
• Access concerns (10) 
• Disproportionate level of growth (9) 
• Loss of agricultural land (9) 
• Impact on SSSI area (4) 
• Impact on parking (4) 
• Heritage concerns (3) 
• Population growth forecast out of date (3) 
• Excessive level/density of development (2) 
• Visually intrusive (2) 
• Loss of employment land (1) 
• Contaminated land (1) 
• Does not relate well to existing settlement boundary (1) 
• Unsuitable unsustainable location (1) 
• Support proposed access of site WeG1 via this site, as it reflects the LTP work (1) 



• Opportunistic use of potential sand & gravel deposits may need to be explored (1) 

Changes sought 

• Remove Site WeG3a from the Local Plan 
• Use the most up to date OAN  
• Focus development in more sustainable locations such as Brookmans Park 

Officer commentary 

Allocation of this site would help to overcome the Inspector’s expressed concerns about the 
amount of new homes in Welham Green. Site WeG3a is considered suitable, available and 
achievable for allocation in the plan. The release of this site would result in moderate harm to the 
Green Belt and it is considered that the tree belt along the majority of the southern extent of the site 
would provide a suitable new Green Belt boundary. A number of concerns are raised in the 
representation however it should be noted that HCC Highways have raised no significant issues 
regarding access or highways safety, Thames Water do not envisage infrastructure concerns 
regarding wastewater networks and as the site is in Flood Zone 1- (lowest risk of fluvial flooding) no 
flooding concerns have been raised by the Lead Local Flood Authority.   The county council 
comment that the site access should be considered jointly with the adjoining WeG1 and this should 
be reflected in the site specific circumstances, along with the need for a Heritage Impact 
Assessment.     
 

 

  



Site Name  Skimpans Farm 
Site Reference WeG6  
Capacity 73 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  4 

25% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
50% proposed change is legally compliant 
25% proposed change is not legally compliant 
25% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. No changes sought. 
 

Site Promoter: 

Pc253: 

The site is deliverable within 5 years of the Plan’s adoption. The failure of the Local Plan to make 
sufficient provision for additional school places, results in the artificial constraint of housing 
development in Welham Green. 



Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Heritage concerns (2) 
• Coalescence of settlements (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Suitable, available and achievable for residential development (1) 
• Flood risk (1) 
• Inadequate access (1) 
• Infrastructure concerns - sewerage (1) 
• Harm to wildlife (1) 
• Loss of local amenity (1) 
• Other sites more suitable (1) 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 

Changes sought 
• Add WeG6 to the Plan 

Officer commentary 

The allocation of this site would help to overcome the Inspector’s expressed concerns about the 
level of new homes in Welham Green.  Despite only having moderate green belt harm, this site was 
not selected by Cabinet due to concerns about the impact on coalescence between Welham Green 
and Brookmans Park. It has the potential to deliver additional critical mass for a new primary school 
at Welham Green. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Dixons Hill Road 
Site Reference WeG10 
Capacity 120 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  24 

0% proposed change is sound 
75% proposed change is unsound 
25% did not indicate soundness 
25% proposed change is legally compliant 
46% proposed change is not legally compliant 
29% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Forestry Commission: 
We neither support nor object to the site allocation. If development is approved, we may provide 
support in developing conditions for woodland management mitigation and compensation 
measures, (which should not be assessed as a benefit of a development proposal). It is 
Government policy to refuse development that will result in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats including ancient woodland, unless “there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists”. Standing Advice states that: “Ancient woodland or veteran trees are 
irreplaceable, so you should not consider proposed compensation measures as part of your 
assessment of the benefits of the development proposal”. 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 



Development would be contrary to one of the key purposes of the Green Belt. Council's Green 
Gaps Study 2019 has stressed the importance of the strategic gap between Hatfield and Potters 
Bar. In the view of the Society, site WeG10 is a key component of that gap, in addition to its local 
significance, as outlined above. Site is in close proximity to ancient woodland and wildlife. Flood 
risk. According to Thames Water there is likely to be problems with waste water. Concerns about 
traffic congestion and highway safety. Remove site from the Plan. 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
HCC Minerals & Waste: Development needs to investigate the opportunistic use of potential sand 
and Gravel deposits on the site. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
Proposed allocation would extend Welham Green westwards onto Green Belt farmland contrary to 
three nationally defined Green Belt purposes. The Council’s Green Belt assessment concluded 
that development here would cause moderate harm to the Green Belt, but CPRE Hertfordshire 
considers that the harm would be moderate to high and that mitigation of that harm would not be 
achievable. There is a lack of evidence to show the cumulative impacts of developments in 
Welham Green which makes these proposals unsound. There no demonstration of exceptional 
circumstances that justifies the release of green belt in this area. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
Object to this site.  The number of houses proposed would increase the traffic to Dixons Hill Road. 
The number of dwellings proposed is excessive compared to other sites of the similar size. 
Development would seriously affect the openness of the green belt. Concerns with strength of GB 
boundary. Flooding occurs from this site onto NMPC Recreation Ground to the North. 

Thames Water  
The wastewater network capacity in this area may be unable to support the demand anticipated 
from this development. Local upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure may be required to 
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a potential 
wastewater network capacity constraint, the developer should liaise with Thames Water to 
determine whether a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, 
when and how it will be delivered is required.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Traffic congestion concerns (15) 
• Infrastructure concerns – highways/ transport/education/sewerage/health/community (12) 
• Impact on Green Belt – Harm would be high/very high/significant (12) 
• Impact on Green Belt boundary (11) 
• Flood risk (10) 
• Unsuitable location due to noise and/or air pollution/land contamination (9) 
• Impact on the character or identity of the settlement/local area (9) 
• Harm to wildlife (9) 
• Impact on parking (7) 
• Highway safety concerns (6) 
• Disproportionate level of development (4) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (4) 
• Proximity to Ancient Woodland (3) 
• Function of buffer zones (biodiversity) (2) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable Location (2) 
• Environmental issues (2) 
• Excessive scale of development (2) 
• Impact on local wildlife sites (2) 
• Use derelict/unused sites first (1) 
• Detrimental to neighbouring residents (1) 
• Reduction in gap/separation between settlements (1) 



• Opportunistic use of potential sand & gravel deposits may need to be explored (1) 

Changes sought 

• Remove WeG10 from the Local Plan 
• Focus development in more sustainable locations 
• Use the most up to date OAN  

Officer commentary 

The allocation of this site would help to overcome the Inspector’s expressed concerns about the 
level of new homes in Welham Green.  In 2016 site WeG10 was considered suitable, available and 
achievable for allocation in the plan. Some constraints were identified - the site’s proximity to Local 
Wildlife Site and ancient woodland Bush Wood, affecting the western corner of the site. However, 
no absolute constraint on the overall suitability of the site for residential development was raised by 
any Statutory Consultees. In 2019 Thames Water advised that there are no longer infrastructure 
concerns at this site. The development of this site would result in moderate harm to the Green Belt 
and it has been noted that there is a need to strengthen the Green Belt boundaries through clearly 
defined master-planning and new planting.  Hertfordshire County Council has not raised any 
access or congestion issues associated with this site. 

 

 

  



Site Name  Land north of Pooleys Lane 
Site Reference WeG12 
Capacity 83 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  2 

50% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
50% did not indicate soundness 
50% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
50% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society:  

The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. No changes sought. 
 
Site Promoter:  
Pc392: 
Site was supported for allocation by Planning Officers’ but rejected by Councillors without good 
planning reasons. 



Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Housing provision not met (1) 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 

Changes sought 
• Add WeG12 to the Plan 

Officer commentary 

This site was not selected by Cabinet due to concerns about the impact on coalescence between 
Welham Green and Hatfield.  While the site could help to overcome the concerns expressed by the 
Inspector on the shortage of homes allocated in Welham Green, he also states his concern about 
the fragility of the gap between Hatfield and Welham Green and considers that “careful 
consideration” would need to be given to the desirability of further residential development 
proposals at the northern edge of the village.  It therefore appears possible that he would not 
support this site as an additional allocation in the local plan. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Potterells Farm 
Site Reference WeG15 
Capacity 140 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high harm 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  2 

50% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
50% proposed change is legally compliant 
50% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. No changes sought. 

 

Site Promoter: 
No comment 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 



• Harm to Green Belt (1) 
• Weaken Green Belt boundary and increase risk of further encroachment (1) 
• Impact on wildlife/biodiversity (1) 
• Heritage concerns (1) 
• Harm to area of SSSI (1) 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 

Changes sought: 

N/A 

Officer commentary 

The Inspector’s comments concerning the level of development at Welham Green are relevant 
considerations to the potential allocation of this site.  The site is a moderate – high harm site and 
would extend the settlement southwards into more open land in the direction of Brookmans Park.  It 
has potential as an allocation to provide additional critical mass to deliver a new primary school. 

 

  



Site Name  Land south of Dixons Hill Road 
Site Reference WeG17 
Capacity N/A – potential site for 2 FE primary school 
Green Belt Status Green belt – high harm 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  1 

100% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
100% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. No changes sought. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 

 
Changes Sought: 
No changes sought 



Officer commentary 

This site was not selected by Cabinet as the level of development in Welham Green was not 
considered sufficient to make a new school necessary.  However, this decision will need to be 
reviewed in the light of site allocation decisions here and at nearby Brookmans Park.  This is a high 
harm green belt parcel, but use as a school with its significant areas of open space would help to 
mitigate this impact. 

 

 



Settlement Name  Bell Bar and Brookmans Park 
Number of Respondents  13 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Hatfield Town Council: 
Hatfield Town Council notes that Brookmans Park is a sustainable location for development with 
access to a mainline railway station and suitable infrastructure to support more housing. Sites such 
as BrP4, BrP5, BrP6 and BrP12 are within walking distance of the station and including these sites 
alongside BrP12a, BrP1, and BrP34 would mean that site Hat15 (New Village – Symondshyde) 
would not need to be allocated and share the burden of housing more fairly across the borough, 
and comply with the new NPPF. 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society notes the proposed changes to Policy SADM31. Comments have previously been 
made with regards to sites HS21 (BrP13) and HS22 (BrP14). These views will be elaborated at the 
Stage 8 hearings. 

Arqiva Ltd 
The strategy proposed by members to allocate sites to provide 14011 dwellings via the Local Plan 
is unsound; especially when suitable, sustainable sites like BrP34 could be allocated. This will 
result in a shortfall of 1989 dwellings against the OAHN of 16000 dwellings, which is not justified by 
evidence. BrP4 should be allocated so the plan can meet the OAHN. 

