
Appendix A4 
 

Main Issues Soundness Summary  

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission (DLPPS) 

Chapters 14-27, Appendices (p129-241) – Settlements and Implementation 

  



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Vision and Objectives and paragraphs 14.1 to 14.8 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

531, 949 Plans go against, and will damage the concept of, 
the Garden City and will make it too large and 
overcrowded. Leisure and recreation facilities must 
be retained 
 
 
 
The plan is not justified or effective as it will make the 
town too large and overcrowded and destroy open 
space. 

 
  
 

Leisure and 
recreation facilities 
must be retained. 
 
 
 
 
Abandon development 
on the Gosling Leisure 
Centre site and the car 
park off Campus West. 
The new proposed 
village at Symondshyde 
must be scrapped 

Strong cultural and recreational facilities 
are included as one of the Garden City 
principles within the plan, and the town 
being a focus for sports facilities and 
culture forms part of the vision for the 
town. No change. 
 
In order for development to come forward 
the applicant will have to demonstrate that 
the sports facilities will either be re-
provided or are no longer required, 
Furthermore a large part of the site is 
underutilised. The development will 
provide funds to invest in the remainder of 
the Sports Park.  The Plan does not 
allocate Campus West car park for 
development. 
No change. 

652 Supports Garden City proposals for masterplanning 
strategic developments 
 
Plan is sound 

None Noted 

1137,1165 The plan proposes too much growth – a 50% overall 
growth in population which will overwhelm the 
garden city vision. Scale of growth is against the 
vision of a Garden City and unsustainable. 
 
Plan is not justified, positively prepared, effective or 
consistent with national policy as thousands of 
homes are proposed, many covering treasured green 

No changes proposed. The current target is informed by an up to 
date SHMA, the availability of suitable 
sites and the ability to provide 
infrastructure. The ECS draft target is now 
superseded. 

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

space including a development so large it stretches into 
a neighbouring borough.  
 
Plan is not positively prepared, justified or effective 
as the objective of increasing town centre floorspace 
and employment areas is contradictory with proposals 
to develop new neighbourhoods and neighbourhood 
extensions on Garden City principles. The scale of 
growth proposed (9,000 dwellings within two miles of 
WGC) is against Garden City principles and cannot be 
described as “sustainable”.  Inadequate capacity on 
local railway lines.  

1191 The Garden City principles as set out are not 
correct as they do not do the original set credit and 
need to be further adapted to reflect the capabilities 
of the Council. 
 
Plan is not justified or effective as many of the Garden 
City principles set out are not sufficiently adapted or 
applicable to both new development and ongoing 
management of the current town. There are 
requirements on the Council, for example, in estate 
management of council owned property or in 
environmental stewardship. 
 

 The Garden City principles should be applied to 
all aspects of how the town developed and 
operates – not just strategic development sites – 
as per the original vision. At the very least, new 
strategic developments should link and integrate 
with existing parts of the town.   

 

No specific changes 
proposed in the column 
but much detail in the 
reasons why think plan 
is not sound 

The Garden City principles have been 
developed in consultation with a range of 
local stakeholders to guide the 
masterplanning of strategic development 
sites. Garden city principles are 
recognised as a basis for good planning.  
 
New development will be required to have 
regard to local character and context so 
they relate well to their surroundings and 
distinctiveness of the townscape (see 
policy SP9). 
 
This design approach will ensure that new 
development in the town will respect the 
special character of the garden city, 
including architectural styles, scale and 
massing in relation to existing buildings 
and spaces. Garden city principles are 
also embedded into the policies of the 
plan.  
 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 Council owned property needs to be subjected 
to the same estate management rules are all 
others on any estate.   

 

 The focus on biodiversity should not be allowed 
to compromise the parkland setting of the street 
scene. 
 

 Creating walkable neighbourhoods with a clear 
sense of place and a community hub is 
incompatible with placing new developments so 
far from the town centre.  

The masterplans will provide a clear steer 
on how the strategic development sites will 
integrate and link to other parts of the town 
and the wider area.  
 
Estate management is not a planning 
matter and will be addressed through the 
council’s other functions.  
 
No change. 

1357 Unclear what Local Objective 1 means in practice. 
 
Plan is not effective as the meaning of objective 1 is 
unclear and examples are given around the Council’s 
management of particular issues. 

 
 
No specific changes 
proposed. 

 
The local objectives were developed in 
consultation with local groups and are 
considered to be appropriate. 
No change. 

2230 Support references to the heritage of the town  
 
References in the Vision for Welwyn Garden City to the 
town’s unique heritage are welcomed, particularly the 
references to maintaining Garden City Principles.  

 
 
A minor amendment 
should be made to set 
out the need to 
enhance (rather than 
just conserve) heritage 
assets in the town. 

 
 
Support welcomed. The suggested 
change would be consistent with national 
policy and other references to heritage 
assets in the Plan, and a minor 
modification will be made to the 5th line to 
reference ‘and enhancement’ of heritage 
assets. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SP15 Historic Environment of Welwyn Garden City and paragraphs 14.9 to 14.11 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues  Changes sought   WHBC comment  

715, 1192 The lack of a local list of heritage assets, 
particularly in relation to Welwyn Garden City 

 

The plan is not consistent with national planning 
policy because it does include an up to date list of non-
listed heritage assets which leads to inconsistent 
decision making. 

 

 

Specify that a local list 
will be created  
 
Formalise the status of 
the Conservation Area 
Appraisal (suggested 
alternative) 
 
The list of notable 
buildings within the 
appraisal will serve as 
the local list for Welwyn 
Garden City until such 
a time as the local list 
of assets is published 

The Conservation Area Appraisal is a 
material consideration in the determination 
of planning application and it identifies a 
number of non-designated heritage assets 
which are important to the character of the 
Conservation Area. There is no benefit in 
further identifying them as being locally 
listed.  

Minor modification  

Add a new sentence at the end of 
paragraph 14.11 to explain that notable 
examples of buildings of local importance 
are listed within the Welwyn Garden City 
Conservation Area Appraisal. 

  

General comments 

2123 Support from Historic England    
 
 

 Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SP16 Welwyn Garden City Town Centre Strategy and paragraphs 14.12 to 14.21 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

318 / 319 Walking and Cycling should be a higher priority 
than car parking 

 

The Plan is not effective as the Policy is too vague 
and seems to put car parking on a par with walking and 
cycling. Site plan doesn’t show proposed cycle routes. 

Proposes change to 
give priority to 
pedestrians, cyclists 
and public transport 
across the town centre, 
reducing the need for 
car parking provision. 

 

Policy does propose “improving movement 
and access within the centre, giving 
priority to cyclists and public transport, 
whilst maintaining and optimising the 
management of car parking provision”. 
The policy does give priority to pedestrians 
and cyclists but effective management of 
car parking is important to the overall 
success of the town centre. No change. 

591 The Plan is sound.  

 

Supports the objectives, particularly those relating to 
increasing provision of cafes, pubs etc. 

None stated 

 

Noted 

697 Town Centre North site is not deliverable quickly 
enough.  

 

Suggests that site identified in SADM19 is likely to take 
a long time to be developed and that extent of site 
should be extended to include land south of Church 
Road as that site could come forward more quickly. 

Proposes extension of 
the SADM19 site to 
include the Church 
Road car park, 
currently covered by 
policy SADM20, to 
enable a better mix of 
uses in town centre. 

The additional retail floorspace is not 
required until 2026. The Land South of 
Church Road does not lie within the core 
retail area and has not been promoted 
through the Local Plan process to meet 
the need for additional retail floorspace. 
The site is covered by Policy SADM20 
which sets out the criteria against which 
planning applications for development will 
be assessed. 

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1211 The Plan does not sufficiently address a number of 
issues including EU Exit Concerns, Parking and 
weak evening economy.  

 

 

The document needs to 
revisited and further 
consultation should 
take place to address 
these issues 

These matters have been appropriately 
considered in drafting the plan. 

 

No change 

2010 Town Centre North SPD 

 
The County Council was consulted on Welwyn Garden 
City Town centre proposals in 2014.  Although, there 
were a number of issues relating to cycle route 
connectivity and vehicle access conflict with proposed 
new bus station layout it was concluded that these 
concerns can be dealt with when the proposal is 
considered in greater detail. 

 

None stated Noted 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SADM19 Development in the Core Retail Zone and paragraphs 14.22 to 14.23 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

320 The Policy fails to achieve good pedestrian and 
cycle links  
 

The Plan is not effective as the proposal fails to 
achieve good pedestrian and cycle links with the rest of 
the town centre despite being where East- West and 
North-South cycle routes would converge. 

Proposed development 
needs to achieve good 
cycle and pedestrian 
links with rest of town 
centre. 

Paragraph (iv) of Policy SADM4 states 
that development should “achieve good 
pedestrian access and linkage with the 
rest of the town centre”. The plan in the 
SPD for the site shows a proposed E-W 
cycle route. No change.  

2124 Policy wording is insufficiently clear in relation to 
the NPPF (para 126) 

Suggests minor 
addition to the wording, 
namely “…preserve 
and enhance the 
character and setting of 
the Conservation Area”. 

Minor modification to change wording of 
Policy SADM 19 agree with this suggested 
amendment. 

587  Support allocation but feel it should be car free.  
 

The Plan is not effective, as the allocation should be 
car free for various reasons including air quality and 
wishing retail environment to be pedestrianized. 

Suggests that the 
reference to 
“maintaining parking 
provision” is removed. 

 

The policy does give priority to pedestrians 
and cyclists but effective management of 
car parking is important to the overall 
success of the town centre.  

No change. 

984, 554 There will be a loss of public open space and green 
space which will damage its heritage 
 

The Plan is not Justified or Effective, and has not 
been Positively Prepared. The development will result 
in the loss of public open space which is not in keeping 
with the town’s historic character and distinctiveness, 
and development on this site will create an overcrowded 
environment eroding the essence of Garden City 
planning.  

Development on the old 
Shredded Wheat site 
should be prioritised 
above this site.  

Development on this 
site should be in 
keeping with the 
Garden City and retain 
open space.        

The allocation of this site is carried forward 
from the District Plan. A Supplementary 
Planning Document has been prepared 
which has demonstrated that the site can 
be delivered whilst respecting the 
character of the conservation area. This 
document was subject to public 
consultation.   

Design Principle 3 in the SPD for the site 
says that development should deliver a 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

Further emphasis and 
weight given to the 
Garden City concept of 
open planning, the 
potential environmental 
impact, the potential 
congestion & the 
requirement to comply 
with the Estate 
Management Scheme. 

 

new area of civic space and should 
maintain the importance of green space in 
the public realm.  

No change. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SADM20 Acceptable uses outside the Core Retail Zone (The Campus, Parkway, Church Road) and paragraphs 14.24 to 14.25 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

719, 1194 SADM 20 has the widespread support of the 
local community and should be adopted with a 
modification to clarify the term 
“redevelopment” which is ambiguous 

  

 Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because the term ‘redevelopment’ 
is ambiguous. The ambiguity is contrary to the 
requirements of the NPPF for Local Plans to 
provide clarity to decision makers. 

 

Revise the text to 
‘Proposals to make 
significant alterations or 
rebuild the existing 
buildings in these areas will 
not be permitted 
unless……’ 

Minor modification in penultimate 
paragraph of policy SADM 20 to add ‘or 
significant alterations’.  

2127 Clarification is required in regard to the 
Conservation Area 

  

 Welcome reference to preserve and enhance the 
Conservation Area.  

For clarity and 
completeness, suggest a 
minor modification with the 
addition of the words ‘and 
setting’ to the sentence 
‘Preserve and enhance the 
character of the 
Conservation Area’. 

Minor modification to policy SADM 20 at ii) 
as follows: 

“Preserve and enhance the character and 
setting of the Conservation Area”. Also use 
this form of words in the penultimate 
paragraph of the policy, after “demonstrated 
that the new building would..”. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SADM21 New Dwellings in Welwyn Garden City and paragraph 14.26  

Note that this summary covers general development issues and sites HS1-8 only. The Main Issues for Strategic Development Sites 

SDS1-4 and Mixed Use Site MUS1 are summarised against the site specific policies for those sites. 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

458, 996, 
1276, 1279, 
1421 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on site HS1 (Land at Bericot Way)   

The Plan is not positively prepared or consistent with 
national policy because the site is not big enough to 
accommodate 28 dwellings at an acceptable density. 

Build fewer homes or 
remove the site from 
the plan 

The HELAA’s assumption of 40dph is the 
standard baseline for a site of this size, 
based on best practice. It is comparable to 
the density of 2-10 Waterbeach to the 
north (roughly 35dph), and the care home 
to the south of the site also provides a 
higher density precedent. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because the number of homes proposed will 
result in unacceptable highway and parking issues. 

Build fewer homes or 
remove the site from 
the plan 

The Local Highway Authority concluded 
that development would have no highway 
impacts. Parking provision will be dealt 
with at planning application stage. No 
change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because development will alter the character 
of the neighbourhood. 

None stated The design of any development will not be 
dealt with until planning application stage. 
There is no reason why development will 
inevitably be out-of-keeping with its 
surroundings. No change. 

The Plan is not justified because the site is the last 
remaining green space in Panshanger. 

Remove the site from 
the plan 

Whilst it does form a visual break in the 
area, the site has never been a designated 
open space and notices around the site 
make visitors aware of this. The site is 
within 200m of Moneyhole Lane Park, and 
it is not accepted that it would result in 
there being no remaining local green 
space. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

Continued If the site has to be developed, only bungalows should 
be built. 

Introduce such a 
requirement in the plan 

Policy SP7 considers provisions for 
housing for older people, but there is not 
considered to be any justifiable basis on 
which to require a 100% bungalow 
development on this site. No change. 

1690, 1961, 
2136, 2196 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on site HS2 (Creswick)   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because development 
on this site could result in the merger of Welwyn Garden 
City and Hatfield, and will encroach on the countryside. 

Remove the site from 
the plan. 

The Stage 2 Green Belt Study concluded 
that the site makes a partial contribution to 
these Green Belt purposes. This was a 
minor weight against the site, but taking all 
matters into account the Housing Site 
Selection Background Paper judged that 
the site should be allocated. No change. 

The Plan is not consistent with national policy, 
because the proposed Green Belt boundary is not the 
most defensible option and results in more land being 
removed from the green belt than necessary. 

The Green Belt 
boundary shown on the 
submitted masterplan 
should be adopted. 

The proposed boundary is no more 
defensible, because it follows a road which 
does not yet exist. Because the routing of 
the road has not been subject to any 
detailed consideration, adopting it as a 
boundary could also reduce flexibility in 
how the site is developed. No change. 