Brookmans Park Golf Cub 
The plan fails to make adequate provision for housing and the Council’s reasons for not meeting 
housing need are not sound. BrP36 is a specific example of a site in a suitable location for 
development that should be allocated for housing in the Local Plan. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats 
There is considerable scope to allocate additional land in Brookmans Park in order to help meet the 
housing needs of our communities. Most of these have considerably lower sustainability issues 



than sites that are included in the plan. Limiting development here to 128 homes is manifestly 
disproportionate and thus fails to meet the Council's Settlement Hierarchy and Spatial Strategy as 
per the submitted plan. 

The following sites did not form part of the consultation event: 
Site Promoter: BrP14a – Georges Wood Road 
Landowners of BrP14a are in agreement with the owners of site BrP14 to work together on a 
scheme with a shared access, enabling the site to be developed for 10 dwellings. 

Site Promoter: BrP33 - Firs Stables, Brookmans Park 
The reason for the exclusion of this site from allocation have now been overcome by further 
technical work. 

Site Promoter: BrP34 – Brookmans Park Transmission Station 
The strategy proposed by members to allocate sites to provide 14,011 dwellings via the Local Plan 
is unsound; especially when suitable, sustainable sites like BrP34 could be allocated. This will 
result in a shortfall of 1989 dwellings against the OAHN of 16000 dwellings, which is not justified by 
evidence. BrP34 should be allocated so the plan can meet the OAHN. 

Site Promoter: BrP36 – Brookmans Park Golf Cub 
An assessment of the harm of BrP36 and if this would be outweighed by the benefits of the site 
should have been undertaken. Allocation of this site would result in a small change to boundary by 
removing Ash Close, Home Farm, Golf Club from the Green Belt which do not contribute to 
openness. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Council has unsound reasons for not meeting housing provision (3) 
• Overall level of growth too low/sites are more sustainable than alternatives (4) 
• Unsuitable road access (2) 
• Negative impact on local character  (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Inadequate public transport (1) 
• Alternative sites (ie HS22) are more sustainable due to their proximity to railway station (1) 
• Owners in favour of developing BrP14 & 14a (1) 
• Council's population growth figures out of date (1) 
• Too many sites using Golf Club Road for access (BrP14/BrP13) and 101 Brookmans 

Avenue which has planning permission for 6 dwellings (1) 

Changes sought 
• Add sites BrP14a, BrP33 and BrP36 to the Plan 

Officer Commentary 

The local plan acknowledges that Brookmans Park is a generally appropriate and sustainable 
location for new homes, and this view has been broadly accepted by the local plan inspector in his 
interim report. 

BrP14a would involve extending the adjoining site into the wildlife site, with significant biodiversity 
concern.  In any case there is limited capacity for additional dwellings to be served from Golf Club 
Road so its allocation would not be effective in meeting housing need. 

BrP33 suffers from poor access by pedestrians and cyclists and would not encourage sustainable 
forms of transport. 



BrP34 is in a moderate-high green belt location, although acknowledging its previously developed 
status.  It is some distance from the railway station and village centre and therefore there are also 
sustainability concerns although it is possible these could be overcome in the same way as for 
BrP1. 

BrP36 would not be deliverable as a result of insufficient capacity of Golf Club Road.   

 

  



Site Name  Upper Bell Lane Farm 

Site Reference BrP1 
Capacity 104 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5/6-10 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  60 

8% proposed change is sound 
53% proposed change is unsound 
38% did not indicate soundness 
20% proposed change is legally compliant 
35% proposed change is not legally compliant 
45% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
Historic England:  
HE states that the site's western boundary lies immediately adjacent to two Grade II Listed 
buildings - ‘Carpenter Cottage’ and ’56, Bell Lane’. Development of this site therefore has the 
potential to impact upon the setting of these designated heritage assets. HE strongly recommend 
the inclusion of a criterion requiring the preparation of a Heritage Statement/Impact Assessment 
which should inform the design and layout of new development at BrP1.  

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Council proposes that changes to the Green Belt boundary would include existing 
development to the north, west, and south of site BrP1. The Society is concerned that these 
extensions would lead to pressures for infill development and a revival of sites which had been 
promoted in the Call for Sites 2019 and in earlier consultations on the emerging Local Plan. The 



Society questions the Council's assessment of harm to Green Belt as "moderate". It stresses the 
critical role that the site plays in separating Bell Bar from Brookmans Park. Development is 
unsustainable regarding infrastructure, facilities, and services. Traffic and access concerns. 
Widening of Bell Lane would destroy rural character of area. Changes sought: 1. The removal of 
Site BrP1 from the list of proposed changes to the Local Plan site allocations. 2. The retention of 
Bell Bar as a "washed over" Green Belt settlement. 

Hertfordshire County Council: 
Minerals & Waste - Development will need to investigate the opportunistic use of potential sand 
and Gravel deposits on the site. 
Highways - Site BrP1 will result in high car use, unless connectivity with Brookmans Park is 
improved. This may be challenging due to the status of the road network (e.g. public/private Rd, 
minimal footpaths and footway boundary. In transport terms there is a higher opportunity for Site 
HS22 (BrP4) site to be sustainable than BrP1. 

Bell Lane Action Group: 
Bell Lane Action Group opposes the inclusion of BrP1 in the Draft Plan for reasons including the 
harm that would be caused to the Green Belt and that the site constitutes an unsound and 
unsustainable development. The Green Belt study’s conclusion on Parcel 72 understates the value 
that this parcel contributes to the openness of the Green Belt, and is inconsistent with conclusions 
made on other parcels in Bell Bar where harm to the Green Belt was given a higher rating. The 
Action Group state 100 dwellings on this site would treble the housing density of the rural lane and 
amount to a hugely disproportionate expansion of a small settlement, destroying its historic 
character and the nature. It states that the Study ignores the fact that the neighbouring settlement 
of Welham Green is visible from the site. The site would harm the Green Belt and its boundary, 
result in coalescence of Bell Bar and Brookmans Park. BrP1 was considered unsuitable for 
inclusion in the first Draft Plan, which stated “Development of the site would result in a grossly 
disproportionate expansion of a small settlement that is not generally suitable for further 
development. This would be inconsistent with the Local Plan strategy”. No evidence has been put 
forward to counteract that assessment and we believe it should stand. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
This allocation would remove Bell Bar from the Green Belt, contrary to three nationally defined 
Green Belt purposes. The size of the proposed development would also completely overwhelm 
and transform the settlement that comprises almost entirely a single line of houses along the 
southern and western side of Bell Lane, effectively merging it with Brookmans Park. The Council’s 
Green Belt assessment concluded that development here would cause moderate harm to the 
Green Belt, but CPRE considers that the harm would be high and that mitigation of that harm 
would not be achievable, because of the removal of the whole settlement from the Green Belt, the 
loss of countryside, and the merger of Bell Bar and Brookman’s Park, in what is already a highly 
sensitive Green Belt gap along the A1000 towards Welham Green. There is also no exceptional 
circumstance to justify the release of this site from the green belt. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
Resists this development due to the increased risk of potential coalescence of Brookmans Park 
with Welham Green and Brookmans Park with Potters Bar/Little Heath respectively.  BrP1 also 
extends the urban area into the Green Belt and is not joined to the villages. 
 
Site Promoter: 
Aurora strongly supports the allocation of sites BrP1. Argues the site provides social, environmental 
and economic benefits and that BrP1 has been found to be one of the sites in Brookmans Park 
which causes the least harm, if released from the Green Belt. Aurora States the allocation of BrP1 



is consistent with national policy as the NPPF 2019 states that sites well-served by public transport 
should be the first consideration for the release of land in the Green Belt.  
Aurora argues that there are additional benefits if BrP1 is allocated alongside BrP12 in a master 
planned and coordinated approach. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Harm to Green Belt/boundary (37) 
• Negative impact on local character and distinctiveness (33) 
• Infrastructure concerns (heath, education, transport, highways, sewers (33) 
• Coalescence of Brookmans Park and other settlements (28) 
• Would increase traffic congestion (28) 
• Highway safety concerns (27) 
• Heritage concerns (25) 
• Excessive/cumulative scale of growth/development (20) 
• Inadequate access (20) 
• Negative effect on air/noise quality due to increase in cars and congestion (15) 
• Inadequate amenities and services (15) 
• Would increase crime (14) 
• Car dependent location due poor accessibility to services and facilities (12) 
• Loss of agricultural land/countryside  (12) 
• Other sites are more suitable (10) 
• Flood risk (9) 
• Impact on biodiversity/ wildlife (9) 
• Negative impact on health and quality of life (7) 
• Unsuitable/ disproportionate growth (6) 
• Focus development near railway stations (4) 
• Sites which are located close to railways, amenities and services (e.g. BrP4) should be 

allocated over this site (4) 
• Agree with inclusion of site (4) 
• Should use brownfield/PDL/urban land before release of Green Belt (3) 
• Unsustainable development (3) 
• Loss of amenity (1) 
• Loss of employment land (1) 
• Use empty office buildings instead (1) 
• Sustainable/suitable location (1) 
• Opportunistic use of potential sand & gravel deposits may need to be explored (1) 

 
Changes sought 

• Remove site BrP1 from the submitted Local Plan. 
 
Officer Commentary  

• The Green Belt harm associated with this site is only moderate and the release of the 
already-developed land around the site is low-moderate impact. 

• The Highway authority raises no objection to the principle of development of this site on 
access or highway safety grounds or due to congestion.  For sustainable travel they have 
raised an issue.  However, the site is located in close proximity to a secondary school, 
retail outlets and leisure facilities. The opportunity exists to create and improve cycling and 
walking routes to the village centre and railway station, which can be incorporated as a site 
specific requirement.   

• The proximity to heritage assets has been taken into account when assessing site 
suitability and the capacity of the site has been moderated to allow for mitigation measures.  
The requirement for a heritage impact assessment can be added to the site specific 
requirements. 



• The Site Selection Paper 2019 provides an up to date position on the key infrastructure 
matters for Bell Bar and Brookmans Park – no significant issues have been identified that 
would constrain the potential for development of this site. 

• The site is not at risk from fluvial flooding with a very minor surface water flood risk in its 
north west corner.  Off site flooding impact would be managed by the use of SUDS. 

 

 

  



Site Name  Land west of Brookmans Park Railway Station 
Site Reference HS22 / BrP4 
Capacity 250 (but see officer commentary for additional capacity) 
Green Belt Status Green belt, high harm 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Submitted site 

Number of Respondents  35 

60% proposed change is sound 
11% proposed change is unsound 
29% did not indicate soundness 
54% proposed change is legally compliant 
11% proposed change is not legally compliant 
35% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Forestry Commission:  
Neither support nor object to the site allocation. If development is approved, they may provide 
support in developing conditions for woodland management mitigation and compensation 
measures, (which should not be assessed as a benefit of a development proposal). It is 
Government policy to refuse development that will result in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable 
habitats including ancient woodland, unless “there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists”. Standing Advice states that “Ancient woodland or veteran trees are 
irreplaceable, so you should not consider proposed compensation measures as part of your 
assessment of the benefits of the development proposal”. 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 



Would weaken Green Belt boundary and increase the risk of coalescence between Brookmans 
Park and the hamlet of Water End and the Royal Veterinary College. Would result in significant 
damage to sensitive woodland habitat and its range of species. Loss of agricultural land. Flood risk. 
The entire site is located within groundwater source protection zone (SPZ1). It is important that the 
quality of the water entering the Swallow Holes is maintained, in order to protect the underlying 
chalk aquifer and water resources. Access is unsuitable. Remove site from the Plan. 

Water End Residents Group: 
Harm to ancient woodland/wildlife. Harm to Green Belt and its boundary. 3rd party land ownership 
issue. Highways ‘improvement’ not guaranteed. Site introduces significant inter-visibility between 
Brookmans Park and Welham Green. Will visually adjoin with the RVC to the south. Significant 
reduction in perception of Green Belt gap. Loss of heritage asset. New pedestrian footbridge 
needed across the mainline railway. Harm to rural character of roads. Would be segregated from 
Brookmans Park. Remove site from Plan. 

Hertfordshire County Council:  
In transport terms there is a higher opportunity for Site HS22 (BrP4) site to be sustainable than site 
BrP1. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
supports the proposed removal of this site from the Plan. We consider that the harm to the Green 
Belt would be very significant and that mitigation of that harm would not be achievable, in what is 
already a highly sensitive Green Belt area west of the main line railway and where the gap along 
the A1000 towards Welham Green is under threat. 

Potterells Management Company 
Against this allocation due to unsuitable access to the site. Brookmans Park station is not fit for 
purpose. Station Road would require major upgrades and additional development would cause 
substantial traffic congestion and parking issues for the area. 

Thames Water Property 
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site.  

Site Promoter: 
The site allocation for development is considered to be sound and should continue to be supported 
by WHBC. 
Site can deliver a minimum of 300 homes which would bring WHBC closer to meeting its OAN for 
housing. Deletion of site HS22 would significantly compromise WHBC’s ability to meet its OAN and 
to meet the Strategic Objectives and as such should not be removed. 
Site is one of the most sustainable within the Borough.  
Consider the LUC methodology applied to be inconsistent in the assessment of site HS22 as it has 
distorted the position through the inclusion of other sites in the same assessment. Applying the 
methodology consistently, the Green Belt harm associated with HS22 should be ‘moderate’. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Impact/Harm to Green Belt (19) 
• Proximity/ harm to Ancient Woodland /LWS/ wildlife (16) 
• Impact on local character/identity (15) 
• Agrees with decision to remove site from DLP (14) 
• Access unsuitable (14) 
• Flooding concerns (11) 
• Weakening of Green Belt boundary (8) 
• Impact on recreational activities (walking, cycling)  (8) 



 

 

• Reduction in gap/merger of settlements (8) 
• Other sites more suitable (6) 
• Highway safety concerns (6) 
• Inadequate/Insufficient Infrastructure (rail, public transport)  (5) 
• Increase in congestion and related noise, air pollution  (5) 
• Sustainable location e.g. proximity to railway station  (5) 
• Traffic congestion (4) 
• Impact SSSI (3) 
• No wastewater infrastructure concerns (1) 
• Heritage concerns (3) 
• Widening of highways may Impact on character/setting of Water End, including heritage 

assets (2) 
• Object to the proposed deletion of this site from the plan (3) 
• Loss of farmland (1) 
• Impact on parking (1) 
• Loss of countryside (1) 
• Increase in pollution (1) 
• Concerns re groundwater quality (1) 
• Would be segregated from Brookmans Park (1) 
• Impact on rural roads (1) 
• Introduces inter-visibility between Brookmans Park and Welham Green (1) 
• 3rd party ownership issue (1) 
• Impact on local businesses (1) 
• Developers would use site as (highly profitable) houses attracting commuters to/from 

London (1) 

Changes sought 

• Remove site BrP4 from the submitted Plan 
• Retain site BrP4 in the submitted Plan 

Officer commentary 

As the local plan has been submitted the council cannot make significant changes to it, such as 
withdrawing or deleting an allocation unless they relate to soundness issues identified by the 
Inspector via a Main Modification proposed by him.  The Inspector has recently published an 
interim report setting out his current views on a number of matters.  He has made a number of 
comments on this site and his view is that this is a suitable and sustainable site which should be 
allocated.  He finds it to be next to the railway station with good services, few negative impacts and 
many positive effects.  He states that harm to the green belt can be mitigated somewhat by 
appropriate planting and landscaping,   

He has stated that the site has potential to increase in scale by the addition of further land between 
the site’s south eastern corner and the railway and has asked the council and landowner to prepare 
a note setting out the potential increased in capacity.  The physical capacity of the site with this 
additional area has a potential capacity in the region of 560 dwellings, but this has not yet been 
justified by transport evidence and therefore the assessed capacity still remains at 300 dwellings. 
Further consideration needs to be given to the education impacts of such a change as the existing 
primary school only has the capacity to expand by half a form of entry. A new primary school could 
be accommodated on the site but this would reduce the capacity of the site by approximately 60 
dwellings.   



Site Name  Land north of Peplins Way 
Site Reference BrP12a 
Capacity 125 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high 
Delivery 1-5 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  7 

43% proposed change is sound 
29% proposed change is unsound 
29% did not indicate soundness 
43% proposed change is legally compliant 
29% proposed change is not legally compliant 
29% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. 

Site Promoter: 

Pc685: 
Brookmans Park is the most sustainable large village in the borough, with significant capacity to 
accommodate new housing, which would enhance the vitality and viability of the village and support 
local shops, services and facilities. Sites BrP1 and BrP12 are immediately adjacent to the urban 
edge of Brookmans Park and Bell Bar, with strong, well-defined and permanent Green Belt 



boundaries. 100. As self-contained sites, with little or no visual impact on the surrounding area, 
BrP1 and BrP12 would not cause any actual or perceptual coalescence or cumulative impact with 
other potential housing sites, or between settlements 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Agree with inclusion of site (4) 
• Close to amenities (2) 
• Roads unsuitable to cope with increased traffic (2) 
• Highways Safety concerns (2) 
• Increase in vehicle emissions (2) 
• Harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Brownfield land should be used before Green Belt  (1) 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 

Changes sought 

• Add BrP12a to the Plan 

Officer commentary 

This site is in a moderate – high green belt harm parcel, and would extend Brookmans Park in a 
northerly direction, reducing the physical gap to Welham Green.  The locational advantages of the 
site, within walking distance of the railway station, are noted. 

 

  



Site Name  Brookmans Park Transmitting Station 
Site Reference BrP34 
Capacity 300 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high harm 
Delivery 6-10/11-15 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  2 

50% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
100% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The Society fully supports the Council Cabinet's decision not to recommend this site for inclusion in 
the Draft Local Plan. 
 
Site Promoter: 
Pc726: 
Disagrees with the findings of the Green Belt Study Stage 3. Site is moderate, not moderate-high 
harm to the Green Belt. Site should be allocated to meet shortfall in OAHN. Request that the 
Council:  



• Give more detailed consideration to the decision to omit all sites identified as ‘moderate- 
high’ harm to the green belt. 

• Re-assess the harm classifications and the potential to mitigate this harm 
• Decide if it is appropriate to include sites such as Brookman’s Park Transmission Station 

BRP34 within this classification and whether this arbitrary classification is justified and 
appropriate. 

• Consider the wider assessments undertaken by officers and as a result take on board their 
conclusions in respect of BRP34, which confirmed: “Overall, it is considered that the 
sustainability benefits of developing the site and the limited impact development would 
have on the wider countryside, exceed any harm to the Green Belt. On balance this site is 
considered suitable for allocation.” 

• Remove site BRP34 Brookmans Park Transmission from the Green Belt and allocate for 
future mixed use development comprising 300 dwellings and 10,623sqm of employment 
space. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 
• Should be allocated - exclusion is unjustified and inconsistent with NPPF (1) 
• Site selection should take account of other sustainability factors in addition to Green Belt 

harm (1) 
• Site selection should consider potential mitigations for any harm to the Green Belt that will 

be moderate (1) 

Changes Sought: 

• Add BrP34 to the Plan 

Officer commentary 

BrP34 is in a moderate-high green belt location, although acknowledging its previously developed 
status.  It is some distance from the railway station and village centre and therefore there are also 
sustainability concerns although it is possible these could be overcome in the same way as for 
BrP1. 

 

 

 



Settlement Name  Little Heath 
Number of Respondents  8 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 
North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
The overall level of growth, although less than with the removal of site BrP7, is too high for the 
hamlet of Little Heath. It would include development of site HS25 (LHe1), to which the Society has 
previously objected. Details of the Society's case will be elaborated at the Stage 8 hearing 
sessions. 

Site Promoter: LHe1 
We confirm our ongoing support for the allocation of site HS25 for residential purposes, but to 
clarify that it will straightforwardly be delivered and completed within the first five years of the Plan 
period. Release of site HS25 would result in no greater than "Moderate-Low" Green Belt and 
landscape harm and found otherwise acceptable. Sustainable location for development. It is 
adjacent to the settlement boundary and within walking distance to local facilities (all within 500m) 
including primary school, bus stops, and open play spaces. Within 1.4km, residents can access 
amenities in Potters Bar. Site is entirely within Flood Zone 1. Site is immediately adjacent to the 
settlement boundary. The Green Belt harm arising from its release has been assessed as 
“Moderate-Low”. The site has a bus stop on the site boundary. Park and play facilities in immediate 
proximity. HCC have confirmed that scheme access is acceptable in highways terms. There are no 
ecological constraints. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Infrastructure concerns –transport/education/sewerage/health/community (3) 
• Loss of Green Belt (2) 
• Increase in traffic/congestion (2) 
• Disproportionate level of growth (2) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (1) 



• Impact on/weakening of Green Belt boundary (1) 
• Impact on Green Belt – Harm would be high/very high/significant (1) 
• Unsustainable location (1) 
• Impact on neighbouring residents (1) 
• Impact on character of local area (1) 
• Loss of countryside (1) 
• Council's housing forecast out of date (1) 
• Reclassify deliverability of HS25 as “1-5 years” (1) 

Officer Commentary 

Little Heath is defined as a small excluded settlement in the local plan, suitable for a limited amount 
of new development which is compatible with its scale and character.  However, this status is 
tempered by its functional relationship as part of Potters Bar, a town with a range of social 
infrastructure.   

The Inspector has published his interim report and in that report he implicitly accepts the potential 
of Little Heath to support a reasonable level of development (in his comments on SH24 Land South 
of Hawkshead Road summarised below).   