The Plan is not consistent with national policy, 
because the capacity of the site has not been 
maximised. 

Capacity should be 
increased from 290 to 
300 based on the 
submitted masterplan. 

The increase in dwellings (+3%) is not 
significant. Allocation for 290 dwellings 
would not preclude additional dwellings 
coming forward at planning application 
stage, as long as the proposal otherwise 
accords with the plan. No change. 

The development of this site will not have any adverse 
impact on designated heritage assets. However, the 
southern edge of the site will form the new southern 
boundary of Welwyn Garden City and boundary 
treatments will need to be given careful consideration. 

A minor modification 
should be made to 
reflect this point. 

It is considered that the provisions of 
Policy SADM15 (Heritage) will be sufficient 
to ensure that potential impacts on 
heritage assets are mitigated. No change.  



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

66, 554, 
619, 636, 
689, 976, 
1138, 1337, 
1374, 2136 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on site HS6 (Gosling Sports Park)   

The Plan is variously not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy 
because there is no evidence that the existing sports 
facilities to be lost are no longer required. There are 
insufficient local leisure facilities, and the loss will 
necessitate travel to alternative facilities elsewhere. 

The Plan should either 
require their 
replacement, or state 
that their loss would 
have to be supported 
by evidence that they 
are no longer needed. 

For the site to come forward, it will also 
have to comply with Policy SADM7 
(Community Services and Facilities), 
which suitably addresses these issues. 
However, a minor modification will be 
made to Table 9 add a site specific 
consideration to clarify this.  

It is acknowledged that there is a need to raise finances 
to address significant debts at Gosling Sports Park, and 
secure its future. However, the Plan is not justified or 
consistent with national policy because there is 
currently no means to guarantee that housebuilding 
actually provides this benefit.  

The site specific 
requirements should 
stipulate a need to 
submit a satisfactory 
business plan and 
masterplan to secure 
this. 

The acknowledgement of the need to 
assist Gosling’s future is welcomed. 
Linking housebuilding on the site with 
investment in the sports park is consistent 
with the Council’s own intentions, but the 
modification above is considered sufficient 
to secure this. No further change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective, because the 
decision by Members to select the site did not involve 
any discussion of highway and education capacity.  

None stated. These issues were fully considered in the 
Housing Site Selection Background Paper, 
which was circulated to all Members on 
the Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel 
and Cabinet. No change. 

The Plan does not indicate that the site is owned by the 
Council, and its development could result in a conflict of 
interest. 

None stated. The HELAA and site selection processes 
did not take land ownership into account, 
but it is correct that the site is Council-
owned (albeit on a long lease to Gosling 
Sports Park). In common with most local 
authorities, the Council is both a major 
local landowner and the Local Planning 
Authority. In both of these guises it must 
act in the public interest – in this case 
providing new homes and securing the 
future of valued facilities. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

Continued There should be further clarity about the need for 
development to preserve and enhance the setting of 
Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

An additional site 
specific consideration 
should be added. 

The site specific considerations already 
note that a part of the site is within the 
Conservation Area. The provisions of 
Policy SADM15 will therefore apply, and 
are considered sufficient. No change. 

1213, 1281 Comments on site HS7 (Land at Waterside)   

The Plan is not justified, because the site forms a 
continuation of the green space to the east in the Black 
Fan Valley. To build on it would be contrary to the 
Garden City principles promoted elsewhere in the Plan, 
and reduce the amount of available open space in an 
area lacking provision. The site was also withdrawn 
from consideration at the time of the 2005 District Plan. 

Remove the site from 
the plan, and designate 
it as Urban Open Land. 

This site has long been envisaged for 
development, and therefore never had any 
protective designation. Whilst the 2009 
Assessment of Open Space does note 
that Haldens is deficient in open space, 
this cannot be said to be an issue around 
the site given its location adjacent to the 
15 hectare Black Fan Valley Park. As 
exceptional circumstances exist to 
necessitate the removal of land from the 
Green Belt, the Council would have no 
reasonable basis on which to not select a 
suitable site with no current designations. 
No change. 

The Plan is not justified, because development at a 
density sufficient to deliver 20 dwellings would detract 
from the character of the surrounding area. 

As above. The HELAA’s assumption of 40dph is the 
standard baseline for a site of this size, 
based on best practice. It is comparable to 
the density of housing at the corner of 
Sloansway and Maple Grove to the west 
(roughly 35dph). No change. 

The Plan is not justified, because land to the north of 
the site has been affected twice in the last two years by 
flash surface flooding. 

As above. Policy SADM14 would require the 
provision of a Sustainable Drainage 
System, and mean that any such issues 
can be managed. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

1112, 1374, 
1734 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on other sites   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because it does not 
allocate the Woodside Centre on The Commons 
(HELAA site How92) as a development site. It is not a 
community facility, and even if it were judged to be one 
then Policy SADM7 still provides scope for 
redevelopment if need can be met elsewhere or a 
facility is no longer required.  

None stated. The current occupants of the site provide a 
range of community services, most notably 
for disabled people, and the Woodside 
Centre is very clearly a community facility. 
However the HELAA does conclude that 
the site is suitable for development, and it 
could potentially come forward as windfall 
(and be assessed against SADM7 at that 
point), but it is the lack of evidence on how 
existing occupiers will be relocated 
precludes the site’s actual allocation. No 
change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
land at 51 Bridge Road East in Welwyn Garden City 
should be considered for a residential redevelopment.  

Amendments to Policy 
SADM10 (Employment 
Development) to allow 
this to take place based 
on existing 
circumstances. 

WGC Objective 3 (para 14.8) identifies the 
need to maintain a balanced supply of 
employment land to fulfil the town’s role as 
a key centre for employment. The 
Economy study (2014) identifies this 
employment area as a good quality site 
that should be protected. No change. 

Land at 58 Bridge Road East in Welwyn Garden City 
should be considered for a residential redevelopment. 
Surrounding properties are in a variety of uses including 
leisure and community uses, and the adjacent property 
at 60 Bridge Road East has prior approval for a change 
of use from office to residential.   

Remove the land from 
Welwyn Garden City 
Employment Area, and 
allocate for housing. 

WGC Objective 3 (para 14.8) identifies the 
need to maintain a balanced supply of 
employment land to fulfil the town’s role as 
a key centre for employment. The 
Economy study (2014) identifies this 
employment area as a good quality site 
that should be protected. No change. 

The Plan is not justified or consistent with national 
policy because of its proposal to build on the car park 
by Campus West. 

Remove the site from 
the plan. 

Development has not been promoted in 
this location, and is not proposed in the 
plan. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

1491, 1635, 
2012 

General comments on the principle of development 
in Welwyn Garden City 

  

The Plan is not positively prepared or justified as the 
town has already reached its optimum size, yet an 
unsustainable level of growth is proposed. This is 
contrary to the town’s special status and founding 
principles (e.g. being limited to a certain size, being 
designed for healthy living, and being different and 
distinct from other places). 

None stated. Welwyn Garden City was first conceived at 
the beginning of the 20th century, in a 
completely different social and political 
context. The Council does not consider 
that maintaining the town at its current size 
(i.e. refusing to allow development) is in 
the wider public interest, and would be 
unlikely to be found sound. However, the 
Plan does enshrine modern ‘Garden City 
Principles’, and seeks to protect the town’s 
heritage in the Vision for Welwyn Garden 
City and in Policy SP15. No change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SP17 Mixed Use Development Site at Broadwater Road West/Sites SDS3 and SDS4, Figure 10 (Strategy diagram) and 

paragraphs 14.27 to 14.29 

 

DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

594 No integrated transport strategy has been prepared 
to promote sustainable modes of transport for the 
Broadwater RD West site  
 
The Plan is not justified, consistent, effective or 
positively prepared because an integrated transport 
strategy should have been produced for this site, in 
order to reduce the significant barriers for safe 
convenient green transport options (.i.e. walking, 
cycling) on it. This includes a railway line to the W; busy 
highways to the N & E, and a new vehicular route is 
being proposed through the site. This strategy should 
have focused on delivering segregated walking/cycling 
routes (.i.e. NW-SE & to schools), replacing end of life 
bridge with a dual use, elimination of motor traffic 
through routes and safe convenient road crossings   

Add additional 
principle: 

xi. To ensure non-
motor transport 
(walking and cycling) 
to, from and within the 
site is facilitated as far 
as is practically 
possible through design 
within the site, adjacent 
to the site and with 
integration into wider 
transport strategies. 

Ensure that changes 
addressing the 
previously detailed 
points are incorporated 
and all linked planning 
documents, such that 
the combined policies 
are capable of meeting 
the UK's commitment to 
reduce CO2 emissions 
to 20% of 1990 levels 
by 2050, through 

In line with Local Plan policies SADM 2 
and 3, a developer will be required to 
undertake a Transport Assessment (TA) 
and a Travel Plan (TP) to support any 
proposals for the Broadwater site. The TA 
will assess how the proposal will impact 
the existing transport network, to 
demonstrate that it will not adversely 
impact vehicular movements, highway 
safety, parking, as well as to identify any 
mitigations to offset any adverse impacts. 
Also a TP will be required to demonstrate 
how measures included in the proposal 
will encourage sustainable modes of 
transport, giving preference to 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transport, 
over vehicular movements. While policies 
SP4 and SP13 will apply to secure the 
funding, deliver any infrastructure 
enhancements or new provisions through 
S106 agreements or CIL (when adopted). 
The County Highways teams (along with 
other stakeholders) will be consulted on 
any proposals and their views will take 
into consideration for determining any 
applications.  
 
The broad principles for addressing these 
matters are set out in the Broadwater 
Road West Supplementary Planning 



DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

reducing transport 
emissions  

 

Document, December 2008.  These 
matters are being further worked up as 
planning applications for the development 
of the site are being dealt with. 
No Change  

2133 The most important elements of the Listed 
Buildings should be retained  
 
Historic England have no objection to the principle of 
redevelopment of the Broadwater Rd site and support 
clause iv. They have indicated that it is adjacent to a 
conservation area. It contains two Grade 2 Listed 
Buildings and they would like to see the most significant 
elements (.e.g., silos) of these to be retained and 
bought back into suitable use. Also any proposal should 
not harm the nearby designated heritage assets (.i.e. 
long views from Grade 1 Listed Hatfield House).  
 

None stated  Noted  

2152 Additional primary school capacity can be secured 
through the relocation of Peartree Primary school  
 
The County Council have indicated that the additional 
primary school education capacity of the area can be 
addressed through the relocation of Peartree Primary 
school and the subsequent enlargement of this, from 
1FE to 2FE.   
   

None stated Noted  

2219 SP17 should allow for the BioPark site to be 
redeveloped for residential uses 
 
The University support the flexibility included in clause 
viii of SP17 for the Bio Park, in terms of retaining its use 
for B1 use, unless the site is not suitable and the 
existing park is relocated elsewhere within the area. But 

Add the following 
sentence at the end of 
clause viii of SP17 
 
Suitable alternative 
uses could include 
Residential”. 

In line with the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, the Plan is 
seeking to protect existing employment 
sites. But it has also included sufficient 
flexibility to allow the Bio Park to be 
redeveloped for other uses under certain 
circumstances. The site has not been 
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it should go further than this and allow the Bio Park to 
be redeveloped for housing, the conditions of clause viii 
are met. The reasons are the adjacent uses will be 
residential and of this part of the site will be residential 
and the redevelopment of the Broad water site will 
result in a net gain in B1 floor space.   
 

promoted for residential development 
through the Local Plan and not all the 
adjacent uses will be residential. A minor 
modification is required to correct an 
incorrect policy reference. 
 
Minor modification 
 
Amend last Para of SP17 to correct 
reference. Replace reference to SADM 9 
with SADM10. 
 

1237, 2011 Other Comments  
 
The Plan is sound. The LEP support policy SP17. 
 
The County Council was involved in the evidence base 
which led to the 2008 SPD for the site and has 
subsequently been consulted on the planning 
applications. The principles set out in the policy can be 
delivered (HCC). 

None Stated 
 
 
 
None Stated 
 

Support Welcomed 
 
 
 
Support Welcomed 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SP18 North East Welwyn Garden City/Site SDS1, Figure 11 (Strategy diagram) and paragraphs 14.30 to 14.34 

 

DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

371, 384, 
385, 538, 
586, 766 
763, 803, 
907, 925, 
959, 960, 
994, 985, 
986, 1008, 
1084 1126, 
1134 1196, 
1246 

Lack of meaningful community engagement / 
collaboration and views of local people have not 
been reflected  
 
The plan is not legally compliant or consistent with 
national policy because it fails to adequately reflect 
the views of local people and has not been prepared in 
line with the statement of community involvement. 
 
Decisions have not been consistent.   

None specifically 
identified  

Public consultation has been carried out in 
accordance with the council’s statement of 
community involvement and the 
regulations.  

No change 

 

  

763, 960, 
1084, 1246, 
1288, 1907 

Loss of valued landscape and impact on the setting 
of heritage assets (e.g. Tewinbury Farm SSSI and 
Panshanger Park) 
 
The plan is not justified or consistent with national 
planning policy because it will result in the loss of 
valuable greenfield land and the mitigations suggested 
in the draft plan will not safeguard the area. More 
sustainable alternatives (e.g. brownfield land) are 
available.  

None specifically 
identified 

The Panshanger Park and Environs 
Heritage Impact Assessment (Beacon 
Planning, 2016) suggests a range of 
mitigation measures such as buffer zones 
and design codes that should be 
incorporated into the masterplanning of 
the development (e.g. landscape buffers) 
to minimise impacts on the significance 
and setting of heritage assets (including 
conservation areas, listed buildings, 
ancient monuments and historic parks and 
gardens) within the vicinity of the site.  

 

Welwyn Hatfield does not have capacity to 
accommodate sufficient homes within 
existing built-up-areas to address the 
target set out in policy SP2.  

No change 
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371, 385, 
508, 521, 
651, 710, 
763, 766, 
803, 907, 
925, 960, 
985, 1008, 
1104, 1196, 
1288, 1903 

Existing infrastructure is overstretched/inadequate 
and the impact of the development on existing 
networks (including future capacity) requires 
further investigation  
 
The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because insufficient evidence is available to 
fully understand the impact and cost of the 
development on infrastructure capacity and service 
provision, including: 
 

 natural resources such as drainage, sewerage/ 
sewage treatment (e.g. Meads treatment plant 
needs upgrading), water supply and flooding 
constraints); 

 public transport; 

 open space; 

 ecology (including the green corridor and wildlife 
sites); 

 utilities (e.g. broadband); 

 highways (e.g. A1(M)); and 

 access to medical facilities. 
 
Welwyn Garden City will take a disproportionate share 
of development in an area which already has 
infrastructure problems. 
 