 

  



Site Name  Videne and Studlands, Hawkshead Road, Little Heath 
Site Reference LHe4/5 
Capacity 36 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Preferred site in 2020 consultation document 

Number of Respondents  19 

16% proposed change is sound 
58% proposed change is unsound 
26% did not indicate soundness 
37% proposed change is legally compliant 
32% proposed change is not legally compliant 
32% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
Support the proposal to provide a single access for sites LHe4/5, to ensure an appropriate Green 
Belt boundary is formed. This reflects work undertaken by HCC in terms of access arrangements. 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
Would weaken Green Belt boundary and increase the risk of coalescence. In the Stage 3 Green 
Belt Study 2018, the site was included in assessment parcel P80, with a harm rating of "high." It 
was also considered as part of sub-parcel P79/P80A, where the rating was "moderate". That 
conclusion, however, was based on the assumption that the hamlet of Swanley Bar would be inset 
from the Green Belt, but that has not occurred. The decision to recommend these sites for 
allocation, in an area of "harm", is therefore both erroneous and inconsistent. Against removal of 



Jehovah’s Witness Hall from the Green Belt - this forms a very effective and firm boundary. Access 
is inadequate and would result in congestion. Remove the site. 

CPRE Hertfordshire: 
LHe4/5, together with the proposal to remove adjacent land to both east and west of it from the 
Green Belt would effectively merge Little Heath with Swanley Bar. Development of this site would 
therefore be contrary to three nationally defined Green Belt purposes. 
Disagrees with the council’s green belt harm assessment of “Moderate, considers that the harm 
would be high and that mitigation of that harm would not be achievable due the coalescence of 
settlements and the visual impact to the landscape.  
Also highlights that there are no exceptional circumstance that justify the release of the area of 
green belt.  

Hertsmere Borough Council 
The inclusion of LHe4/5 raises potential issues of the cumulative effect on local services in Potters 
Bar, particularly given the proposed inclusion of PB1 as well as LHe1. These infrastructure 
requirements should be clearly addressed so that the impact of any development in Little Heath on 
infrastructure in Potters Bar is properly mitigated. 

Thames Water 
Do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to 
this site. 

North Mymms Parish Council 
Development of LHe4/5 will cause coalescence between Little Heath and Swanley Bar. 
Infrastructure concerns, specifically with primary and secondary education capacity within the area 
and the inadequate roads to support this development. 

Site promoter: 
The promoter of LHe4 is seeking to work with the adjoin landowners (of LHe5) in order to bring 
forward a joint scheme (for LHe4/5) and overcome the concerns of the planning authority with 
regards to access to LHe4. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Infrastructure concerns – transport/education/sewerage/health (10) 
• High harm to green belt (8) 
• Increase in traffic/congestion (7) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (7) 
• Weakening Green Belt boundary (5) 
• Pollution concerns (4) 
• No infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater (3) 
• Encroachment of the countryside (3) 
• Excessive scale of development (3) 
• Negative impact to character/identity of settlements  (3) 
• Unsustainable as no village centre with local services/facilities (2) 
• Highway safety concerns (2) 
• No evidence DTC requirements met (e.g schools, health infrastructure and GB) (2) 
• Inadequate access (2) 
• Inadequate parking in PB rail station (1) 
• Building on Green Belt not legally compliant (1) 
• Proposals to provide a single access for sites reflects work undertaken with HCC (1) 
• Assists in delivery of housing (1) 
• Low impact/harm on Green Belt & boundary (1) 
• No issues with access (1) 
• Support inclusion of site (1) 



Changes sought 
• LHe4/5 should be of a lower density consistent with existing development. 
• The new proposed green belt boundary should not include the Jehovah’ Witness Hall 
• Development should be contained to the south west of the site such that the rear building 

line is consistent with the existing dwellings on the north east side of Hawkshead Road 
• Remove LHe4/5 from the Draft Local Plan 

Officer commentary  

The green belt impact of developing this site is only moderate.  Impact on the gap between Little 
Heath and Swanley Bar is very limited – there are continuous residential frontages along the 
southern side of Hawkshead Road opposite this site and the main remaining gap is north-west of 
Kingdom Hall, unaffected by this site. 

Hertfordshire County Council have not raised any access concerns, and their preference for a 
single access to the sites can be incorporated as a site specific requirement, with comments from 
the site promoter indicating it is deliverable. 

The density of the proposed site was assessed in the 2019 HELAA which adjusted the density 
appropriately to allow for proximity of GII Listed Building, appropriate biodiversity measures and to 
retain a buffer along frontage of site.  

 
  



Site Name  Land south of Hawkshead Road, Little Heath 
Site Reference HS24 / BrP7 
Capacity 100 
Green Belt Status Green belt, high harm (Inspector considers it to be 

moderate – high) 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Submitted site considered for removal in the additional 

sites consultation 

Number of Respondents  30 

50% proposed change is sound 
23% proposed change is unsound 
27% did not indicate soundness 
53% proposed change is legally compliant 
13% proposed change is not legally compliant 
33% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

North Mymms District Green Belt Society: 
This site is an important component of the strategic gap between Potters Bar and Hatfield and 
would erode the spaces between Potters Bar/Little Heath, Brookmans Park, and Swanley Bar. 
Harm to Green Belt. Infrastructure, traffic congestion, highway safety, and access concerns. 
Remove the site from the Plan. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
Supports the proposed removal of this site from the plan due to the high harm to the green belt that 
would result from the development of this site and the threat of merging of Little Heath and both 
Potters Bar and Swanley Bar. 



North Mymms Parish Council 
Support WHBC's decision not to include it in the Local Plan 

Little Heath Action Group 
Agree with the council’s decision to remove this site from the plan. 

Heath-Ways Residents' Association 
Support the proposal by Welwyn Hatfield Council to remove BrP7 from the Local Plan. The Green 
Belt study rated the land as ‘very high’ harm for this reason alone the site should remain in the 
Green Belt and be undeveloped. Additionally Potters Bar does not have the infrastructure to cope 
with the increased demand on its services. Development of this site would also cause coalescence 
between Little Heath/Potters Bar, Swanley Bar and Brookmans Park. 

Thames Water 
Does not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation 
to this site. 

Site Promoter: 
RVC disagree with the deletion of Site HS24 (BrP7). Key reasons are outlined below:  

• The proposed housing growth (14,011) fails to meet the objective needs and will result in a 
shortfall of homes, even though HS24 is considered sustainable, suitable and achievable.  

• HS24 is highly sustainable due to its proximity to services, facilities. The benefits of the site 
exceed the adverse impacts on the GB and support its release.  

• There are exceptional Circumstances to release HS24 from the Green Belt. 
• Site HS24 is on the edge of the built up area of Little Heath that adjoins Potters Bar (outside of 

WHBC) that should be considered as an urban area.  
• Disagrees that HS24 will result in moderate–high harm. Considers the site to be only moderate 

harm as the smaller sub parcel P78c would make limited/no harm to the greenbelt or 
coalescence between settlements 

• The Site Selection paper (2019) notes that the reduced site area of HS24 ensures a gap is 
maintained between Little Heath & Swanley Bar, to avoid the merging of the settlements. 
Further, through master-planning new boundaries could be created similar to the existing 
settlement edge to further reduce the extent of any harm.  

• Stage 3 Green Belt review is inconsistent with the stage 1 & 2 studies, as the contribution Site 
HS24 makes to the Green Belt purposes in each of these assessment has remained the same. 
The GB harm rating should not have increased in stage 3 and remained the same as stage 2. 

• Windfall allowance should not be increased to 173 dwellings. This is contrary to the NPPF (para 
70). 

• WHBC is proposing an inconsistent and unsound Local Plan Strategy, keeping all existing 
moderate-high Green Belt sites within the Plan and excluding any proposed new sites with the 
same level of harm. This is unjustified and the inclusion of sites should take account of other 
factors like sustainability, transport, ecology, heritage, etc.  

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Harm to Green Belt (17) 
• Would result in coalescence of settlements (12)  
• Infrastructure concerns - transport/education/sewerage/health/community (12) 
• Impact on/weakening of Green Belt boundary (7) 
• Would cause traffic congestion (7) 
• Highway safety concerns (5) 
• Impact on neighbouring residents (3) 
• Impact on quality of life of existing residents (2) 
• Other Little Heath sites more suitable (2) 
• Increase in air pollution (2) 
• Disproportionate level of development (2) 
• Environmental harm (2) 
• Access concerns (2) 



• Flooding concerns (1) 
• No concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure (1) 
• Harm to wildlife (1) 
• Insufficient cooperation between councils (1) 
• Impact on character of local area (1) 
• Loss of countryside (1) 
• Unsustainable development (1) 
• Support deletion of this site  (1) 
• Object to deletion of this site (1) 
• Highly sustainable site - close to services/facilities e.g. railway station at PB (1) 

Changes sought 
• Remove BrP7 from the Draft Local Plan 

Officer Commentary 
• As the local plan has been submitted, the council cannot amend the plan by deleting a 

submitted site.  Any significant changes of that nature must be made in accordance with a 
Main Modification prepared by the Inspector.   

• In this case, the Inspector’s interim report states that he considers the green belt harm to 
be moderate – high rather than high.  He therefore states that the allocation could be 
sound if the plan indicated an appropriate landscaping scheme to create a permanent 
boundary which screens the site from the wider green belt.  He tasked officers to work with 
the site promoters to define such a boundary and scheme and to resolve any cross border 
issues with Hertsmere Borough Council.  Discussions have taken place and your officers 
consider that a slightly revised green belt boundary together with significant planting along 
the western and southern boundaries would meet the Inspector’s requirements.  Hertsmere 
have confirmed that the boundary as proposed does not cause them any duty to cooperate 
concerns although they are not in a position to discuss any green belt alterations within 
Hertsmere as they are yet to publish their own local plan. 

• HCC as Highway Authority raises no objection to the principle of development of this site 
on access or highway safety grounds or due to congestion. The site will be designed to 
align to the Local Transport Plan policies and measures to ensure the site is acceptable in 
transport terms.  The Inspector did not find any infrastructure or other constraints to the 
site’s allocation.   

 

 



Settlement Name  Cuffley 
Number of Respondents  33 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Enfield Council: 
Enfield Council do not object to changes to the Local Plan. However, believe that there is a role for 
greater sharing of knowledge and technical approaches applied when assessing cumulative 
impacts of development and any further changes to Green Belt between our Borough boundaries. 
The Council is willing to continue to constructively engage on this matter as part of the Duty to 
Cooperate (DTC) arrangements for both the Welwyn Hatfield and Enfield Local Plans respectively. 
Request Welwyn Hatfield to confirm whether there are any other identified unmet needs that would 
require a formal request under the requirements of DTC. No changes sought. 

Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council: 
The allocation of high Green Belt harm sites (HS29, 30) is; unsound, unjustified and conflicts with 
national policy, as these high harm Green Belt allocations would fail to meet the exceptional 
circumstances test. Supports Option 5 that excludes Sites HS29/30, as these would lead to ribbon 
development/urban sprawl, impact the landscape setting. Other issues are; transport, traffic 
congestion, parking, pollution, and sustainability, as well as flood risk/surface water run-
off/drainage. Circa 16% of employed additional residents will use the railway. Walking or cycling to 
the Station will be unattractive. The bus service is poor in rush hour. The majority of new residents 
using Cuffley Station will drive. Remove site from Plan. 

Save Cuffley and Northaw Green Belt: 
The road and rail network cannot cope. Pollution would increase. Figure of 161 homes is 
reasonable. The only sites available are to the south, south west but would result in high harm to 
Green Belt, create a ribbon development on open farmland, reduce the openness of the village and 
exacerbate flooding. 
Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats  



The proposed removal of sites within Cuffey is unjustified, whilst development within Welwyn 
Garden City is increasingly being expanded to unsustainable levels, contrary to settlement 
hierarchy. 
Site Promoters: Site HS27 (Cuf1): Land at The Meadway 
 
Disagree with proposed housing target of 14000 homes (below need of 16000) and the greater 
reliance on windfalls. Overall dwellings for Cuffley are proposed to be reduced (.i.e. from 299-233), 
even though it is the most sustainable settlement. The capacity of site HS27 (Cuf1) should be 
increased to 60-70 dwellings (from 30) due to; 

(1) The proposed 10dph density of HS27 (2.9ha) is too low for a site that is within 0.5km of the 
railway station. Edge of settlement densities are typically 20-30 dph (60-70 dwellings).  

(2) The Meadway is 5.5 m wide & is more akin to a major access road that can serve up to 
300 dwellings (Rds in Hertfordshire Guide). An analysis of turning movements at The 
Meadway / Station Rd junction indicate the existing peak hour flow levels from The 
Meadway are low and below typical C3 developments. The Meadway / Station Road 
junction operates within a significant spare capacity and is unlikely to be impacted by 
HS27. Higher capacity of 60 – 70 dwellings could be achieved, without detriment to 
highway safety/ capacity. 

(3) HS27 would result in moderate harm in terms of encroachment into the countryside, but not 
extend beyond the existing edge towards Goffs Oak. The indicative layout plans will ensure 
a clearly defined boundary to the east. Moderate harm sites should be given preference. 
Efficient use of land should be encouraged, to demonstrate exceptional circumstances  

(4) HS27 is within agricultural use with limited ecological value, subject to further survey work 
(5) Foul water drainage would be dealt by an existing 300 mm diameter sewer, via site. 

Surface water drainage would be secured via infiltration and SUDS to achieve greenfield 
run-off rates. Enhancements are needed to the wastewater treatment plant, but this is not a 
barrier to the development of HS27. 

(6) Air quality levels are not above legal limits in Cuffley & will not be impacted by HS27.  
(7) A Noise & Acoustic Assessment demonstrated most of the site is suitable. Impact of 

railway noise can be mitigated  
(8) HS27 is within a highly sustainable and accessible location. E.g. within 0.5 km of the 

Railway Station, bus services & 0.8 km of the village centre that provides a range of 
services, facilities & within walking, cycling distance.  

(9) No abnormal costs or constraints for this site and it should be deliverable within 1-5 years.  
 

Site Promoter: HS29 (Cuf12) : Land North of Northaw Road East Disagree with a housing 
target of 14000 homes, below the objective needs (16000). This is unsound as suitable housing, 
deliverable sites (HS29) exist within the most sustainable location (.i.e. Cuffley) to meet the full 
needs, unlike site PB1 that is undeliverable and unjustified. Sites within Welwyn Garden City will 
deliver a high rate of flats & fail to deliver the right mix of housing.   
 
Promoter (King and Co)  
Disagree with the proposals to remove Sites HS29/30 and increase density of HS28. This will result 
in the under delivery of housing to meet future needs, even though suitable sites exist within 
sustainable locations. No new evidence provided to justify this approach.    



Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Increase in traffic/congestion (14) 
• Loss of Green Belt (11) 
• Infrastructure concerns –transport/education/sewerage/health/community  (11) 
• Increase in pollution (9) 
• Impact on/weakening of Green Belt boundary (9) 
• Impact on Green Belt – Harm would be high/very high/significant (7) 
• Unsustainable location (6) 
• Flood risk (6) 
• Loss of farmland (4) 
• Supports council decision not to allocate certain sites in Cuffley (4) 
• Loss of bio-diversity/ natural habitats (3) 
• Highway safety concerns  (3) 
• Suitable/sustainable location (2) 
• Plan needs revision after Covid-19 (2) 
• Landscape harm (2) 
• Heritage concerns (2) 
• Impact on parking spaces (2) 
• Accept some development - HS27 and HS28  (2) 
• Appropriate level of growth for settlement (1) 
• Use sustainable drainage to mitigate flooding (1) 
• More affordable housing needed (1) 
• Concern regarding cumulative impacts of growth at Goffs Oak and Cuffley (1) 
• Opportunity to cooperate with neighbouring authority in respect to allocations (1) 
• Not a proportionate or fair level of growth (1) 
• Site HS31 should not be developed  (1) 
• Council has failed to allocate adequate sites (1) 
• No exceptional circumstances to remove GB land & proportional allocation is unsound (1) 
• Accept sites if can be developed in non-detrimental way (1) 
• Support allocation of Cuf1 - potential for increased dwellings (1) 

Officer commentary  

As the local plan has already been submitted the council cannot amend it unless the Inspector 
consider the proposals would be unsound without such a modification In this case, the Inspector 
has published an interim report which comments on development proposals in Cuffley.  He 
considers it to be not a particularly sustainable location for development in which to meet the 
housing needs of people working elsewhere in the borough. For his comments on HS29 and HS30 
see the summaries below.  He considers that the other sites in Cuffley (HS26, 27 and 28) are 
sound.  In relation to HS27 he has asked for further work to be undertaken to see if the capacity 
can be increased from its current 30. 

 

  



Site Name  Land north of Northaw Road East, Cuffley 
Site Reference HS29 / Cuf12 
Capacity 73 
Green Belt Status Green belt, high harm 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Allocation in submitted local plan 

Number of Respondents  37 

30% proposed change is sound 
24% proposed change is unsound 
46% did not indicate soundness 
30% proposed change is legally compliant 
19% proposed change is not legally compliant 
51% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council: 
Support the removal of Site HS30 (Cuf7) and option 5 that would deliver 14,011 homes. The 
allocation of this high Green Belt (GB) harm (P87) site is unsound, as it conflicts with national policy 
and fails to meet the required exceptional circumstances test. It will result in a ribbon development, 
encroachment of countryside, urban sprawl. It will impact traffic congestion, parking, pollution, flood 
risk/surface water run-off/drainage. It is unsustainable as circa 16% of employed additional 
residents will use rail services. Walking or cycling to the Station will be unattractive and the bus 
service is poor. Majority of new residents will drive to Cuffley Station. Remove site from the Plan. 
 

Save Cuffley and Northaw Green Belt: 
High harm to Green Belt and a weak boundary would result in urban sprawl. It has a moderate-high 
landscape sensitivity due to its sloping valley, creating a distinct setting for Cuffley & sense of 
openness. Development would cause significant visual intrusion of the site and the views from key 



vantage points. Failed to assess how cumulative development proposed in Cuffley, Goffs Oak (790 
dwellings) will impact existing congestion on the local highway network (B156). Insufficient rail 
capacity to accommodate growth. No evidence has assessed this. Remove this site from Plan. 

 
Thames Water 
 
The scale of development/s is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. Developer and 
council should liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity to agree a housing and 
infrastructure phasing plan. The plan should determine the magnitude of spare capacity within the 
network and if phasing may be required to ensure timely delivery of essential network upgrades. 
 
Northaw and Cuffley Residents Association 
Support the removal of sites HS29, HS30 as they will be ribbon developments, with no boundaries 
and will be within a visually prominent location that will harm the Green Belt. Unsustainable location 
that will increase car use and impact air quality.  
 
Site Promoter (King & Co): 
Site should remain in the plan – there is no provision to remove a suitable and deliverable sites; 
contrary to Officers Advice who considered Site HS29/30 suitable for allocation. This is unjustified. 
 

Site Promoter: HS29 (Cuf12) : Land North of Northaw Road East  
Site HS29 should be retained within the Plan, to meet the shortfall in housing needs due to:  

1. WHBC considered HS29 to be located within a sustainable location and suitable for Green 
Belt release for a housing allocation, justified by evidence. In line with the Green Belt 
review Stage 3(GBR3, 2019) and the NPPF, the potential harm to the Green should be 
weighed alongside other sustainability and environmental considerations, to determine if 
the benefits exceed its harms. 
 

2. Site HS29 forms a small part of a larger Green Belt parcel P87. Their consultant’s finer 
grain analysis demonstrates variations of GB harm. GBR3 indicates the release of P87 will 
result in high harm, as it makes a significant contribution to purpose 3 (encroachment on 
the countryside), but other sites with similar score were taken forward. Hence, high harm of 
P87 is unjustified. P87 makes a partial contribution to purpose 2 (.i.e. prevent merger of 
Potters Bar & Chesthunt), but HS29 would have a limited/no impact against this.  
 

3. The WHBC site selection paper (2019) indicates Site HS29 will infill a gap between a part 
PDL site (HS30) and urban edge. The northern boundary will be clearly defined by a 
tree/landscape belt, to reduce Green Belt impacts to the lowest level. The Sustainability 
Appraisal (2020) score for HS29 against objective 4.4 (protect, enhance landscape 
character) has been amended from significant to minor negative effect, based upon the 
Landscape Sensitivity Study (2019).   
    

4. The allocation of Site HS29 is supported the SA that notes it achieved three times more 
significant positives than significant negatives.  

 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Harm to Green Belt/ boundary (27) 
• Increase in congestion and related noise, air pollution (23) 
• Flood risk (17) 
• Support decision to remove site (15) 
• Reduction in gap/ coalescence of settlements (13) 
• Inadequate Infrastructure/insufficient capacity: highways, education, rail, health, public 

transport (13) 
• Ribbon development (7) 
• Highway safety concerns- e.g. visibility due to topography (6) 



• Increase in traffic (6) 
• Loss of farm/ agricultural land (4) 
• Harm to wildlife (4) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable (4) 
• Concerns re cumulative impact of growth at Cuffley and Goffs Oak (2) 
• Negative impact on the character of village (2) 
• No exceptional circumstances for GB release (2) 
• Site should be retained (2) 
• Upgrades to sewerage likely to be needed (1) 
• Disproportionate level of growth proposed (1) 
• Inadequate access (1) 
• Impact on parking (1) 

Changes sought 
• Remove Cuf12 from the Draft Local Plan 

Officer commentary  
 

As the local plan has been submitted, the council cannot withdraw sites unless the Inspector 
considers them unsound.  In this case, the inspector has commented on this site and the adjoining 
HS30/Cuf7.  He does not express a confirmed view but expresses some concern over their green 
belt impact and the justification for the overall level of development in Cuffley given its limited 
employment opportunities. 