 

Publish the 
Hertfordshire water 
study report, so that 
infrastructure can be 
properly assessed.  
Properly assess the 
probability of capacity 
within the timeframe 
Undertake 
assessments of 
ecology, water 
treatment, traffic and 
water supply etc 
 
 

The Council has worked closely with 
relevant stakeholders including statutory 
agencies, government bodies, service-
providers and adjoining councils to ensure 
that issues relating to infrastructure and 
service provision have been carefully 
considered during the local plan process 
and can be fully addressed and 

appropriately mitigated at the planning 
application stage.  
 

In addition, the Council has produced a 
series of technical studies and 
investigations into infrastructure and 
service provision. This includes the 
following.   
 

 Welwyn Hatfield Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan. This assesses the quality and 
capacity of infrastructure within 
Welwyn Garden City and surrounding 
areas.   

 Welwyn Hatfield and Stevenage-
Hitchin Highway Model. This sets out a 
number of highway mitigation scheme 
proposals in the borough to help 
mitigate the impacts of the new 
developments on the road network 
(including sites SDS1 and SDS2). 

 Welwyn Hatfield Housing and 
Employment Land Availability 
Assessment. This identifies the 
potential significant infrastructure 
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constraints and associated costs 
arising from the development of the 
site (notably improvements to 
wastewater and primary and 
secondary school capacity) through 
viability testing.  

Survey information on the ecology has 
been submitted and reviewed by Herts 
Ecology. 

The Hertfordshire Water Study is a joint 
commission and this Council is not the 
project manager. It will be published once 
it has been agreed by all the relevant 
parties. 

No change 

385, 516, 
517, 521, 
532, 538, 
586, 596, 
651, 710, 
907, 913, 
1102, 1126, 
1195, 1196, 
1288, 1322, 
1323, 1907 

Retain / safeguard the existing airstrip in situ 
 
The loss of the airfield is not consistent with national 
policy (e.g. government’s aviation strategy) and the 
proposed new site for the runway within the Green Belt 
is not justified (e.g. no evidence of viability or 
alternatives contrary to the NPPF). 
 
New runway will cause blight to local residents (e.g. 
noise, pollution etc) and incompatible with nearby 
housing 
 
Land to the north is not suitable for a new runway 
(impact on chalk stream, loss of grassland, sink holes, 
slope etc) 
 
Insufficient evidence to justify housing over a regionally 
significant airfield 

Remove housing 
allocation  
Delete reference to the 
new grass runway from 
the text 
Retain existing airfield  
 
  

Housing land shortfall clearly overrides the 
need to retain the existing airfield. This is 
also the only significant-sized housing site 
in the borough that does not lie within the 
Green Belt.  The site is not located within 
a statutorily protected area and forms a 
strong physical relationship with the 
existing urban area. Development will 
prevent the loss of valuable Green Belt 
land elsewhere. 

 

The replacement airfield would be sited 
within the Green Belt and will not encroach 
into the development site. The estimated 
site capacity also takes account of the 
need to provide a suitable landscape 
buffer on the north edge of the site to 



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

 
650 new homes will render the new facility unworkable.   
 
NPPF requires an assessment of open space  

mitigate the impact of the development on 
the surrounding area.  

 

An assessment of open space has taken 
place. 

 

No change 

385, 638, 
1126 

 

The policy does not provide an adequate framework 
to guide the masterplan and ensure its 
implementation  
 
The policy is too flexibly worded and is not justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it does not: 
 

 provide a sufficient steer on the feasibility of 
rerouting the existing airfield (Sport England); 

 set out clearly how the garden city principles will 
be applied and secure the quality of 
development that is envisaged elsewhere in the 
Plan; and 

 set out clearly how the impacts of the 
development will be addressed (e.g. ground 
survey) 

 the requirements for a walkway in the periphery 
of the site are unclear. 

.  
Potential ownership issue (north of the site) 
 

Policy SP18 should 
require the masterplan 
to set out a vision for 
the airfield, principles 
relating to ownership or 
security of tenure for 
potential airfield 
operators, marketing of 
the airfield site and any 
phasing requirements 
to avoid delays in the 
delivering the airfield 
element of the site.  
 
 
Following completion of 
the feasibility analysis, 
the master plan should 
allocate the relevant 
part of the site for the 
runway and supporting 
infrastructure that 
comprise the proposed 
aviation facility to 
provide certainty to all 

Comment is noted but this level of detail is 
not appropriate for the policy which is 
focussed on the key aspects of the 
masterplan.  

The masterplan will allow for the 
opportunity of providing a grass runaway 
on land to the north of the site. A 
masterplan cannot allocate sites for uses 
this can only be done in the Local Plan. 

 

No change 
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stakeholders and 
ensure delivery. 
 
A new policy should be 
prepared which 
provides for less 
housing so that an 
operational airfield can 
be reprovided:  
 

 guarantees 
about 
reasonable 
planning 
permission for 
essential 
buildings; 

 ensuring safe 
operational 
requirements 
with regard to 
the runway and 

 taxi-way 
foundations, 
surface and 
landscaping,  

 commercially 
viable lease 
terms 
(or alternatively 
a viable 
purchase 
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agreement) with 
the landowners  
 

A buffer needs to be 
provided between the 
new residential 
properties and the 
runway. 
 

1245  Green Belt boundary should be extended to follow 
clearly defined and recognisable physical features 
(e.g. tree line) to accommodate more housing and 
associated airfield facilities. 
 
The plan is not consistent with national policy 
because the Green Belt boundary is currently arbitrary 
and not a readily recognisable boundary defined by 
physical features that would ensure the longevity of the 
boundary beyond the plan period.  
Removing land from the Green Belt would soften the 
impact of development, maximise the potential of the 
site to accommodate much needed new housing and 
ensure sufficient space for airfield hangars and facilities 
which would not be appropriate within Green Belt. 

Relocate the Green 
Belt boundary and 
ensure it follows the 
existing landscaped 
boundary, an existing 
tree line to the north of 
the site 
 
It should be made clear 
that any proposal for a 
re-aligned runway to 
the north of the 
allocated site would not 
prejudice the delivery of 
new homes. 
 
 

The boundary of the safeguarded land 
was first defined by the Planning Inspector 
and incorporated into the 1993 District 
Plan. However, there are no exceptional 
circumstances to warrant a change to the 
Green Belt boundary in this instance.  

No change 

 

 

 

371, 586 

736, 994  

1196 

The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site allocation is 
not supported  
 

 Need assessment is based on assumption 
rather than evidence  

 In a previous survey Travellers said they prefer 
to live away from housing estates)  

 The latest Gypsy and Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople Accommodation 
Needs Assessment identifies a shortfall of 
Gypsy and Traveller playing pitch 
provision of the borough (see policy SP7 
and paragraphs 9.13 and 9.25 of the Local 
Plan). This assessment is based on the 
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 Lack of community support or feedback 

 Disproportionate concentration of sites in central 
parts of the borough 

 why are there no sites to the north and south?  

 Sites should be in rural areas 

methodology set out in the National 
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. It is not 
based on assumption but the response 
rate was not good and the Council have 
indicated that this will be updated. 

Early consultation was carried out with the 
borough’s Gypsy and Traveller 
community, who considered that sites 
should be capable of co-existing alongside 
the settled community and that being close 
and public transport was important. Being 
located on the edge of settlements or 
alongside new housing was the preferred 
location for the location of new sites. 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.as
hx?id=4228&p=0  

Urban extensions were the preferred 
option for delivery. 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.as
hx?id=7693&p=0 

 

Gypsy and Traveller site allocations will be 
distributed to strategic development sites 
on a proportionate basis - up to a 
maximum of 15 pitches per site (see 
paragraph 9.25).  

 

The rationale for the allocation will be set 
out in a topic paper which will be published 
alongside the submitted plan.   

No change  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=4228&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=4228&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
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517 A sprawling lop-sided urban extension does not adhere 
with garden city principles 

Do not allocate site Development at this site would adhere to 
the Garden City principles set out in 
paragraph 14.6 of the submission 
document. The site will form a logical 
extension to the settlement and create a 
robust and natural edge to the north and 
east.   
 
No change. 

 

General comments 

184, 638 
1126, 1147 
1508, 2130 

Support the retention of the site as an operational 
airfield   
 
Airfield could also support other uses such as leisure 
and community facilities (Sport England) 

 Comment noted 
 
No change 

2131  Although not worthy of formal listing, the Council should 
assess value and local significance of surviving airfield 
structures within the site to determine whether they 
some or all should be retained.  

 The Council has assessed the value and 
significance of existing structures within 
the airfield. Not many structures now 
remain and those of most heritage value 
lie outside the site.  
 
No change 

2131  Make reference to the Heritage Impact Assessment so 
it can inform future masterplanning / mitigation 
measures. 

 Minor modification to include references 
to the heritage impact assessment (to 
policy SP18)  

2009  
 

Hertfordshire County Council support the site allocation. 
However, policy SADM21 and policy SP18 indicate 
conflicting numbers for housing site WGC4 with a 
difference of 75 dwellings. 

 Minor modification As explained in the 
errata, the dwelling capacity figure for 
SDS1 (WGC4) will be amended from 725 
dwellings to 650 dwellings in SADM21. 

1245 Amend the text to ensure that any requirements for 
community and school provision are based on accurate 
information and data at the time of planning application 

 Comments noted. Discussions with 
Hertfordshire County Council indicate that 
a new two form entry primary school will 
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submission, and can respond to any changes in the 
locality. The text should state “if the development 
requires” to ensure that if circumstances in the local 
area change there is flexibility over this provision. 

be required to meet the needs arising from 
the allocation of the site as well as 
address the shortfall of school places 
within the wider catchment area. The 
developer will be expected to use the 
latest up-to-date information from 
Hertfordshire County Council before 
submitting a planning application. This 
information will be used at the point of the 
planning application for the purpose of 
calculating the financial contribution 
towards the provision of the new primary 
school.  
 
No change 

1245 The re-aligned runway to the north of the allocated site 
should not prejudice the delivery of new homes. 

None specified  Comment noted.  

277, 321 

385 

Cycle routes should be linked to other parts of the 
network 
 
The plan is not effective because there is a lack of 
clarity about linking potential walking and cycling routes 
across the development with surrounding areas. 
 
 

Amend: “Provide 
upgraded routes for 
walkers and cyclists, 
including……direct 
links to the B1000, a 
suitable crossing and a 
route on to Tewin 
Village to enable the 
creation of a safe 
walking and cycling 
route from Tewin to Sir 
Frederic Osborn School 
and then via existing 
routes and new routes 
to the centre of WGC”. 

The policy makes provision for cycle 
footpath links. Further details will be 
considered as part of will be considered as 
part of the masterplanning  

No Change 

  

  



Chapter 14 – Welwyn Garden City 
Policy SP19 South East Welwyn Garden City/Site SDS2, Figure 12 (Strategy diagram) and paragraphs 14.35 to 14.42 
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1042, 2132, 
2188, 1202, 
1205 

Adverse impact on historic environment. 

Plan is not effective or consistent with national 
policy because the extent of development proposed at 
SDS2 would erode the setting of Hatfield House and 
retain the rural approach via the A414. 

 

The extent of the site 
allocation and the 
indicative capacity 
should be stepped back 
from the A414. 

Remove the southern 
portion of SDS2 from 
policy SP19 and figure 
12 

 

Evidence contained in the Panshanger 
and Environs Heritage Impact Assessment 
informed the Council’s considerations in 
defining the extent of SDS2.  A more 
detailed assessment of views will be 
carried out to inform the masterplan and 
application in line with the 
recommendations of the Impact 
Assessment. 

Minor modification to Policy SP19 to 
third paragraph and tenth bullet point. 

Careful masterplanning and appropriate mitigation 
measures will be needed to minimise the impact on the 
setting of Hatfield House Historic Park and Garden and 
Holwellhyde Farmhouse and maintain the separation 
between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. 

 

Undertake a more 
detailed assessment of 
the sensitivity of the 
area around Hatfield 
House and the 
registered park and 
garden  
 

As above.  No change. 

The plan is not justified or consistent with national 
policy because the development would impact on the 
integrity of the Green Belt and the green corridor 
(including the sense of openness and tranquillity) and 
setting and wider appreciation of heritage assets and 
nature conservation interests (e.g. nature reserves) and 
mitigation measures should be addressed through the 
local plan process prior to the masterplan process to 
avoid impacts  
 

Amend the first 
sentence of the third 
paragraph of Policy 
SP19 to read: 

“A joint masterplan 
setting out the quantum 
and distribution of land 
uses, key views to 
protect heritage assets, 
access, sustainable 
design and layout 

Minor modification to third paragraph of 
policy as suggested. 

 

Minor modification to tenth bullet point of 
policy as suggested. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

Other factors (noise from A414 / physical separation / 
poor physical relationship with built-up area / availability 
of alternatives etc) 

principles will be 
prepared by Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough 
Council and East Herts 
District Council, 
working with the 
landowner and other 
key stakeholders.” 

 

Amend tenth bullet 
point to read: 

“Protection and 
enhancement of 
heritage assets and 
their settings, both on-
site and in the wider 
area through careful 
masterplanning and 
appropriate mitigation 
measures”. 

1158 Housing should not be built near waste operation 
on A414. 

This site causes dust and dirt. 

Do not build houses 
near waste operations 
or on sites that have 
been used for landfill. 

Appropriate mitigation measures will be 
taken to protect the proposed housing 
from noise and dust.  It is not proposed 
that housing will be built on landfilled parts 
of the site.  No change. 
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2033 Operation of existing waste sites should not be 
prejudiced by new developments coming forward in 
the vicinity 

A green buffer should be provided around the proposed 
employment area EA11 Cole Green Lane, which 
includes a waste site. 

Amend paragraph 
14.38 to allow for a 
green buffer to the 
employment site to be 
provided within the new 
residential 
development.   

 

 

 

Appendix A of the Hertfordshire Waste 
Allocations Document, July 2014 makes it 
clear that for the waste site AS008 Land 
off Birchall Lane, any future residential 
developments in this area will need to be 
considered in combination with any 
potential waste facility and that a detailed 
assessment of the potential impact on any 
future housing development may be 
required.  Furthermore, it states that 
additional planting may be necessary to 
screen any waste-related development 
from views onto the site.  No change.   

 The operation of existing waste management facilities, 
including Cole Green Household Waste Recycling 
Centre and the operational waste site Burnside are 
safeguarded by Policy 5 of the adopted Waste Core 
Strategy and Development Management Policies 
document, 2012.  The sites should be safeguarded in 
Policy SP19. 

 

Amend Policy SP19 to 
safeguard the operation 
of existing waste 
management facilities. 

The Council is not a waste planning 
authority, so the Local Plan cannot cover 
waste management matters.  Existing 
waste management facilities are 
adequately protected by the Waste Core 
Strategy and Development Management 
Policies document and this will have to be 
taken into account in developing Birchall 
Garden Suburb.  No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

708, 879, 
993, 1015, 
1093, 1202, 
1878, 2188 

Lack of clarity and certainty about  the implications 
arising from previous and current waste activities 
from neighbouring uses on the wider development 
  
The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because further analysis of the potential 
impact arising from historic and existing waste uses in 
close proximity of the site is required, particularly the 
risk of contamination from the landfill site on ground 
and surface water and waste management site 
constraints such as HGV movements, noise and dust. 
 
 

Policy SP19 should 
require an investigation 
of the landfill 
site or any remediation 
to potential 
contamination and the 
risk of this to the 
proposed housing. 

 

The allocation has been informed by 
evidence on contamination from previous 
landfill operations and the proximity of 
residential development to existing waste 
operations. Consultation with 
Environmental Health and the 
Environment Agency has taken place. As 
a matter of course, in progressing through 
the planning process, further work will be 
required to be undertaken to ensure that 
development does not result in harm to 
public health and that contamination is not 
spread into watercourses or the 
environment more generally.  No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared or effective 
because it does not recognise that the bulk of SDS2 
including the area allocated as urban open land, 
according to the Environment Agency, has been subject 
to historic landfill.  Research so far undertaken by the 
developer has been inadequate to guide where any 
building could be located.  Research indicates that two 
planning approvals were given to raise the level of the 
land with dumping.  Contamination is close to the 
surface in the area proposed as urban open land. 
 

Site should not be 
included in the Plan on 
the grounds that the 
land is unlikely ever to 
be built on, or that 
investigations may 
show that it is too 
contaminated to 
develop. 

 

 

Survey investigations have been 
undertaken and the area of land that was 
subject to mineral extraction and 
subsequently used for used for landfill will 
not be developed for housing, but will be 
used as a substantial area of 
parkland. Consultation has taken place 
with the Council’s Public Health and 
Protection Service, and the Environment 
Agency. They are content with the 
principle of development taking place. In 
progressing through the planning process, 
further work will be undertaken to ensure 
that development does not result in harm 
to public health and that contamination is 
not spread into watercourses or the 
environment more generally.  No change. 
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1205 Housing here will attract commuters working in 
London. 

Plan is not justified or effective because this is not a 
reason for providing new dwellings in Welwyn Hatfield, 
which should be solely concerned with the needs of 
local people.   

 Consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework, the Council’s Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 
identifies full housing needs which meets 
household and population projections, 
taking account of migration and 
demographic change. Welwyn Hatfield 
shares a wider housing market 
relationship with the London Boroughs of 
Barnet and Enfield with parts of Barnet 
falling within the defined housing market 
area where market relationships are 
strongest. The Council’s evidence base 
informs the Plan. 

No change. 

654 Strategy diagram should be amended 

To be effective, Figure 12 should be identical to the 
equivalent diagram in the Pre-submission version of the 
East Herts District Plan.   

Make Figure 12 
identical to the 
equivalent diagram in 
the Pre-Submission 
East Herts District Plan 

In discussion with East Herts Council, it 
has been agreed that the diagram in the 
Pre-Submission East Herts District Plan 
be amended to be the same as Figure 12 
as this best reflects what both councils 
want.  No change. 

654 Policy should not stipulate that a joint masterplan 
should be produced by the Councils to form the 
basis of a supplementary planning document. 

Plan is not effective and not consistent with national 
policy because the preparation of a masterplan and 
SPD would add unnecessary delay to the delivery of 
the development and add unnecessarily to the financial 
burdens of development.  Concept and framework 
plans should be used instead. 

There is no need for a Delivery Strategy as adequate 
information on infrastructure has already been 

Delete the last 
sentence of paragraph 
14.36.  

Delete paragraph 
14.40. 

Delete third paragraph 
of Policy SP19. 

Part of SP19 should be 
revised as follows: 

This is a complex site which comprises 
land in more than one ownership, a 
number of listed buildings, allocated waste 
sites and straddles local authority 
boundaries. It is important that the 
proposed development is masterplanned 
comprehensively irrespectively of any 
changes of ownership of parcels of land 
on the site to ensure that it functions as a 
sustainable new neighbourhood for 
Welwyn Garden City.  No change. 
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submitted to the councils and would be included in the 
Concept Statement.  Infrastructure is also adequately 
considered in the draft Welwyn Hatfield Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. 

 

“A Concept Statement 
has been prepared to 
guide the development 
of Birchall Garden 
Suburb which 
supplements Policy 
SP19.  The statement 
takes account of the 
Garden City Principles 
for masterplanning 
strategic developments 
and borough-wide 
objectives and forms an 
appendix to the Plan.” 

654 Supports the approach of Policy SP19 to mineral 
extraction. 

None Welcome support. 

993, 1093, 
1200 

Green Corridor is insufficient.  

Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because proposed 
Green Corridor does not compensate for the loss of 
Green belt land or justify building on Green Belt sites.  It 
is blocked by proposed development in the East Herts 
part of Birchall Garden Suburb and is not wide enough 
to achieve its objectives. 

None The Council took the advice of Herts 
Ecology in defining the width of the Green 
Corridor.  The depiction of the Green 
Corridor in Figure 12 is indicative and not 
to scale.  No change. 

993, 995, 
1038, 1042, 
1051, 1079, 
1091, 1158, 
1166, 1200, 
1205 

The proposed Gypsy and Traveller site is not 
supported 

Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because: 

 

 Concentration of Gypsy and Traveller provision 
in the A414 corridor is excessive – impact on 

Allocate land for Gypsy 
and Traveller provision 
at Broadwater Road, or 
sites to the north and 
west of Welwyn Garden 
City or in sites in the 
north and south of the 
borough instead, 

In accordance with national policy, the 
Council must plan to deliver a mix of 
housing types and tenures to address the 
needs of the wider community. 
This includes addressing the 
accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers. The Council has assessed 
accommodation needs and has carried out 
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schools and services.  May cause discord 
between individual sites.  

 Impact of the location of the new pitches 
(straddling East Herts / Welwyn Hatfield 
boundary) on existing residents (Holwell Court) 

 The Gypsy and Traveller community has not 
been adequately consulted.  There is no 
evidence that Gypsies and Travellers would 
want to live close to housing. 

 No evidence the proposed Gypsy and Traveller 
site has the support of local residents. 

 Lack of consultation on this issue. 

 Proposals are not in accordance with Planning 
Policy for Traveller Sites. 

 Gypsy and Traveller sites are inappropriate 
development in the Green Belt. 

 Land proposed for open space is currently used 
for grazing by horses.  There will be pressure for 
fly grazing. 

 East Herts’s only proposed new Gypsy and 
Traveller site is at Birchall Garden Suburb. 

 

including Brookmans 
Park, Woolmer Green, 
Cuffley and Newgate 
Street. 

a Call for Sites. Early consultation was 
carried out in plan 
preparation.  (Reference: The Core 
Strategy Issues and Options 2009 
Consultation Statement) 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.as
hx?id=7693&p=0  
The local Gypsy and Traveller community 
considered that sites should be capable of 
co-existing with the local community and 
that being close to schools, health facilities 
and public transport was important. 
Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller 
community, the wider community and 
bodies such as the Police and HCC Gypsy 
and Traveller Unit also highlighted the 
need for smaller sites (generally not 
exceeding 15 pitches). The Issues and 
Options Consultation Statement set out 
the Council’s intention to allocate sites and 
require provision at broad locations 
for growth.  
 
A number of promoted sites are proposed 
for allocation in the Plan. The Strategic 
Development Sites are of a significant 
scale and should deliver a mix of housing 
types and tenures. Gypsy and Traveller 
pitch provision in association with the 
Strategic Development Sites (either on site 
or, on a suitable alternative and available 
site) is proportionate to the overall size of 
development at these strategic sites.  
 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0


DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

This is not the only Gypsy and Traveller 
provision proposed by East Herts. 

No change. 

825, 879, 
1042, 1051, 
1079, 1091, 
1120, 1158, 
1167, 1200, 
1205, 1623, 
1690, 1778, 
1961, 2058, 
2188 

Development in the Green Belt is not justified 
 

The plan is not justified or consistent with national 
policy because it would result in the loss of Green Belt 
land.  Questions the existence of exceptional 
circumstances.  Development will be a step towards 
coalescence between Welwyn Garden City, Hertford 
and Essendon. Percentage loss of Green Belt in 
Welwyn Hatfield is significantly greater than the national 
average loss of Green Belt. 

 

 

Use brownfield land 
instead.  Removal of 
Policy SP19 and 
supporting text. 

 

Noted.  The distribution of housing growth 
set out in Table 2 of the Plan seeks to 
maximise the amount of brownfield 
housing development.  Not all of the 
housing target can be provided on 
brownfield sites. The Council’s evidence 
indicates that the social, environmental 
and economic consequences of not 
releasing land from the Green Belt to meet 
housing needs constitute exceptional 
circumstances.  Development will not lead 
to coalescence. No change. 

1878 Lack of clarity regarding the approach to the 
extraction of minerals  
 
The plan is not effective or consistent with national 
policy because the policy does not provide a clear 
indication of how to assess a development proposal 
with regard to use or extraction of minerals on the site. 
There is no evidence confirming that the presence of 
minerals has been considered in the feasibility of 
delivering homes within plan period and conflict with the 
sterilisation of mineral deposits as a result of the 
development of this land. There are no practical or 
environmental constraints identified that would restrict 
the extraction of any mineral deposits.  
 

Plan should be 
informed by further 
evidence. 

The wording of the policy was agreed, in 
advance of the proposed submission 
consultation, with Hertfordshire County 
Council as Minerals Planning Authority, 
and included an amendment to the 
originally-proposed wording to the effect 
that the developer must demonstrate the 
extent of the mineral present.  

The interpretation of the NPPF in the 
representation is not accepted by the 
Council. Paragraph 143 of the NPPF 
indicates that, in preparing Local Plans, 
local planning authorities should “.set out 
policies to encourage the prior extraction 
of minerals, where practicable and 
environmentally feasible, if it is necessary 
for non-mineral development to take 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

The emphasis of the policy on not prejudicing the 
delivery of housing is contrary to the NPPF which seeks 
to encourage mineral extraction prior to development. 

place.” This policy must be seen in the 
context of other policies seeking to provide 
for much-needed housing development 
(e.g. paragraph 47 of the NPPF). 

 

No change. 

2014 General comments 

There is known mineral bearing material in the East 
Herts part of Birchall Garden Suburb. 

 

Delete the words “that 
may be” from the fourth 
paragraph of Policy 
SP19. 

Minor modification to Policy SP19 to 
reflect presence of mineral bearing 
material 

 

1878 Impact of transport and highways infrastructure 
provision on viability has not been set out. 

Plan is not justified, because there is no evidence of 
the impact on viability or on the A414 corridor. 

 This has been effectively dealt with in the 
draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  No 
change. 

184, 879, 
993, 1042, 
1158, 1200, 
1205, 1361 

Infrastructure to serve Birchall Garden Suburb is 
inadequate 
 
Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because increases in 
traffic on the A414 will add to congestion towards 
Hertford and the A10 and Hatfield and the A1(M).  
Congestion on the A1(M) makes it difficult to access the 
Lister Hospital.  GP surgeries will not be adequate cope 
with additional demand, lack of sewerage capacity at 
Rye Meads Wastewater Treatment Works. 
Development will exacerbate existing water supply 
problems. 
 
 

Reduce the number of 
houses proposed in 
order to manage 
development within the 
scope of current 
infrastructure. 

The Council’s evidence indicates that 
impacts on the road network can be 
mitigated to an acceptable level.  It is 
acknowledged that the connection to Rye 
Meads Wastewater Treatment Works will 
need to be improved.  The new 
development will be expected to contribute 
to provision for GP surgeries. The local 
water company predicts no major 
constraints to supplying Welwyn Hatfield 
with drinking water with the amount of 
growth envisaged provided that further 
sustainability reductions are not imposed.  
No change. 

 



 

 Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because developer proposes that 
medical, retail, leisure and education facilities will only 
be provided in the final phase of development after 
mineral extraction.  In the meantime, adjoining services 
will be overloaded. 
 
 
 

None The masterplanning process will address 
phasing issues.  No change. 

 Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because there is a lack of evidence 
that the proposed development can support the level of 
facilities proposed. 
 
 

None Relevant infrastructure providers have 
been involved in framing Policy SP19, 
which is also informed by the Council’s 
evidence and the draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. No change. 

Sustainable transport measures should be defined in 
the Plan or else they will not materialise. 

None The detail of sustainable travel provision 
will be firmed up in the masterplan.  
Development will also have to conform to 
Policy SADM3 – Sustainable Travel for All.  
No change. 

879 Insufficient mention is made in the policy of 
renewable energy sources being included onsite  
Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy – a study should be 
made of renewable energy sources to be included 
onsite. 

 Sustainable design principles set out 
Policy SP10 require the use of renewable 
and low carbon energy infrastructure 
where it is appropriate and consistent with 
other policies. No change. 

1200, 1205, 
1878 

Extent of co-ordination between Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council and East Herts Council is unclear 
/ inadequate. 

It is not clear as to the extent of support and whether 
the spatial distribution in Figure 12 is supported. 

 

 The Councils have worked very closely in 
producing a strategy for Birchall Garden 
Suburb (BGS) in their respective emerging 
plans.  Policy SP19 and its equivalent in 
the East Herts Pre-submission District 
Plan are identical and it is intended that 



the strategy diagrams for BGS will be 
identical in each plan.  Furthermore, it has 
been agreed that the Councils will produce 
a joint supplementary planning document 
to guide the development of BGS.  No 
change. 

 Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because, this is an 
allegedly joint project with East Herts Council, who have 
not yet produced their consultation document.  This is 
unacceptable as there is no information on what is 
being proposed on the other part of the development.   

 The East Herts Proposed Submission 
District Plan went out to public 
consultation less than two weeks after 
consultation on the Welwyn Hatfield Local 
Plan concluded.  Policy SP19 and its 
equivalent in the East Herts Pre-
submission District Plan are identical and 
it is intended that the strategy diagrams for 
BGS will be identical in each plan.  No 
change. 

184, 1051, 
1158, 1200, 
1205, 1878, 
2188 

Concerns about the relationship of the proposed 
development to Welwyn Garden City and the 
relationship between the Welwyn Hatfield and East 
Herts parts of the development 

Poor spatial relationship between existing and 
proposed housing and between sites EWEL 1 and 
SDS2 -the proposed distribution of housing does not 
relate well to surrounding residential areas or the 
housing proposed in East Herts. In effect these could 
become two separate settlements. 