 

  



Site Name  Wells Farm, Northaw Road East, Cuffley 
Site Reference HS30 / Cuf7 
Capacity 75 
Green Belt Status Green belt, high harm 
Delivery 6-10 years 
Plan Status Allocation in submitted local plan 

Number of Respondents  37 

32% proposed change is sound 
22% proposed change is unsound 
46% did not indicate soundness 
27% proposed change is legally compliant 
22% proposed change is not legally compliant 
51% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council: 
Support the removal of Site HS30 (Cuf7) and option 5 that would deliver 14,011 homes. The 
allocation of this high Green Belt harm (P87) site is unsound, as it conflicts with national policy and 
fails to meet the required exceptional circumstances test. It will result in a ribbon development, 
encroachment of countryside, urban sprawl. It will impact traffic congestion, parking, pollution, flood 
risk/surface water run-off/drainage. It is unsustainable as circa 16% of employed additional 
residents will use rail services. Walking or cycling to the Station will be unattractive and the bus 
service is poor. Majority of new residents will drive to Cuffley Station. No changes sought. 
 
Save Cuffley and Northaw Green Belt: 
Support the removal of Site HS30 (Cuf7). Unclear why the Sustainability Appraisal score of this site 
has been adjusted from being significant negative to minor negative in relation to landscape impact. 



This conflicts with the recent landscape assessment and the ‘High Harm’ that this site will have on 
the Green Belt. Development will obstruct views across open land, create a freestanding enclave 
and harm to the Green Belt boundary would result in urban sprawl. Other issues raised are 
inadequate access and transport infrastructure, flood risk, limited parking at the station, increased 
volume of traffic. No changes sought. 

Thames Water (See Site HS29 above) 

Northaw and Cuffley Residents Association (See Site HS29 above)  
Site promoter: 
Based on the LUC Green Belt Review, Officers decided that the reduced nature of site HS30 would 
minimise Green Belt harm, to make it suitable for allocation. There is no change in the evidence 
base relative to Green Belt harm to justify the removal of the site and it should remain an 
allocation. The site includes considerable elements of built development such as employment, 
residential and ancillary uses. The land to the rear is used for horticulture and is non-agricultural 
greenfield that can be considered previously developed. Hence, this site is largely brownfield in 
character and its impact upon openness is lesser than LUC’s flawed analysis of Green Belt harm. 
The area to the south-east corner will include sustainable urban drainage for extreme events and 
an enhanced habitat will provide biodiversity net gains. The site’s existing access will be 
acceptable in highways terms in regard to the point of access, and links to the village centre 
(inclusive of any minor mitigations). The proposed layout and design approach was acceptable to 
the Council. Due to it is suitable for allocation and will deliver within the first five years of the Plan. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Harm to Green Belt (24) 
• Increase in congestion and related noise, air pollution (23) 
• Flood risk (17) 
• Inadequate Infrastructure/insufficient capacity: highways, education, rail, health, public 

transport (15) 
• Reduction in gap/ coalescence of settlements (14) 
• Harm to Green Belt boundary and increased risk of encroachment/sprawl (10) 
• Support decision to remove site (9) 
• Impact on character of settlement (8) 
• Increase in traffic congestion (8) 
• Ribbon development (6) 
• Unsuitable/unsustainable (6) 
• Highway safety concerns (5) 
• Loss of farm/ agricultural land (3) 
• Harm to wildlife (3) 
• No exceptional circumstances for GB release (3)  
• Concerns re cumulative impact of growth at Cuffley and Goffs Oak (3) 
• Scale of development likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network (2) 
• Reinstate site to Local Plan (2) 
• Impact on parking (2) 
• Disproportionate level of growth proposed (1) 
• Access concerns (1) 

 

Changes sought 

• Reinstate Site Cuf7. It is sustainable, previously developed land and would gain permission 
• Re-consult Enfield & Broxbourne Councils in regards to traffic impacts of developments   

Officer commentary 



As the local plan has been submitted, the council cannot unilaterally amend the plan, including by 
the deletion of submitted sites.  In this case, the inspector has commented on this site and the 
adjoining HS29/Cuf12.  He does not express a confirmed view but expresses some concern over 
their green belt impact, particularly taking into account his overall comments on the sustainability of 
Cuffley as a whole. 

 

  



Site Name  Land to the south east of KGV playing fields 
Site Reference Cuf15 
Capacity 176 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-high harm 
Delivery 1-10 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  2 

0% proposed change is sound 
50% proposed change is unsound 
50% did not indicate soundness 
50% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
50% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No Comments 

Site Promoter:  
Pc269: 
The Plan needs to be revised to accord with the Inspector’s requirements that it should identify 
sufficient sites to meet, as a minimum, the full objective assessed housing need for at least the plan 
period. The sites to be identified to meet the OAN should include the Cuf15 site which should be 
released from the Green Belt and allocated for development. 
 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 



• Would not result in high/moderate harm to Green Belt (2) 
• Should be removed from Green Belt (1) 
• Should be designated “safeguarded land” reserved for future development (1) 
• Unsuitable due to high voltage power lines crossing the site (1) 
• Composting site permit does not allow dwellings within 250m (1) 
• Alternatives sites more suitable & sustainable (1) 

Changes Sought:  

• Add Cuf15 in the Plan 
Officer commentary  

The site would cause moderate to high harm to the green belt.  The Inspector’s interim report notes 
his concern about the sustainability of Cuffley overall and suggests that this should be considered 
when assessing suitability of sites in Cuffley for new residential development. 

 

 



Settlement Name  Rural Areas 
Number of Respondents  2 

 

Key Stakeholder Comments 

None 

The following sites did not form part of the consultation event: 
Site Promoter: RS1/RS1a – Land at Firs Wood Close, Northaw 
Plan does not meet OAN - site RS1/RS1a should be allocated in Plan. The associated 
representation report summaries the Council’s housing need position along with the planning 
arguments for allocating the site within the Local Plan. The report also includes the policy 
amendments that would be required in order for our clients to support the Plan as being sound. 
The Vision Document sets out the previously developed nature of the site in further detail and how 
the site could accommodate a significant number of dwellings in order to assist meeting housing 
demand. Request that the Site is allocated for residential development. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• HS33 no concerns re sewerage infrastructure (1) 
• The three sites should be deleted with Policy SADM35 (1) 

Officer commentary 
This is a detached site which is set within an unregistered park and garden, “The Hook”.  It is not 
considered to be a sustainable location for what would effectively be a small new village inset from 
the green belt.  

  



Site Name  Symondshyde (new village) 
Site Reference SDS6 / Hat15 
Capacity 1130 but with additional potential – see commentary 

below. 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate – high harm 
Delivery 6-15 years 
Plan Status Allocated in the submitted local plan 

Number of Respondents  56 

79% proposed change is sound 

14% proposed change is unsound 

7% did not indicate soundness 

79% proposed change is legally compliant 

11% proposed change is not legally compliant 

11% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

St Albans City & District Council: 
As raised previously in Duty to Cooperate discussions and elsewhere, SADC objected to the 
inclusion of the previously proposed Symondshyde village. SADC is therefore supportive of its 
proposed removal from the WHBC Draft Local Plan. 

Forestry Commission: 
Site lies adjacent to Symondshyde Great Wood, an Ancient Woodland. We neither support nor 
object to the site allocation. If development is approved, we may provide support in developing 
conditions for woodland management mitigation and compensation measures, (which should not 
be assessed as a benefit of a development proposal). A buffer zone of at least 15m should be 



provided (a larger buffer zone may be appropriate if other impacts are identified, e.g. air pollution 
from increased traffic). Where possible, buffer zones should make a wider contribution to 
ecological networks and green infrastructure, consisting of semi-natural habitats. Avoid rear 
gardens in buffer zones and sustainable drainage schemes that impact on root protection. Any 
change to the water table should not affect ancient trees. 

Hatfield Town Council: 
HTC agrees with the potential removal of Hat15 from the Draft Local plan. HTC does not support 
SDS6/Hat15 as it would negatively impact the visual openness and landscape of the countryside, 
and it lacks the proper facilities, amenities or infrastructure to be a sustainable location. The site 
would have ecological impacts as it is in close proximity to ancient woodland.  
Proposed development within the borough should be focused in more sustainable area such as 
Brookman’s Park. BP already has the necessary amenities, facilities and infrastructure to support 
more housing, and with a suitable bus service it is sustainable. 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
Supports the proposed removal of this site from the Submitted Plan. Consider that development of 
this site would cause high harm to the Green Belt, in principle and in terms of national Green Belt 
purposes set out in the NPPF. Raises concerns with the unsustainability of a new settlement that 
would be reliant on unsustainable travel options, and services and facilities necessitating private 
vehicle travel. Other concerns raised include the impact on the locality and sensitive habitats, 
landscape and neighbouring land uses, partly as a result of key design constraints, including 
access, and the inability to fit with the Borough’s settlement pattern. 

King & Co 
Supports the proposed removal of Hat15 but highlights that removing this site will result in an 
increased shortfall from FOAHN.  Accordingly, they suggest that the Examination should consider 
(as a minimum) all Option 1 and Option 4 sites as reasonable alternatives to meet the housing 
need. 

Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats 
Welcome the removal of this site which is an unsustainable location, as well as being a serious 
loss of Green Belt. 

Save Symondshyde Group 
Supports the removal of Hat15 from the plan. The site is in a remote and unsustainable location 
with a lack of infrastructure and amenities to support this level of development. Argues that new 
developments within existing Green Belt should be channelled towards existing towns and villages 
in order to be sustainable. 

Thames Water Property 
The scale of development is likely to require upgrades to the wastewater network. It is 
recommended that the Developer and the Local Planning Authority liaise with Thames Water at the 
earliest opportunity to agree a housing and infrastructure phasing plan. The plan should determine 
the magnitude of spare capacity currently available within the network and what phasing may be 
required to ensure development does not outpace delivery of essential network upgrades to 
accommodate future development/s. 