 

 The masterplanning of the site will ensure 
that it works as cohesively as possible.  
No change. 



 Birchall Garden Suburb is a sprawling extension to 
Welwyn Garden City - Plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because, unlike 
Welwyn Garden City, Birchall Garden Suburb would not 
be a standalone development. 

Residents’ desire for lower housing numbers (the 
outcome of the “How Many Homes” consultation) is not 
reflected in the proposal for Birchall Garden Suburb. 

By sprawling into East Herts, the development will 
cause coalescence between Welwyn Garden City and 
Hertford. 

 

 

Do not use Green Belt 
land for building - use 
brownfield sites 
instead. 

Birchall Garden Suburb is not intended to 
be a standalone development.  It will be a 
sustainable new neighbourhood forming 
part of Welwyn Garden City, but not 
spreading as far as Hertford. 

The distribution of housing growth set out 
in Table 2 of the Plan seeks to maximise 
the amount of brownfield housing 
development.  Not all of the housing target 
can be provided on brownfield sites. No 
change. 

 Because of its shape, it is difficult to see how Birchall 
Garden Suburb will function as part of Welwyn Garden 
City. 

Plan is not positively prepared or justified because 
the proposed development will be out on a limb with 
better connections to Hertford and Hatfield than 
Welwyn Garden City town centre. 

None The masterplan for the site will ensure that 
the proposed development will link 
effectively into Welwyn Garden City.  No 
change. 

993 Proposed boundary changes mean that 
development should be postponed. 

Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because the whole of 
Birchall Garden Suburb (plus site SDS1) could fall 
within Welwyn Hatfield, offering new options to widen 
the spread of new homes across a bigger area. 

 No local authority boundary changes are 
proposed.  No change. 



825, 879, 
936, 1042, 
1166, 1200, 
1358, 1359, 
2058, 2085 

Proposed development will have adverse social and 
environmental impacts. 

Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy because it fails to 
protect and enhance the existing natural environment, 
the development will have adverse impacts on air 
quality, travel time by passenger transport, flood risk in 
downstream localities, biodiversity (contrary to Garden 
City Principle 6), the adjoining Commons Local Nature 
Reserve and an important east-west green corridor. 

 

An independent ecological assessment of the existing 
green corridor from Stanborough to Hertford should be 
carried out to understand cumulative effects. 

 

 

Removal of Policy 
SP19. 

 

The Council’s evidence is that 
environmental impacts can be mitigated 
including through the provision of strategic 
green infrastructure in the form of a 
masterplanned Green Corridor through 
Birchall Garden Suburb, linking to 
Heartwood Forest in the west and 
Panshanger Park in the east.   

 

Major new developments will be expected, 
wherever feasible, to improve upon peak 
greenfield runoff rates. 

 

The masterplan, to be adopted as a 
Supplementary Planning Document, will 
require the development of the site to 
incorporate sustainable design.  

 

Green Corridor proposals have been 
informed by ecological mapping supplied 
by the Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust 
and data from Hertfordshire Environmental 
Records Centre. A Phase 1 Extended 
Ecology Study (which will include 
protected species and breeding birds as 
necessary) will need to be supplied as part 
of any planning application for developing 
the site.  No change. 

 Commons Local Nature Reserve will be cut off from 
wider landscape by development at Birchall Garden 
Suburb preventing the movement of wildlife.  New 
development will cause disturbance in the LNR 
jeopardising the last twenty years of gains in 

 The Council’s evidence is that 
environmental impacts can be mitigated 
including through the provision of strategic 
green infrastructure in the form of a 
masterplanned Green Corridor through 



biodiversity because of more human activity, dog 
walking and predation by cats. New development will 
threaten the very rare wetland feature Black Fan Fen.  
Approach runs counter to the Council’s previous efforts 
in working in partnership to co-fund the acquisition of 
the site so that it could be managed to improve 
biodiversity.  Concerns that the developer’s evidence 
understates the importance of this area for rare species 
and habitats. 

Birchall Garden Suburb, linking to 
Heartwood Forest in the west and 
Panshanger Park in the east.   

A Phase 1 Extended Ecology Study (which 
will include protected species and 
breeding birds as necessary) will need to 
be supplied as part of any planning 
application for developing the site.  No 
change. 

1930 The northern boundary of Essendon parish should 
be moved southwards to the A414.  

Plan is not justified or consistent with national 
policy because development in the part of Birchall 
Garden Suburb within Essendon Parish will increase 
the number of electors in the parish disproportionately 

Move the boundary of 
Essendon parish. 

This is not a planning matter.  No change. 

1012, 2033 General comments 

 

Plan is sound.  Support for allocation of employment 
area EA11 

None Welcome support 

1240 Support the proposed development and the preparation 
of a joint masterplan 

Plan is sound. Development proposals should be 
linked to strategic review and potential improvements to 
the A414 corridor. 

None 

  

Noted 

 

 

2154 Support the requirement for a two form entry primary 
school in the Welwyn Hatfield part of Birchall Garden 
Suburb. 

None Welcome support 

2014 County council is reasonably confident that transport, 
highway and access issues can be fully addressed 
when the proposal is considered in more detail. 

None Welcome support 



322 Needs of non-motorised users in particular sustainable 
transport links must be addressed to the east beyond 
the A414 and to the south west from the development 
to Hatfield.   

  

Sustainable transport 
measures including the 
improvement of 
pedestrian links, cycle 
paths, passenger 
transport and 
community transport 
initiatives 
•a safe route to the east 
linking the new 
secondary school to 
Cole Green and Letty 
Green via a bridge over 
the A414 and thence 
via the Old Coach 
Road to Hertford. 
•a safe route to the 
south west linking the 
development to Mill 
Green and Hatfield, to 
enable commuters to 
reach Hatfield station 
by bicycle. 

•safe crossing points on 
the B195 to ensure 
both parts of the 
development are linked 
to the above and to the 
cycle route along Black 
Fan Road. 

Comment noted. Sustainable transport 
measures will be established as part of the 
masterplanning works through the 
planning application process  

 

No change 

 

620 Plan is sound.  Proposals for making provision for 
leisure facilities and open spaces for leisure and 
recreation are welcomed in principle. 

None Welcome support 

653 Plan is sound.  Supports allocation of site. None Welcome support 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield 
Vision and Objectives and paragraphs 15.1 to 15.7 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

95 The plan should use brownfield sites rather 
than Green Belt land. 

 

The plan is not consistent with national policy 
because it includes proposals for development on 
Green Belt land.  

 

 

 

 

Do not use greenfield sites 
for housing development  

 

 

 

The plan is consistent with national policy 
which allows for Green Belt boundaries to 
be amended in the plan-making process 
where exceptional circumstances can be 
demonstrated. The Council’s justification is 
set out in paras 5.6 to 5.12 of the plan. No 
change.   

1732 The site at North West Hatfield should not be 
allocated for development of a new 
neighbourhood.  

 

The plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy because of the allocation of the 
North West Hatfield (Hat1) site. 

 

 

Remove allocation from 
plan. 

 

 

 

The plan is consistent with national policy 
which allows for Green Belt boundaries to 
be amended in the plan-making process 
where exceptional circumstances can be 
demonstrated. The Council’s justification is 
set out in paras 5.6 to 5.12 of the plan. 
North West Hatfield (Hat 1) has been 
assessed in the Council’s Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment as 
being available and suitable for 
development, and achievable.  

No change.   

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

625 The plan does not provide an appropriate 
framework for the planning and delivery of 
community sports facilities in Hatfield.  

 

The plan is not effective because it does not 
contain a detailed policy to guide the planning and 
delivery of community sports facilities in Hatfield.  

 

 

 

An additional policy should 
be added to the plan to 
provide a framework for 
the planning and delivery 
of future community sports 
facilities in Hatfield. 

 

 

 

The Council does not consider that an 
additional policy is required to guide the 
planning and delivery of community sports 
facilities in Hatfield. Policy SP6 sets out a 
range of ways in which the Council will 
make sure that communities can easily 
access a range of community services and 
facilities. Table 3 specifically identifies 
sports and recreational facilities as falling 
within this category. Policy SADM7 provides 
explicit support for the provision of new 
community services and facilities in 
accordance with appropriate standards and 
in appropriate locations which are 
convenient to the communities they serve 
and accessible by a range of sustainable 
transport modes It also requires that 
buildings are inclusive, accessible, flexible 
and sited to maximise shared use of the 
facility. No change.  

 

878 The plan should include specific proposals for 
improving the local environment in Hatfield 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it 
does not contain sufficient proposals for improving 
the streetscene.   

 

 

 

 

The plan should make 
provision for more trees in 
Hatfield to improve the 
local environment. 

 

 

 

The plan contains a range of policies to 
ensure that new development contributes to 
placemaking and is of high quality design 
(e.g. Policy SP9). Policy SP10 sets out the 
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strategic approach to promoting more 
environmentally sustainable development 
within the Borough. This sets out an 
expectation that new and existing habitat 
and landscaping are incorporated into 
proposals and that site and building-level 
landscaping and features promote 
biodiversity and help achieve other aims, 
such as amenity, climate change adaptation 
and alleviation of flood risk. Policy SP 20 
sets out the strategy for Hatfield Town 
Centre which specifically includes 
enhancing the quality of the environment 
and the public realm. Detailed proposals for 
Hatfield are set out in the Hatfield Renewal 
Framework which has been published as 
part of the Hatfield 2030+ project to guide 
the future regeneration of the town. Para 
27.25 of the plan provides a brief 
background to this project and its role in 
helping secure implementation of the 
Council’s vision for Hatfield. 

No change. 

951 It is not clear how the vision for Hatfield will be 
delivered. 

 

The plan is not effective because it does not 
provide certainty as to the delivery of the vision for 
Hatfield 

The Local Plan should 
include a schedule of work 
and projects required to 
achieve the Vision for 
Hatfield and set out 
budgets for their delivery. 

 

Detailed proposals for Hatfield are set out in 
the Hatfield Renewal Framework which has 
been published as part of the Hatfield 
2030+ project to guide the future 
regeneration of the town. Para 27.25 of the 
plan provides a brief background to this 
project and its role in helping secure 
implementation of the Council’s vision for 
Hatfield. The Council’s Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan also sets out details of key 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

infrastructure projects for Hatfield and 
where appropriate gives estimated costs. 
No change. 

952 The plan should provide greater protection to 
Ellenbrook Fields Country Park  

 

The plan is not effective. Whilst the exclusion of 
Ellenbrook Fields development proposal (Hat2) is 
supported, it is considered that it should not remain 
a “reasonable alternative” and that Objective 5 
should be more robust in protecting Ellenbrook 
Fields Country Park from potential development. 

 

 

 

Objective 5 should be 
amended to require that 
the Country Park be 
delivered to its full extent 
and protected from any 
future development. 

 

 

 

Ellenbrook Fields Country Park is proposed 
to remain in the Green Belt. As such it will 
have strong protection from development in 
line with national Green Belt policy. 
Furthermore it is identified within the 
Wewlyn Hatfield Green Corridor (Figure 8)  
which in accordance with Policy SP12 will 
be protected from development. The future 
management of the country park, both 
during and after mineral extraction, will be 
secured through a Section 106 planning 
agreement involving the landowner, WHBC, 
HCC and St Albans DC.  

No change.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield 
Policy SP20 Hatfield Town Centre Strategy and paragraphs 15.12 to 15.18 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

349 / 350 Give greater access and priority for pedestrians and 
cyclists. 

 

Plan is not sound because it is not effective.  

Off road cycling link 
should link the station, 
town centre and 
business park. 

Hatfield 2030+ programme includes an 
objective to improve pedestrian and cycle 
links between the key areas in Hatfield. No 
change. 

2017 Broadly supportive of the approach  Noted 

1706 Community facilities from two town centre sites not 
proposed to be replaced. 

 

Plan is not justified nor effective  

Provision of a 
Community Centre and 
Post Office in the town 
centre and 
improvements to the 
Market Place. 

Regeneration of Hatfield Town Centre is a 
major aspiration and objective for the 
Council, and forms the basis of the 
Hatfield 2030+ work which is already 
underway and will work alongside delivery 
of the Local Plan.  

No change. 

1076 Plan is not justified 

 

Agrees with improving public transportation and other 
links between the Galleria and Hatfield town centre and 
the railway station. 

Agrees with improving 
public transportation 
and other links between 
the Galleria and 
Hatfield town centre 
and the railway station. 

No reasons for the Plan not being justified 
are set out under this representation, 
which is generally supportive about 
improving transport links. . 

No change. 

2220 Fully supportive of the regeneration of Hatfield Town 
Centre and is in favour of Policy SP20. 

n/a Noted 

1241 Considers plan is sound. 

 

n/a Noted  

 

 
 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield  
Policy SADM22 Development within the Core Retail Zone and paragraphs 15.19 to 15.22 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

352 There is insufficient pedestrian and cycle 
connectivity to the wider network.  

 

Plan is not sound because it is not effective, as part of 
the policy needs to be amended to provide more 
specific detail about the opportunities to improve 
pedestrian and cycle connectivity. 

 

 

Bullet point (vi) of the 
policy should be 
amended to: 
Opportunities should be 
taken to improve 
pedestrian and cycle 
connectivity to the 
wider network and to 
respond to natural 
connections and desire 
lines. There should be 
a safe crossing of 
Queensway and a 
cycle route from French 
Horn Lane to Wellfield 
Road. 

Improved connectivity, wayfinding and 
routes for pedestrians and cyclists around 
Hatfield, including fixing gaps in existing 
cycle networks, are key elements of the 
Hatfield 2030+ framework which the 
Council is working to deliver alongside the 
Local Plan.  

No change. 

1709 There is a need for replacement community 
facilities. 

 

Plan is not justified or effective as there is a need for 
a replacement to be found for community facilities – the 
Post Office and those formerly within a Community 
Centre. 

Provision of a 
Community Centre and 
Post Office in the town 
centre and 
improvements to the 
Market Place. 

Regeneration of Hatfield Town Centre is a 
major aspiration and objective for the 
Council, and forms the basis of the 
Hatfield 2030+ work which is already 
underway and which will work alongside 
delivery of the Local Plan.  

No change. 

 

 
 

 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield  
Policy SADM23 and SADM24 Acceptable Uses Outside the Core Retail Zone (The Common/Queensway and Lemsford Road 

Opportunity Areas) and paragraphs 15.23 to 15.25 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

933, 1704, 
2210 

Hatfield Swimming Pool / Swim Centre is a valued 
facility and an iconic building which must be 
preserved. 

The policy should say 
that the iconic Hatfield 
Swimming Pool will be 
retained. 

The Policy states that “proposals which 
result in the loss of the Swim Centre will 
only be permitted if up to date evidence 
shows that there is no longer a need for 
the facility or the existing facility can be 
satisfactorily relocated…or replaced”. 

Whilst the building is seen as an important 
local building and landmark, it is not listed. 
Any discussions about future leisure 
provision will include the architectural 
value of the building as one of a number of 
important considerations.  

No change. 

Plan is not Justified nor Effective. The building is an 
iconic example of 1960’s modernist architecture and 
gives distinction and individuality to Hatfield. 

pspm766, 

pspm767 

The omission of specific reference to the protection 
of the historic environment and setting of Hatfield 
House and Park 

Policies SADM23 and 
SADM24 are amended 
by the inclusion of an 
additional criterion that 
requires proposals to 
have regard to the 
skyline, townscape, the 
setting of heritage 
assets and landscape. 

Proposals for development will be 
assessed against the policies of the Local 
Plan as a whole. Policy SADM15 
(Heritage) is considered sufficient to 
protect the historic environment, including 
Hatfield House and Park. The inclusion of 
specific reference to Hatfield House and 
Park would be unduly prescriptive and 
repetitive.  No change. 

Policy SADM23 and Policy SADM24 do not adequately 
consider the potentially wider impact of future proposals 
within the opportunity areas on the wider historic 
environment, with particular reference to the potential 
impact of tall buildings. 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield  
Policy SP21 University of Hertfordshire and paragraphs 15.28 to 15.33 

 

DLPPS no Main issues  Changes sought   WHBC comment  

2214 The ‘College Lane North’ site should be allocated 
for university-related development. 

 

  

Add a new Policy 
SP21a College Lane 
North: “The Council will 
support proposals for 
the development of the 
University’s campus at 
College Lane North, 
subject to: 

• Proposals being 
consistent with a 
Masterplan which is to 
be agreed by the 
Council 
• Working with the 
University and other 
key stakeholders, 
which satisfactorily 
addresses the impact 
on the surrounding 
area in terms of traffic, 
noise, pollution, 
car parking and visual 
appearance 

This site lies outside the university campus 
and has not previously been promoted 
through the Local Plan process other than 
for housing.  

 

No change  

2214 2020 Estates Vision document should be 
specifically referred to in policy SP21 in order to 
afford it proper weighting as well as to further clarify that 
the masterplan is indeed the 2020 Estates Vision. 
 

“Proposals being 
consistent with the 
2020 Estates Vision or 
other masterplan which 
has been agreed by the 
Council, working with 

The Estates Vision is referred to in the 
supporting text. There is no need to refer 
to it in the Policy.  

No change 



DLPPS no Main issues  Changes sought   WHBC comment  

the University and other 
key stakeholders, 
which satisfactorily 
addresses the impact 
on the surrounding 
area in terms of traffic, 
noise, pollution, car 
parking and visual 
appearance”. 

1242 LEP supports this policy but would suggest the 
extension of wording to policy SP21 include 
employment opportunities arising from related 
commercial activities linked to new on site development 
(such as the proposed science park). 

“Maximise and 
promote opportunities 
arising from related 
commercial activities 
linked to new on site 
development (such as 
the proposed science 
park)”. 

No change because the science park is 
not proposed on the university campus or 
in the Estate vision 2020.  

No change 

2214 The plan should play its part in fostering business-
university collaboration (both within UH campuses 
and in other areas that are suitable for such uses). In 
particular, it should make clear of its support for the 
STEM sector by providing a favourable planning policy 
environment (via policy SP21). 

“Support development 
proposals that promote 
business-university 
collaboration within the 
campus as well as 
those that improve and 
strengthen the learning, 
teaching and research 
environment, 
particularly in the fields 
of science, technology, 
engineering and 
mathematics (STEM). 

The policy already refers to maximising 
the economic development and 
community benefits associated with the 
university’s presence. 

No change 

 

 

2214 Opportunities for ancillary buildings and structures 
should be explored on the Angerland park and ride 
site - particularly if there would be positive community 

At the Angerland site, 
the erection of 
structures and buildings 

Angerland Common lies in the Green Belt 
consideration of potential new buildings 
and structure including the potential 



DLPPS no Main issues  Changes sought   WHBC comment  

benefits of the proposal that of the proposal that would 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt. 

which are ancillary to 
the use of the land may 
be acceptable. Other 
development will not be 
permitted unless very 
special circumstances 
are demonstrated in-
line with policies. 

impact of new developments within the 
Green Belt is already covered sufficiently 
in the Green Belt policy SADM34  

No change. 

2214 Policy SP 21 should recognise the need to preserve 
the site’s on-going affiliation with UH’s core 
campuses by supporting university related uses that 
could include business university collaboration related 
developments. 
 

Support for the 
redevelopment of the 
Fielder Centre site to 
university-related uses 
that could include 
development relating to 
business-university 
collaboration. 

The Fielder centre lies within a designated 
employment area and not in the university 
campus. Any proposals relating to the 
centre would therefore have to comply 
with Policy SADM10. 

No change. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield 
Policy SADM26 New Dwellings in Hatfield and paragraph 15.34  

Note that this summary covers general development issues and sites HS9-14 only. The Main Issues for Strategic Development Sites 

SDS5 and Mixed Use Sites MUS2-3 are summarised against the site specific policies for those sites. 
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621, 622, 
2140 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on site HS9 (Onslow St Audreys 
School) 

  

The Plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy, because development on the site 
will result in the loss of playing fields contrary to para 
74 of the NPPF. Evidence in the Sports Facilities 
Study also indicates a shortfall in playing field 
provision in Hatfield. 

A site specific 
consideration should be 
added requiring the re-
provision of lost pitches 
elsewhere. This has 
already been discussed 
with OSA School. 

Section 77 consent allowing the disposal of 
the playing fields has been given by the 
Department for Education. The current 
Urban Open Land designation does not 
include the area of land to be released for 
housing and remains unaltered. The school 
will have sufficient playing pitch provision. 

No change.  

Whilst the site specific considerations recognise the 
need for development to not have any detrimental 
impacts on Hatfield House and Hatfield Park, it does 
not say anything about Old Hatfield Conservation 
Area. 

This should be added to 
the site specific 
consideration. 

The site and the CA are 250m apart at their 
closest; with existing residential 
development, a 4-track main line railway, a 
car dealership, and the 1960s bypass of Old 
Hatfield falling in between. The Council do 
not consider that development could impact 
upon the setting of the CA. 

No change. 

353, 391, 
536, 798, 
861, 934, 
970, 975, 
1006, 1179, 
1209, 1339, 
1355, 1365, 

Comments on site HS11 (Land at South Way)   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because the site is located in the fragile Green Belt 
gap between Hatfield and Welham Green and could 
bring about coalescence between the two (as well as 
ultimately between the towns of Hatfield and Potters 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

When previously assessed in 2015 the site 
was significantly larger, and conclusions 
reached at that time are not comparable. 
The 2016 HELAA actually found the site 
suitable. The Housing Site Selection 
Background Paper noted that the gap 
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1398, 1441, 
1627, 1693, 
1712, 1788, 
1793, 1798, 
1803, 1809, 
1814, 1819, 
1825, 1831, 
1881, 1962, 
2047, 2080, 
2128, 2129 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bar). The site makes a significant contribution to 
Green Belt purposes and has previously been 
assessed as unsuitable, and the proposal to build an 
incinerator on adjacent land at New Barnfield was 
also dismissed for this reason. 

between Hatfield and Welham Green has 
already been partly compromised by 
Travellers Lane Industrial Estate, and 
Members considered that the site’s benefit 
in facilitating the extension of the adjacent 
cemetery was a strategic advantage that 
needed to be given weight. The impact on 
the openness of the Green Belt is to be 
mitigated with a landscape belt and the 
development will not have the same visual 
impact as the incinerator. 

No change.  

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because the A1001 South Way is a strong physical 
feature and the proposed new landscaping would be 
a weaker southern Green Belt boundary to Hatfield. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

This issue is acknowledged in the Housing 
Site Selection Background Paper, although 
it does note that the proposed landscaping 
would nevertheless be clearly defined and it 
would become a stronger physical feature 
over time.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because the site is detached from the rest of Hatfield 
(and its shops, services and community facilities) by 
the A1001 South Way, a major road. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

Whilst South Way is evidently a major road, 
it benefits from several pedestrian crossings 
and the access to the site will involve a new 
signalised crossing. The site is a 10 minute 
walk from High View Neighbourhood Centre 
via Garden Avenue, and around 12 minutes 
from De Havilland Primary School. The SA 
scores the site a minor positive effect on 
this basis.  

No change. 
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Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because the site is situated close to wildlife sites 
home to protected species, as well as ancient 
woodland. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

Herts Ecology were consulted at the time of 
preparing the HELAA, and were satisfied 
that impacts on biodiversity would be 
acceptable subject to mitigation. This has 
been included as a site specific 
consideration in Table 10. 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because it is located within Watling Chase 
Community Forest. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

This does not preclude built development, 
and the Watling Chase Community Forest 
area encompasses large areas of built 
development, e.g. the entirety of the village 
of Welham Green.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because it is adjacent to the allocated waste site at 
New Barnfield. This makes a residential use on the 
site inappropriate. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

Environmental Health were consulted at the 
time of preparing the HELAA, and were 
satisfied that any noise issue that may arise 
can be mitigated. Hertfordshire County 
Council (as the local planning authority for 
waste development) have also not made 
any representations on the site.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because the site is located within ground water 
Source Protection Zone 3. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

The location of a site in Zone 3 does not 
preclude development, indeed the vast 
majority of the borough is within Zone 3.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because local schools cannot accommodate more 
pupils. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

See response under ‘The plan does not 
meet the identified requirement for 
additional primary education capacity’ in 
Key Issues summary for Policy SP14. 
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Continued 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because creating a means of access to the site will 
necessitate cutting through the embankment on the 
south side of South Way. The embankment was 
required when the road was built in order to mitigate 
the road’s impact on surrounding land uses, and has 
become a wildlife habitat in its own right. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

The site will be accessed via the existing 
access to the adjacent cemetery. Whilst this 
will require upgrading and some 
engineering work to the embankment, it is 
not envisaged that its appearance or 
function as a habitat will be significantly 
compromised. 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because it will be heavily car reliant and bus services 
from the closest bus stops are infrequent. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

This is true of the very closest bus stops on 
South Way, but bus services on Bishops 
Rise (within 5 minutes’ walk) run every 20 
minutes during the day with the first bus 
running before 06:00 and the last bus 
running after midnight.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because noise and air quality from surrounding 
transport and commercial uses will impact future 
residents’ quality of life. The landowner’s desire to 
only build below the ridge line may also mean that 
dwellings have a poor outlook and restrict future 
residents’ ability to make maximum use of natural 
heat and light. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

Environmental Health were consulted at the 
time of preparing the HELAA, and were 
satisfied that any noise issue that may arise 
can be mitigated. Air quality was not 
identified as an issue. The layout of the site 
will be required through Policy SADM11 to 
comply with standards on issues such as 
outlook and day light in the Supplementary 
Design Guidance. 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy, 
because developing homes on the site will spoil the 
adjacent cemetery and future crematorium, and is 
inappropriate. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

It is not accepted that this is an issue – 
cemeteries and crematoria are commonly 
located in urban settings.  

No change. 
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Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

The Plan is not effective, because the site specific 
considerations for the site do not refer to cycling and 
walking. South Way is also not lit at night. 

The developer should 
fund upgraded 
pavements and cycling 
infrastructure along 
South Way, and from 
Roehyde Lane (in 
Welham Green) to 
Roehyde Way. 

The first site specific consideration does 
envisage improvements for pedestrians and 
cyclists at the access to the site based on 
comments made on the HELAA by the 
Local Highway Authority. The site specific 
considerations are not necessarily 
exhaustive – planning applications will be 
determined in accordance with Policies 
SADM2 and SADM3. No change. 

Development would result in the loss of countryside 
highly valued for recreation by local people, and also 
impact on public footpath North Mymms 023. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

The site specific considerations require the 
rights of way within the site to be 
maintained, and that is intended within the 
site promoter’s submissions.  

No change. 

The decision to select the site for allocation is 
supported, and the 120 dwellings are considered to 
be deliverable within the plan period. However, the 
Plan is not justified because submitted evidence 
already demonstrates that the site specific 
considerations can be met and including them in the 
Plan is unnecessary. 

The site specific 
considerations for the 
site should be 
substantively deleted. 

The site specific considerations will assist in 
determining planning applications on 
allocated sites, and do not imply that there 
are obstacles to development. The 
submitted evidence is extremely detailed, 
and the planning application stage is the 
appropriate point at which to determine 
whether the evidence meets the site specific 
considerations.  

No change. 

Updated site scoping work has identified means to 
further reduce landscape impact. 

A minor amendment 
should be made to the 
site boundary, and a new 
site specific 
consideration should be 
added making provision 

The ‘ridgeway’ is some way beyond the 
allocation boundary and is not considered 
appropriate to include in the site specific 
considerations. The alternative boundary 
suggested is not considered sufficiently 
different to warrant making a main 
modification to the Plan. However, a minor 
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for a ‘ridgeway 
landscape concept’. 

modification will be made to clarify the 
need to mitigate any landscape impacts 
along the southern boundary, consistent 
with what the site promoter evidently 
already intends. 

1839 

 

 

Comments on site HS13 (Land at Filbert Close)   

The Plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy, because the site is too near to the 
A1(M) and A1001 and will residents will suffer from 
air pollution. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

The site is around 150m away from these 
roads. Environmental Health were consulted 
at the time of preparing the HELAA, and did 
not identify air pollution as an issue for this 
site. No change. 

The Plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy, because development will result in 
the loss of land used for leisure purposes. 

Remove the site from the 
Plan. 

Whilst the site is currently designated Urban 
Open Land, it has not been publically 
accessible for around 10 years and does 
not perform any leisure role. The adjacent 
Redhall Lane Park will be unaffected by 
development. No change. 

1403, 1438, 
1755, 1757, 
2197, 2198 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on other sites   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because it does not 
allocate land west of Hatfield Business Park (HELAA 
site Hat2) for development. The HELAA incorrectly 
concluded that the site has deliverability issues, and 
that its development would preclude the delivery of a 
country park on the site as required by the S106 
agreement on the 2000 planning permission for the 
redevelopment of the former Hatfield Aerodrome. 
The Council has also failed in its duty to cooperate 
with St Albans by not resolving these issues. 

Allocate the site for 
1,100 homes, plus 
related facilities and 
infrastructure. 