Site Promoter- Gascoyne Cecil Estates: 

Hat15 is located about 1km north-west of the site allocation at North West Hatfield (SDS5 or Hat1). 
At a capacity of 1,136 dwellings, Symondshyde would generate the equivalent of 2.26FE, which 
could be accommodated within the new 8-10FE secondary school proposed for SDS5 (Hat1). 
Removal of the Symondshyde allocation would, therefore, jeopardise the provision of the new 
secondary school. The Estate is highly critical of the Council's approach which involved selecting a 
greatly reduced number of additional sites to that recommended by Officers, it also places an 



unrealistic over-reliance upon windfall sites. The Council chose to completely ignore their Officer's 
advice and instead chose a housing requirement figure considerably lower than the Authority's 
OAN and unilaterally proposed that Symondshyde be removed. The consequence of this decision 
being a revised housing provision total of 14,025 dwellings, short by some 2,000 dwellings of the 
Borough's OAN. If a more realistic windfall allowance is assumed (as proposed by Officers) of 
1,304 dwellings this increases the shortfall in meeting the full OAN to 3,293 dwellings. Section 
20(7) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act, 2004 (as amended), only an appointed 
person (i.e. the Inspector appointed to conduct the Examination) may make recommendations on 
Main Modifications to ensure that a Local Plan is 'sound'. We believe that the approach has been 
contrary to these provisions and cannot be supported.  
Any Main Modification to the submitted plan can only be made by an Inspector appointed to 
examine the Local Plan at the request of the Borough Council on the basis that this would make 
the plan 'sound'. At the time of submission, the Borough Council certified that the plan was sound. 
No evidence within the (Addendum) Sustainability Appraisal and (Updated) Habitats Regulations 
Assessment provide justification for the proposed changes. We consider the proposed changes fail 
the Tests of Soundness as they have not been positively prepared, are not justified as it disregards 
its own Officer's technical evidence and therefore not based on an appropriate strategy, will not be 
effective as it fails to meet OAN figure so is not consistent with national policy. The changes fail to 
deliver the 16,000 dwellings needed. There is no technical evidence to justify a shortfall of 2,000 
dwellings from the overall supply. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Support removal of site from LP (43) 
• Roads unsuitable/unsafe - increase in traffic/congestion - reliance on cars (40) 
• Lack of infrastructure to support site eg public transport, wastewater upgrades needed (33) 
• Site unsuitable/ unsustainable (21) 
• Develop brownfield land/land at existing settlements prior to Green Belt (20) 
• Harm to the purposes of the Green Belt (19) 
• Proximity to/ impact on ancient woodland (15) 
• Development would result in the loss of countryside/farmland (15) 
• Function of buffer zones (biodiversity) (2) 
• Local facilities inadequate (2) 
• No comment (1) 
• Impact on protected species (1) 
• Impact on heritage asset (1) 
• If Hat15 is removed, Option 1 & Option 4 sites should be considered (1) 
• Does not support the removal of Hat15 (1) 
• There is no sound or justifiable evidence to remove site from LP (1) 
• Without this site the plan will fail to meet OAN (1) 
• Sustainable infrastructure can be delivered at the site (1) 
• Sustainable location (1) 

Changes sought 
• Hat15 should be removed from the Draft Local Plan 

Officer commentary 
As the local plan has been submitted significant changes to the local plan can only be made via a 
Main Modification proposed by the Planning Inspector.  In this case the inspector has made a 
number of comments concerning the Symondshyde new village within his interim report which 
members will need to consider.  This follows discussion at previous hearing sessions and the 
receipt of further work that he requested. 
He states that he is satisfied that a viable public transport service could be provided if the village 
was enlarged in order to provide a greater critical mass of customers.  Subject to this and to more 
detailed examination of the extent of the proposal he states that this could be an appropriate 



  

location for development.  However, he would need to consider the proposal against other 
submitted sites to ensure that this was the most sustainable proposal.  In the meantime he seeks 
further work on the site’s boundaries and further justification to be incorporated into the 
Sustainability Appraisal.  The potential scale of housing delivery on this site could therefore be 
increased from 1130 in the submitted local plan to about 1500. 
Hertfordshire County Council has been involved in the preparation of the local plan and have no 
objections to this site on transport, highways or other infrastructure matters.  As the Inspector 
notes, the technical work undertaken for the site indicates that public transport accessibility is 
achievable.   
The site is mainly in a “moderate-high” green belt parcel, although it impinges on a high harm area 
in its north east corner.  The Inspector has particularly asked that the boundary of the new village 
be carefully considered in this high harm location.   
Meeting the full housing OAN is likely to require the release of moderate – high parcels, even after 
the scope for additional brownfield land has been exhaustively examined.  The site has the 
potential to incorporate significant green infrastructure to mitigate the green belt and landscape 
impact.  The same issue applies to the development of countryside/farmland. 
There is no objection from Herts Ecology or the Wildlife Trust and appropriate measures can be 
taken to protect adjoining ancient woodland.  The proposal includes local facilities, and the work 
prepared for the Inspector supports the view that these would be viable to serve the new 
community.   
 



Site Name  Barbaraville 
Site Reference HS33 / GTLAA08 
Capacity 4 gypsy and traveller pitches 
Green Belt Status Green belt, very high harm 
Delivery 0-10 years 
Plan Status Allocated in the submitted local plan. 

Number of Respondents  0 

0% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

Thames Water 
Does not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in relation 
to this site. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
No Infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater capability in relation to this site. (1) 
Changes sought 
None 

Officer Commentary 



As the local plan has been submitted, it is not open to the council to withdraw the site unless the 
Inspector considers it to be unsound.  The only comment received was from Thames Water 
indicating no concerns. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Roebuck Farm 
Site Reference StL13 
Capacity 27 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by the Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  0 

% proposed change is sound 
% proposed change is unsound 
% proposed change is legally compliant 
% proposed change is not legally compliant 
% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No comments 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• No comments 

Officer commentary 

No comments were received.  

 



Site Name  Land to the north of New Road 
Site Reference StL1 
Capacity 80 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by the Cabinet. 

Number of Respondents  1 

0% proposed change is sound 
100% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
100% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No comments 

Site Promoter 
Pc682: 
The continued shortfall against the overall housing requirement, is not justified when considered 
against the availability of suitable sites, nor consistent with delivering sustainable development. 
The evidence base, which should underpin the Council’s approach is not consistently applied. Site 
STL1, has not been selected for residential development, despite the Council’s own evidence 
demonstrating that it would be one of the least harmful approaches available to meeting housing 
need. The lack of proper consideration of sustainability as part of the plan making process. The 



lack of justification for the overall spatial strategy, as it would be with the inclusion of the additional 
sites. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Existing proposals do not meet housing requirement (1) 
• Lack of a consistent approach by the Council when allocating sites (1) 
• Suitable location/should be allocated (1) 
• Site is low harm to the Green Belt (1) 

Changes Sought: 
Release of additional sites to meet assessed housing need, specifically insetting Stanborough from 
the Green Belt and release site STL1 (New Road for development). 
Officer commentary  

While the site is only of moderate green belt harm, it is within a small village with very limited local 
services for day to day use indicating that it is not a sustainable location for development. 

 

  



Site Name  Land to the east of Great North Road 
Site Reference StL15 
Capacity 8 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate harm 
Delivery 6-10 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by the Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  1 

0% proposed change is sound 
100% proposed change is unsound 
0% did not indicate soundness 
0% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
100% did not indicate legal compliance 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No comments 

Site Promoter 
Pc690: 
Officers’ recommendation to allocate housing in Stanborough was partly due to the proximity of 
services in Welwyn Garden City, rather than the services in the village itself. Stanborough lies 
within 1,000 metres of a secondary school (Stanborough School), a leisure centre (Gosling Park) 
and a superstore (Tesco). The issue of insetting Stanborough from the Green Belt has become 
linked to the provision of housing. However, notwithstanding the decision to allocate additional 
housing in the village, the Council’s Green Belt Review still maintains that Stanborough is one of 



the villages that could be inset from the Green Belt. By rejecting the proposed development on this 
site, together with sites around Stanborough and elsewhere in the Borough, the Local Plan fails to 
make adequate housing provision. As such the draft Local Plan fails the “positively prepared” 
soundness test. 
 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Stanborough should be inset from Green Belt (1) 
• Suitable location/should be allocated (1) 

 

Officer commentary 

While this site has only moderate green belt harm, it is within a small village with very limited 
services indicating that this would not be a sustainable location for development. 

 

  



Site Name  Land at Great North Road 
Site Reference StL17 
Capacity 5 
Green Belt Status Green belt, moderate-low harm 
Delivery 1-5 years 
Plan Status Suitable site not preferred by the Cabinet 

Number of Respondents  0 

% proposed change is sound 
% proposed change is unsound 
% proposed change is legally compliant 
% proposed change is not legally compliant 
% did not indicate 

 
Key Stakeholder Comments 

No comments 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• No comments 

Officer commentary 

No comments received.  The site is only moderate-low harm but is in a small village with only very 
limited facilities, indicating that this would not be a sustainable location for development. 

 



Any other changes 

Number of Respondents  30 

0% proposed change is sound 

33% proposed change is unsound 

67% did not indicate soundness 

13% proposed change is legally compliant 

17% proposed change is not legally compliant 

70% did not indicate legal compliance 

Key Stakeholder Comments 

Hertfordshire County Council (HCC): 
General: The current scenario produces a lower level of demand on HCC services. However, it 
may result in a different arrangement of service provision to that previously stated. 
Highways: Significant growth in the borough will increase pressure on the transport network, HCC 
has a range of strategies in place, notably the Growth and Transport Plans (GTP) and A414 
Strategy, which will enable the movement of people and goods within the borough. Appropriate 
contributions to strategic transport measures will be sought from development (where relevant) 
coming forward within the plan. 
Local Transport Plan: Additional sites put forward in the most recent ‘Call for Sites’ process have 
been assessed against the current Local Transport Plan (LTP4) using HCC’s LTP4 Test, which 
identified the opportunities for the site to be considered sustainable. Access arrangements were 
also considered to ensure each site was deliverable in terms of suitable access points. For the 
scenario presented within this consultation, it is recognised the majority of the sites where 
significant concerns over sustainability were raised by HCC within the LTP test are not being 
proposed for allocation within the plan. The current Local Transport Plan was adopted in 2019 and 
therefore only sites put forward at the 2019 Call for Sites stage of Plan preparation have been 
assessed under this policy framework. 
Evidence: This specific scenario of sites for inclusion in the Local Plan has not been subject to 
transport modelling in HCC’s COMET model. However, many of the sites within this strategy have 
been included in other applicable model runs. Therefore, it is not envisaged that significant 
problems with the scenario are likely to exist in terms of the cumulative impact, however we must 
reserve our position until such work has been undertaken. 
The impact of additional development on education provision in the Borough has previously been 
assessed for the 16,000 homes. The county council considers that it can manage this lower level of 
growth and the ensuing education demand by either not taking forward the expansion of some 
schools previously identified or developing some newly allocated school sites flexibly. 