For the reasons set out in the Housing Site 
Selection Background paper the Council 
consider that the site has deliverability 
issues and that a meaningful country park 
could not be delivered  within the Plan 
period. Both Welwyn Hatfield and St Albans 
agree that the site should not come forward, 
and there is no duty to cooperate 
implication. No change. 
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Continued 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because it does not 
allocate land south of St Albans Road West (HELAA 
sites Hat3 and Hat19) for development. The sites are 
well-screened and would have little visual impact on 
the green belt gap between Hatfield and Smallford, 
would have strong and defensible new green belt 
boundaries, and score favourably in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. The setting of Great Nast 
Hyde House (Grade II listed) will be preserved, and 
development would be accessed via a new link road 
rather than Wilkins Green Lane. 

Allocate both Hat3 and 
Hat13 for housing. 

Hat3 was found unsuitable in the HELAA 
because of the scale of harm that 
development would have on surrounding 
heritage assets, which Historic England 
does not consider to capable of mitigation. 
For Hat19, the Housing Site Selection 
Background Paper undertakes a qualitative 
assessment on the relative merits of sites, 
and it is not necessarily the case that a 
greater number of ‘moderate weights in 
favour’ than ‘moderate weights against’ 
point to a site needing to be selected. In this 
case the site’s benefits were not considered 
to outweigh the harm to the green belt that 
would result. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, effective or 
consistent with national policy because it does not 
allocate land south of Wilkins Green Lane and west 
of Ellenbrook Lane (HELAA site Hat4) for 
development. With a revised site boundary and the 
inclusion of a landscape buffer, the concerns of 
Historic England could be satisfied. The site is close 
to facilities, and would ‘round off’ existing 
development and therefore have a limited impact on 
green belt purposes. 

Allocate the site (with a 
revised boundary) for 40 
homes, plus an extended 
recreation ground. 

The site promoter’s suggestion to limit 
development to a smaller area similar to 
that now proposed was considered at the 
time the HELAA was being prepared, and 
did not alter Historic England’s view that the 
harm to surrounding heritage assets could 
not be mitigated. This rendered the site 
unsuitable and meant that green belt issues 
were not considered in the Housing Site 
Selection Background Paper. Nevertheless, 
it is not considered that the site would 
round-off the existing urban area – rather it 
would form a relatively detached 
development beyond the strong existing 
green belt boundaries of Hatfield on 
Ellenbrook Lane and Wilkins Green Lane. 
No change. 
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Continued 

 
The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy 
because objectively assessed housing needs are not 
being met, yet land is available for housing 
development at Birchwood Playing Fields north of 
Longmead and south of Oldings Corner Retail Park. 
This site is in a sustainable location, and is not in the 
Green Belt. 

Allocate Birchwood 
Playing Fields for 
development, with 
compensatory pitch 
provision on land 
between Stanborough 
Lakes and Oldings 
Corner. 

This forms a relatively radical proposal, 
which has not previously been promoted. It 
would result in the loss of Urban Open Land 
within the urban area in close proximity to 
residents, to be replaced by pitches located 
beyond the major Oldings Corner 
roundabout in a relatively isolated location. 
It is also unclear what the implications for 
Birchwood Leisure Centre would be. No 
change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective, because plans 
to build on Hatfield Leisure Centre in Birchwood and 
the surrounding Urban Open Land will result in the 
loss of playing fields and amenity land. 

None stated. See above. This site is not included in the 
Plan. No Change 

 

The Plan is not consistent with national policy 
because it does not allocate the Citroen Garage on 
Great North Road (HELAA site HE98) for 
development. The site currently presents a poor 
gateway to Old Hatfield, and the issues identified in 
the HELAA with noise from adjacent uses and the 
need for highway realignment are not considered to 
be insurmountable. 

Allocate the site for 95 
homes, plus around 
2,000m2 of employment 
floorspace. 

This site is the only one in the HELAA 
where Environmental Health considered 
noise pollution to be so severe as to make 
the site unsuitable, although it is accepted 
that the realignment of the A1000 to the 
west – effectively shifting the development 
site to the east – may provide scope for 
mitigation. However, the Highways Authority 
considers that modelling of the highway 
impacts of this would be required before it 
could be concluded to be acceptable, and to 
date the landowner has not agreed to this. 
This makes it impossible to find the site 
suitable, and given that the existing lease 
on the site does not expire until 2028 it in 
any case raises significant concerns as to 
whether the site is actually deliverable 
within the plan period. No change. 



Chapter 15 – Hatfield 
Policy SP22 North West Hatfield/Site SDS5, Figure 14 (Strategy diagram) and paragraphs 15.35 to 15.38 
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2139, 1686 Policy needs to be more specific with regards to 
protection of heritage assets 

Welcomes bullet point 10 relating to the protection 
and enhancement of heritage assets but it should be 
more specific about the protection of the setting of 
the listed building. 

Policy should make 
reference to the two 
areas of archaeological 
interest and an 
archaeological 
assessment undertaken.  

Consideration given to 
the impact of increased 
traffic movements on 
heritage assets. 

 

 

WHBC have requested that a heritage 
assessment and an archaeological 
assessment be undertaken by the 
landowner, which will be used to inform the 
masterplanning of the site.  

Transport modelling has been undertaken 
by both the Council and the land owner, 
information from this exercise will be used 
to assess likely impact upon heritage 
assets. Should further work be deemed 
necessary, this will be undertaken at the 
planning application stage. The policy 
already seeks the protection of heritage 
assets however a reference to the heritage 
impact assessment and the presence of the 
areas of archaeological significance will be 
added to the supporting text. 

Minor Modification to paragraph 15.39 of 
the supporting text referring to the heritage 
impact assessment and the area of 
archaeological significance.  

 

Old Cottage is the only listed building in the 
immediate vicinity of the site. Proposals would 
effectively link SDS5 with existing development at 
Stanborough, and there is no clarity on how Old 
Cottage would be treated, particularly with regards to 
this coalescence. The Green Belt boundary needs to 
be moved further south. Consideration needs to be 

Move the Green Belt 
Boundary further South. 

As part of the site allocation process WHBC 
have required the landowner to undertake 
an independent heritage impact 
assessment. Findings and 
recommendations of this assessment will be 
used to inform the masterplanning of the 
site. Historic England have not requested a 
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given to the impact of additional traffic upon the 
setting of Old Cottage.  

change to the proposed Green Belt 
boundary for the purposes of protecting 
heritage assets.   
No change  
 

 

2018, 354, 
355, 436, 
437, 822, 
2094, 886, 
948, 958, 
1684, 1540, 
1573, 1543, 
1580, 1597, 
1594, 

1879 

Accessibility, traffic congestion and  transport 
mitigation measures  

HCC is reasonably assured improvements to the 
local highway network can provide additional 
capacity. However, capacity improvements at local 
junctions will need to be developed alongside 
significant sustainable transport linkages to ensure 
the site is well connected for all 
modes.  Masterplanning will be critical. 

 

 

None 

 

 
 

Noted 

 

The Local plan is not effective or justified as the 
proposed development SDS5 channels traffic onto 
already congested roads parallel with the A1(M). 
Proposed mitigation measures will not be adequate 
to alleviate increased congestion. Transport 
modelling used on previous development sites has 
not been effective.  Great Braitch Lane provides the 
only safe access to the open space behind Hatfield 
Garden Village for residents in the north of this area, 
opening it up to traffic would be dangerous. Roads in 
the Hatfield Garden Village /Old Aerodrome have still 
not been adopted.  

 

 
 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. There are only two places to cross the A1M 
within reasonable proximity to the site. The ability to 

Sustainable transport 
measures are required 
including improvement of 
pedestrian links, cycle 
paths, passenger and 
community transport 
initiatives, in particular a 
cycling/walking bridge 
over the A1(M) and 
A1001. Amend Figure 
14. To show an 
additional crossing point 
across the A1(M) and 
A1001. 

 

Reconsider the location 
of proposed junctions on 
Coopers Green Lane 
and do not open up 

Policy SP22 states that site SDS5 will 
include sustainable transport measures 
including the improvement of pedestrian 
links, cycle paths, passenger and 
community transport initiatives as well as 
highway mitigation measures. The Council 
and the landowner have already undertaken 
transport modelling for the site.   Details of 
these measures, including the future use of 
Great Braitch Lane, will be determined as 
part of the masterplanning process for the 
site, and will be outlined in an SPD.  

No change  

 
 

WHBC consider delivery of SDS5 essential 
to meeting housing need within the borough 
within the plan period.  SDS5 is expected to 
deliver over 5% of the borough’s OAN for 
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improve these crossing points or provide new 
crossing points has not been identified. As such, 
access to WGC or Hatfield town centres, the railway 
stations and other services and facilities would be 
severely constrained and significantly car 
dependant. 

Great Braitch Lane to 
vehicular traffic. 

 

Revisit SDS5 and 
propose fewer dwellings 
or abandon proposal for 
SDS5.   

 

housing including 25% affordable homes. It 
is viewed as a favourable option when 
assessed against alternative sites. SDS5 
presents the opportunity to create a 
sustainable urban extension that will provide 
facilities for the day to day needs of its 
community and the immediate surrounding 
areas. 

No Change  

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. Significant transport and highways 
infrastructure is required to enable the development 
of the site. It is not clear how this has been assessed 
from a viability perspective. 

 

None 

 

The Council’s viability evidence is published 
on the website. 

No change. 

   

1597, 1594 Negative Health Impacts 

Traffic pollution and environmental impacts 
generated by development of SDS5 will affect the 
health of people and wildlife.  

More even distribution of 
housing across the 
borough, reduce the 
number of houses on 
SDS5. 

The Draft Local Plan has been subject to a 
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which 
highlights any negative impacts upon 
sustainability. With regards to SDS5 the SA 
notes that “This site is considered to have 
minor positive effects on SA objectives 1.1 
and 1.2 (health) as it is in reasonable 
walking distance of a range of services such 
as GP surgeries, convenience stores, post 
offices, hospitals, open space etc. Although 
this site scores positively, Policy SP 22 
seeks to ensure the future community is 
able to maintain an active and healthy 
lifestyle by ensuring the site includes 
community facilities, including healthcare 
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and leisure facilities and sustainable 
transport links including cycle paths and 
improved pedestrian paths….. This site was 
considered to have a significant positive 
effect on SA objective 4.2 (Reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from transport) 
and SA objective 4.3 (Avoid and reduce air 
pollution) due to its proximity to bus stops, 
employment areas and services”. 

As part of the planning application for 
development of SDS5 the land owner / 
developer will be required to submit an 
Environmental Impact Assessment which 
will be used to determine whether any 
negative impacts are acceptable, what 
could be done to reduce negative impacts 
and what mitigation measures are required 
prior to planning permission being granted. 
No change.  

 

2034 

On site minerals extraction 

Welcomes commitment to requiring the developer to 
consider the use of some minerals for development 
within the site. 

 

Remove the term ‘that 
maybe’ within policy 
SP22 as this is a known 
mineral area.  

 

 

There is significant evidence that workable 
mineral is present at the site.  

Minor modification to delete the words 
“may be” and replace with “is” in final 
paragraph of Policy SP22. Insert “that” 
before “the likelihood” for clarity.   

1879 The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy.  

The statement at Policy SP22 of the draft 
submission Local Plan that the extraction of minerals 
should not prejudice the delivery of housing within 

SP22 needs to be 
amended to give the 
decision maker a clear 
indication of how to react 
to a development 

Policy SP22 makes clear that the potential 
for, and viability of, mineral extraction 
should be assessed “.without prejudicing 
the delivery of housing within the plan 
period.” 
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the plan period is contradictory to adopted policy in 
the Minerals Local Plan and to the NPPF. The 
approach proposed to the extraction of minerals is 
not clear in the draft Local Plan. There is no 
evidence that the presence of minerals at strategic 
sites has been considered in the feasibility of 
delivering homes within the plan period. There is 
conflict with the sterilisation of mineral deposits as a 
result of the development of this land. The text 
included within SP22 is not in accordance with the 
NPPF section 13, paragraphs 142 and 143. Policies 
do not provide a decision maker with a clear 
indication of how to react to a development proposal 
with regards to use or extraction of minerals on the 
site (paragraph 154, NPPF).  

  

proposal for the site with 
regards to minerals.  

The housing trajectory 
needs to be amended to 
reflect the time that will 
be required to allow 
extraction of minerals 
from SDS5. 

The wording of the policy was agreed, in 
advance of the proposed submission 
consultation, with Hertfordshire County 
Council as Minerals Planning Authority, and 
included an amendment to the originally-
proposed wording to the effect that the 
developer must demonstrate the extent of 
the mineral present.  

The interpretation of the NPPF in the 
representation is not accepted by the 
Council. Paragraph 143 of the NPPF 
indicates that, in preparing Local Plans, 
local planning authorities should “.set out 
policies to encourage the prior extraction of 
minerals, where practicable and 
environmentally feasible, if it is necessary 
for non-mineral development to take place.” 
This policy must be seen in the context of 
other policies seeking to provide for much-
needed housing development (e.g. 
paragraph 47 of the NPPF).No change.  

 

1111 

 

Education provision is not correct 

The plan is not sound as it is not positively 
prepared or effective. The policy identifies a pupil 
yield of 4fe over the plan period. Development of 
SDS5 will generate at least 3fe of new demand 
which can be accommodated by 1 x3fe primary 
school or a 1x 2fe (with room for expansion) and 
expansion of Green Lanes school. Preference would 
be for the latter. 

Delete existing policy 
reference to four forms 
of entry at primary 
school and options for 
location and replace 
with “Education 

facilities, including 
provision for a new 
secondary school and 
associated playing 
field facilities east of 
Green Lanes, also 

WHBC acknowledges the confirmation by 
HCC that only three additional forms of 
entry at primary level are required to serve 
the development.  

Amend Policy SP22 to simplify and specify 
that provision for three forms of entry rather 
than four is required:  

“Education facilities, including provision for 
a new secondary school and associated 
playing field facilities east of Green Lanes, 
also provision for three forms of entry at 
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provision for three 
forms of entry at 
primary school level”.  

 

primary school level, in the form of a new 
school within SDS5 and possible expansion 
of Green Lanes primary school.” 

Minor modification to Policy SP22 to 
simplify and to give correct reference to 
scale of primary school requirement. 

 

436, 437, 
886, 1540, 
1574, 1543, 
1580, 1597 

Inadequate infrastructure provision 

Proposed growth will have a severe impact on 
existing amenities which are already stretched. 
Schools are already oversubscribed. Proposed new 
schools should be built prior to incoming population.  

 

 

 

Total revision and rethink 
of the Local Plan. 

The public need to see 
the precise solution to 
provision of schools and 
healthcare.  