King & Co 
Firstly, the Plan Period should be revised back to 2013-2032 to properly account for and address 
the significant historic undersupply of housing; 
Secondly, the Council should not alter the allowance for windfall that is currently made in the 
Submission Draft Plan.  There is no evidential basis for this. 
Thirdly, the Council must (as a minimum) release sufficient land from Green Belt to meet its 
FOAHN; 
Fourthly, the Council should identify all Option 1 and Option 4 sites and WGC11 as reasonable 
alternatives so that they can be given due consideration in the Examination to achieve FOAHN; 
Fifthly, the Council should release additional land from Green Belt to be safeguarded for future 
development and thereby ensure the integrity of the revised Green Belt boundary in the long-term; 
Sixthly, the Council should inset Swanley Bar and other named villages from the Green Belt; 



Seventhly, the Council should acknowledge that WEL 1, WEL 2, WEL 6 and WEL 15 are not 
suitable alternative sites for development   

Roy Frederick Wanbon Estate / Ashtons 
consider that the proposed changes to the Draft Plan are neither legally compliant nor sound.  
(i) New allocations should be made given that it has been demonstrated that suitable and available 
sites could deliver almost all of the 16,000 OAN requirement figure; and (ii) Wel6 should be 
identified as a housing allocation in the Local Plan. 

Swing Ltd 
Objects to the draft Local Plan and site allocation proposals subject to the current consultation. The 
draft Local Plan is considered to be unsound as it has not been positively prepared in terms of 
providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed housing 
need (OAN). Requests that the Site (RS1/RS1a) at the Northaw ‘Former Hook Estate and Kennels’ 
is allocated for residential development within the Welwyn Hatfield draft Local Plan. 

Save Symondshyde Group 
Supports the recommendation made by the CPPP regarding the lower housing target of 
approximately 14,000 dwellings. Particularly agrees with the proposal to delete the Symondshyde 
from the Draft Local Plan. Consider that a housing target of 13,200 dwellings could be justified. 
This could enable all sites assessed as causing high harm to the Green Belt, and a significant 
number of those assessed as causing moderate-high harm, to be removed from the Plan. 

Arqiva Ltd 
Objects to the recommendation made by the CPPP regarding the lower housing target of 
approximately 14,000 dwellings. The shortfall in dwellings is not justified. 
The 71% increase in the windfall allowance (from 110-173 dwellings) is contrary to the NPPF (para 
70) and unjustified and makes the plan unsound 

CPRE Hertfordshire 
Notes the proposed changed housing target. Provision of 14,000, but considers that this is still 
excessive. Strongly supports the proposed change to the submitted Plan to increase the windfall 
housing provision to 2,249 over the 13 year Plan period. 

North Mymms Green Belt Society 
Supports the increase in the windfall allowance. The council should use the most up to date 
statistics from the ONS population projections as these would be lower than projections currently 
being used in the local plan which were based in 2014 and 2016 projections. 

Lansdown Land & Development 
The proposed changes to site allocations fail to appropriately provide for the mix of housing 
required in the Borough. the inability of the Local Plan to meet the variety of housing mix and needs 
means it fails the test of soundness, specifically its justification (NPPF Paragraph 35b) and in being 
positively prepared (NPPF Paragraph 35a). The sites proposed arguably fail to produce the most 
sustainable development when compared with other sites that have been considered and 
submitted through the Local Plan process. 

Network Space 
Does not consider that the proposed approach to this consultation is sound. The Council should 
seek to meet the objectively assessed needs in full, and that the level of sites allocated should 
provide sufficient headroom above the OAN to ensure that the plan is sufficiently flexible. Consider 
that the site selection assessments and process needs to be reviewed to ensure consistency and 
that Hat19 should be allocated for residential development. 

The Brockett Estate 
Council has not complied with its duty to cooperate. The Local Plan does not meet the Objectively 
Assessed Need. Rejects the Council's analysis that StL16 would weaken the sense of separation 



between Lemsford and Stanborough. StL16 is only a small part of the Green Belt Study's "high 
harm" parcel. StL5 is not considered due to "heritage issues". We reject this as unjustified. The 
Council has been inconsistent in its approach on Green Belt harm. 

Shortgrove Developments Ltd 
Council has not complied with Duty to Cooperate. Removal of Lemsford from the Plan would only 
cause moderate-low or moderate harm. Local Plan does not meet the Objectively Assessed Need 
criteria. Planning by politics is not a sound way to produce a Local Plan. The council has taken an 
inconsistent approach to Green Belt harm assessment. 

Land Group (Welwyn Ltd) 
The area to the west of the A1 centred around The Avenue to the borough boundary should be 
removed from the Green Belt (Parcel P15). Site OMH9 should be allocated for housing. 
The Local Plan is not justified and is therefore not sound. To make it sound P15 should be taken 
out of the Green Belt, and OMH9 should be allocated for housing. 

Countryside Properties PLC 
Requests that Dig.1 is able to be reconsidered for allocation and eventually included as a housing 
allocation in the Local Plan as it is a moderate harm Green Belt site and the heritage reasons for 
objecting to its allocation are able to be overcome through the careful design of the scheme. 

Stanborough Leisure Limited 
Raises concerns with shortfall of housing in the plan which makes inconsistent with national policy. 
Additional sites are therefore required to be released from the Green Belt and allocated. Criticises 
the approach of the Green Belt Assessment and have shown that the parcelisation does not 
accurately reflect opportunities of sites to be development. 

Site Promoter: 

GCE Pc783 
Any Main Modification to the submitted plan can only be made by an Inspector appointed to 
examine the Local Plan at the request of the Borough Council on the basis that this would make the 
plan 'sound'. At the time of submission, the Borough Council certified that the plan was sound. No 
evidence within the (Addendum) Sustainability Appraisal and (Updated) Habitats Regulations 
Assessment provide justification for the proposed changes. We consider the proposed changes fail 
the Tests of Soundness as they have not been positively prepared, are not justified as it disregards 
its own Officer's technical evidence and therefore not based on an appropriate strategy, will not be 
effective as it fails to meet OAN figure so is not consistent with national policy. The changes fail to 
deliver the 16,000 dwellings needed. There is no technical evidence to justify a shortfall of 2,000 
dwellings from the overall supply. Symondshyde should remain a housing allocation in the Local 
Plan subject to the proposed amendments set out in our separate Hat15 representation. 

Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 
• Local Plan does not meet the Objectively Assessed Need (13) 
• Council inconsistent in approach on Green Belt harm (5) 
• Objectively Assessed Need of 16,000 is too high  (5) 
• Fails to allocate the most sustainable sites (5) 
• Council should not alter the allowance for windfall (4) 
• Inset Swanley Bar and other named villages from the Green Belt (3) 
• Council has not complied with its duty to cooperate (2) 
• Removing Lemsford from the Green Belt would cause only moderate-low or moderate 

harm (2) 
• "Planning by politics" not sound way to produce plan (2) 
• Draft Local Plan unsound based on its justification (NPPF Paragraph 35b) and consistency 

with national policy (NPPF Paragraph 35d) (2) 



• Lack of infrastructure to meet housing need (including hospital provision, not considered) 
(2) 

• Council should be achieving the closest figure possible to the OAN within their Local Plan, 
more aligned with the ‘Preferred Approach’ (2) 

• Council must release sufficient land from Green Belt to meet FOAHN (2) 
• HCC tested a higher scenario of 16,000 dwelling than current scenario that produces a 

lower demand for their services (2) 
• StL5 is not considered due to "heritage issues". This is unjustified (1) 
• Remove Parcel P15 from the Green Belt - Allocate OMH9 for housing (1) 
• Dig1 is a moderate harm Green Belt site. Heritage objections can be overcome (1) 
• Changes fail to provide for mix of housing required (1) 
• Supports exclusion of site from Plan (1) 
• Plan Period should be revised back to 2013-2032 (1) 
• Identify all Option 1 and Option 4 sites and WGC11 as reasonable alternatives (1) 
• Release additional land from Green Belt to be safeguarded for future development (1) 
• Wel1,2,6,15 are not suitable alternatives (1) 
• Supports the proposed change to windfall provision (1) 
• Reduce housing target to what would result from deletions from the 2016 Plan - remove all 

high harm Green Belt sites and moderate/high (1) 
• The 2018 based population projections should be applied (1) 
• HCC - lower level of growth and education demand can be managed by either not taking 

forward the expansion of some schools previously identified or developing some newly 
allocated school sites flexibly (1) 

• No technical evidence to justify a 2,000 dwelling shortfall in housing supply (1) 
• HCC confirm that the majority of the sites where significant concerns over sustainability 

were raised within the LTP test 9 are not being proposed for allocation (.i.e. LTP not 
achieved with mitigations/improvements)  (1) 

• HCC have not tested the Local Plan scenario using the COMET transport model. They do 
not envisaged that significant problems with the scenario are likely to exist in terms of the 
cumulative impact, but reserve their position until the work has been undertaken (1) 

• Does not set out how the shortfall from OAN will be met (1) 
• Support proposed removal of Symondshyde (1) 

Changes sought 

• The Council should undertake a new assessment to demonstrate how it can meet the 
required OAN growth forecast. This should include a consistent approach to the release of 
green belt sites, together with greater consideration of sites located in sustainable 
locations. 

Officer commentary 

It is noted that the County Council have expressed no concern about the overall level of 
development and the broad strategy in transport and infrastructure terms.   

The plan period of 2016 – 2036 has been agreed by the Inspector.   

The council has undertaken an assessment of windfall potential and considers that it is reasonable 
to allow for 1402 dwellings to come forward on windfall sites in the plan period.  It is acknowledged 
that a higher forecast than that would be difficult to justify in the context of the NPPF requirement 
for “compelling evidence”. 



The Inspector in his interim report has sought advice from the council on the additional sites which 
he should consider for allocation in order to meet the Objectively Assessed Housing Need, not to 
be provided with all potential sites. 

Discussion of the appropriate OAN is contained in the covering report. 

It is not accepted that the sites allocated in the submission plan or considered for additional 
allocations fail to meet a wide variety of housing needs.  They allow for a full range from smaller, 
urban flats to larger, village homes and include affordable housing, gypsy and traveller sites and 
other specialised accommodation. 

 



Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Number of Respondents  2 

100% proposed change is sound 
0% proposed change is unsound 
100% proposed change is legally compliant 
0% proposed change is not legally compliant 
0% did not indicate 

Key Stakeholder Comments 

Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing 

• Support HRA 

Arqiva Ltd 

• Support HRA 

 
Key Topics Raised – Number of representations shown in brackets 

• Support HRA (2) 

Officer Commentary 

The support is noted. 
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