 

The Council consider delivery of SDS5 
essential to meeting housing need within 
the Borough. It is viewed as a favourable 
option when assessed against alternative 
sites. SDS5 presents the opportunity to 
create a sustainable urban extension that is 
capable of providing facilities to meet the 
day to day needs of the new community. 
The Council consulted with a range of 
service providers to ascertain what facilities 
should be provided on site, the results of 
which are outlined within Policy SP22. 
Further details of on-site facilities, including 
more detailed design and timetable for 
delivery will be determined as part of the 
Masterplanning process and detailed in an 
SPD. The IDP accompanying the Local Plan 
sets out in a schedule the key pieces of 
infrastructure required to support growth at 
SDS5 and how these are proposed to be 
delivered. Re-providing A & E hospital 
facilities within Welwyn Hatfield is not 
currently being proposed by the area’s 
health providers and is therefore beyond the 
scope of this Local Plan. No Change. 
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The Local Plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy. Local health 
services cannot cope with the demand of the current 
population 

Spread the distribution of 
housing more widely 
across the Borough and 
reduce the number of 
houses proposed on 
SDS5, also reopen the 
QEII as an A&E hospital 
and /or consider 
development further 
north along the A1(M).  

Reject proposals to 
develop on the Green 
Belt in this area.  

This representation relates to the settlement 
strategy Policy SP3 rather than the content 
of this Policy. No change. 

 

1879 

Viability of Infrastructure Delivery 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. Infrastructure to be provided by SDS5 is 
essential to facilitate the delivery and viability of 
SDS6.  Figure 17 shows that delivery of dwellings at 
SDS6 is proposed to commence in 2023/24, after 
only 500 dwellings at SDS5 have been delivered. 
Delay to provision of primary and secondary schools 
on SDS5 could significantly impact upon delivery of 
other sites. It is not clear whether the viability of 
delivering the necessary infrastructure has been 
considered in this trajectory. Equally it shows the 
delivery of 300 dwellings per annum between SDS5 
and SDS6 between 2025/26 and 2031/32. This is 
ambitious given the proximity of the sites and raises 
further questions of viability and deliverability for 
both physical and commercial reasons. 

 

The housing trajectory 
needs to be amended to 
reflect the time that will 
be required to allow the 
extraction of minerals 
from SDS5/ 

 

 
 

Policy SP22 makes clear that the potential 
for, and viability of, mineral extraction 
should be assessed “.without prejudicing 
the delivery of housing within the plan 
period.” In the event of submission of an 
application to work any minerals at the site, 
the Mineral Planning Authority will need to 
take into account the policies of the 
submission Local Plan concerning the 
delivery of housing, in making any 
determination. No change. 

 

Concerning the viability of delivering the 
necessary infrastructure in time to support 
housing development at SDS5 and SDS6, it 
is recognised that some key infrastructure 
(e.g. access roads, school places) will need 
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 to be provided relatively early. The Council’s 
viability testing and discussions with the 
landowner have indicated that this is 
feasible in principle. Evidence on the costs 
and timing of infrastructure will continue to 
be refined through the masterplanning and 
SPD process for the strategic sites. No 
change. 

 

170, 1331, 
1313, 1686, 
436, 437, 
948, 958, 
1684, 1540, 
1573, 1543, 
1590, 1594, 
1780 

Proposals go against the NPPF by proposing 
development in the Green Belt  

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. Proposals to allow development on a large 
area of high quality and much valued countryside, 
which provides separation between urban areas, go 
against recommendations of the NPPF (in particular 
paras 79, 81, and 83 to 84).  The development will 
close the gap between Hatfield and WGC and pave 
the way for future infill development. It will destroy 
valuable farmland and associated habitats, and it 
disregards the health and wellbeing of existing 
Garden Village residents. WHBC have not 
demonstrated exceptional circumstances as to why 
development should take place in the green belt. 
This approach is not sustainable development 
(NPPF para 14).  

  

Removal of proposals for 
SDS5 and SDS6.  

 

Fully reconsider the use 
of brownfield sites, in 
particular the Incinerator 
site close to Travellers 
Lane (New Barnfield).  

As part of the Local Plan process, The 
Council are required to identify land to meet 
the housing needs of the Borough until 2032 
as detailed in the OAN. The OAN for 
housing in the borough is such that it cannot 
be accommodated solely on brownfield 
sites. There are exceptional circumstances 
for the release of land from the Green Belt. 
The Council have undertaken a review of 
sites to identify those sites which are 
deemed to be most sustainable and likely to 
be delivered. SDS5 is viewed as a 
favourable site as it presents the opportunity 
to deliver a sustainable urban extension that 
will provide its own on-site facilities, 
including a secondary school, to cater for 
the needs of the new community as well as 
those in the surrounding area. No change.  

 

The Incinerator site (New Barnfield) is 
allocated for waste purposes, not for 
housing. No change  
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1331, 1313, 
2190 

Concern regarding over concentration of gypsy 
and traveller pitches in this location 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. Provision of 21 Gypsy & Traveller pitches (11 
at SDS5 and a further 10 at HS34 to accommodate 
the quota from SDS6) is disproportionate to 
distribution across the rest of the Borough. This 
number of pitches should be located on a dedicated 
site not within a residential development.  

Provision of pitches on a 
dedicated site not in the 
middle of a strategic 
residential site.  

In accordance with national policy, the 
Council must plan to deliver a mix of 
housing types and tenures to address the 
needs of the wider community. 
This includes addressing the 
accommodation needs of Gypsies and 
Travellers. The Council has assessed 
accommodation needs and has carried out 
a Call for Sites. Early consultation was 
carried out in plan preparation.  (Reference: 
The Core Strategy Issues and Options 2009 
Consultation Statement) 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ash
x?id=7693&p=0  

The local Gypsy and Traveller community 
considered that sites should be capable of 
co-existing with the local community and 
that being close to schools, health facilities 
and public transport was important. 
Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller 
community, the wider community and 
bodies such as the Police and HCC Gypsy 
and Traveller Unit also highlighted the need 
for smaller sites (generally not exceeding 15 
pitches). The Issues and Options 
Consultation Statement set out the Councils 
intention to allocate sites and require 
provision at broad locations for growth.  

A number of promoted sites are proposed 
for allocation in the Plan. The Strategic 
Development Sites are of a significant scale 
and should deliver a mix of housing types 
and tenures. Gypsy and Traveller pitch 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
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provision in association with the Strategic 
Development Sites (either on site or, on a 
suitable alternative and available site) is 
proportionate to the overall size of 
development at these strategic sites. No 
change. 

 

Whilst strongly supportive if the proposed allocation 
of SDS5 within SADM26, the Local Plan is not 
consistent with national policy in relation to the 
delivery of Gypsy and Traveller pitches. It is not 
justified or effective as it does not represent the 
most appropriate strategy when considered against 
reasonable alternatives. Provision of 10 off-site G & 
T pitches for the needs of SDS6 at HS34 combined 
with provision of 11 pitches for SDS5 will result in 21 
pitches being located within or adjacent to the 
housing allocation at SDS5. This is inconsistent with 
national guidance which suggests a maximum of 15 
pitches is conductive to providing a comfortable 
environment which is easy to manage. Provision of 
21 pitches in one locality could lead to an over-
concentration to the detriment of future occupants.  

 

 

The Council should meet 
with the landowner to 
discuss pitch provision 
distribution and agree an 
appropriate distribution 
schedule.  

Greater clarity should be 
provided regarding the 
basis for the overall G & 
T pitch requirement 
figure, and reference 
included in SP22 to 
timescales being agreed 
between WHBC and 
developers regarding the 
provision of G & T 
pitches as part of the 
delivery of housing 
allocations.  

The distribution of Gypsy and Traveller 
pitches on (or associated with) the identified 
strategic development sites is proportionate 
to the overall number of dwellings to be 
delivered at these sites. In the case of 
SDS5 (Hat1) provision is to be made (in 
part) within the site and (in part) off-site at 
HS33 (GTLAA08). The on-site location will 
be determined through the master-planning 
process. In the case of SDS6, a site close-
by (HS34) has been identified. These policy 
requirements and allocations have been 
discussed with the promoter. No other sites 
have been proposed by the promoter as 
alternatives. A commuted sum is not 
considered to represent the most 
appropriate delivery option, given the 
absence of any other suitable or available 
sites. 

No change 

437 Flood risk, pollution and irreversible loss of 
valuable habitat 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy. Proposals are not sustainable 
development, Coopers Green Lane always floods in 

 

 

Reject plans for Green 
Belt development 
(particularly SDS5)  

 

As part of any development proposal land 
owners are required to undertake a detailed 
flood risk assessment. The findings of this 
assessment will be used to inform the 
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period of heavy rain and development of SDS5 
would intensify this. Development will lead to an 
increase in greenhouse gases and loss of valuable 
countryside, habitats and potential extinctions of 
species.  

detailed masterplanning of the site. Policy 
SP22 requires development of SDS5 to 
include sustainable drainage and provision 
of flood mitigation measures.  

No change.  

167, 172 The plan is not positively prepared or justified. 
Object to the proposed site SDS5 

None No change. 

1686 There is a lack of physical features to provide a 
defensible Green Belt boundary. 

None Coopers Green Lane provides a moderate 
boundary on the western edge. To the south 
the boundary will be defined by the property 
boundaries of new development. 

No change. 

1686 Old Cottage relies on a private water supply with a 
borehole located in the southern area of the 
property, and a septic tank for disposal of waste 
water. Concerns over potential negative impact of 
development such as contamination of water supply. 
Increased traffic would make an already hazardous 
exit from the property more dangerous.  

None These are matters which will be considered 
at the masterplanning and planning 
application stage. 

No change. 

658 The plan is not justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy. There have been several 
revisions of proposals which do not align and there 
appears to be conflicting information.  

Be clear on the exact 
solution and reduce the 
impact on the local 
existing population, 
environment and 
facilities 

Throughout the Local Plan preparation 
process The Council has refined proposals 
to take into account findings of site 
assessments, results of public consultation 
and changes to national policy guidance. 
The current proposal is considered to be the 
most suitable solution to meeting housing 
need in the borough, in this case by 
providing a sustainable urban extension that 
will meet the immediate needs of its 
residents.   

No change  
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1580 Development is not spread fairly across the borough, 
too much development is concentrated in this area.  

Spread development 
more evenly across the 
Borough, consider 
development further 
north on the A1(M) 
corridor.  

This representation relates to the settlement 
strategy rather than the contents of this 
Policy as such. The scale of this site results 
in the opportunity to make provision for a 
secondary school which is required to 
support the level of growth identified in the 
Local Plan.  

No change  

 
  



Chapter 16 – Woolmer Green 
Policy SADM27 and paragraphs 16.1 to 16.4  
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330, 346, 
396, 397, 
444, 456, 
529, 720, 
731, 733, 
753, 769, 
774, 790, 
805, 849, 
909, 938, 
946, 969, 
1171, 1198, 
1219, 1304, 
1397, 1448, 
1463, 1489, 
1561, 1585, 
1648, 1650, 
1652, 1676, 
1841, 1904, 
1906, 1932, 
1948, 1985, 
2110, 2226, 
2227 

Growth proposed for Woolmer Green is 
disproportionate 

 

 

 

 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy. 

The need for 150 houses in a small village is not 
justified.  The scale of growth, increasing the village by 
25-30% is disproportionate and will alter the character 
of the village and residents quality of life. 

 

 

Remove site allocation 
HS15 from the Local 
Plan and reduce 
housing numbers in the 
village 

 

As outlined in the Housing Sites Selection 
Background Paper (HSSBP), 150 
dwellings in Woolmer Green is 
proportionate. However, as the HSSBP 
also notes, proportionate distribution is 
only a starting point given the need to 
achieve sustainable development.  The 
Council’s evidence base- Housing and 
Employment Land Availability Assessment 
and the HSSBP assess the scale and 
location of site HS15 as sustainable.  

No change 

Woolmer Green will be adversely affected by 
development in Knebworth and Stevenage. No 
cooperation between Welwyn Hatfield and North Herts, 
Woolmer Green and Knebworth need to be considered 
together. 

 

 Under the Duty to Cooperate requirement 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council and 
North Herts Borough Council have been 
working together with Hertfordshire County 
Council, and service providers such as the 
Clinical Commissioning Group and NHS 
England to consider cross boundary 
issues such as school, capacity of the 
road network and health provision and 
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Large scale expansion of employment uses/areas in a 
village is disproportionate and unsustainable. Woolmer 
Green is no longer a working village. 

 

 

 

 

 

Small scale businesses 
are more appropriate 
for a village.  

 

 

Allocate part of 
employment site EA10 
for housing. 

transport capacity. No constraints have 
been identified which would prevent the 
level of development in the location 
proposed from coming forward.  

No change 

The allocation of employment land in 
Woolmer Green relates to existing 
employment uses and is considered 
appropriate for the settlement. Businesses 
in the village are not large scale, they 
reflect the scale of small to medium sized 
businesses often found in smaller 
settlements. Site EA10 contributes to the 
need to secure an assessed level of 
employment land provision for the 
borough. No change. 

66 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

 

Infrastructure constraints haven’t been properly 
considered 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy. 

Congestion on B197 and A1(M) and potential impacts 
on the operation of the Clock roundabout. 

Local railway station (Knebworth) is at capacity in terms 
of train capacity and parking 

Lack of access to local services 

Limited school places in the village 

Accessing capacity at schools in local villages will 
increase traffic and congestion issues. 

Lack of secondary school provision 

 

 

Remove site allocation 
HS15 from the Local 
Plan and reduce 
housing numbers in the 
village in order to 
reduce impact on local 
infrastructure. 

 

 

 

Infrastructure constraints in Woolmer 
Green have been assessed in the Housing 
and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment (site specific), the Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper (on a 
settlement basis) and the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. Infrastructure has been 
considered on a site specific basis and 
cumulatively. Relevant bodies have been 
consulted - Hertfordshire County Council, 
North Herts District Council, statutory 
bodies and utilities providers - to consider 
any local infrastructure issues and address 
and mitigate when appropriate. There are 
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GP and dentist at capacity 

Drainage and sewerage systems over stretched 

Surface water flood risk on the B197 

 

no identified constraints that would prevent 
the level of development in the location 
proposed from coming forward.   

No change. 

2156 Education capacity 

The Education Authority has indicated that primary 
school capacity exists within the primary planning area 
to accommodate the level of growth proposed in the 
Plan. Additional capacity may now also exist by way of 
an assumed 1FE expansion potential at St Mary’s VA C 
of E primary school.  

 

None stated Noted 

72 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

Impact on the Green Belt hasn’t been sufficiently 
taken into account in selecting sites 
 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy. 
 

Site HS15 (WGR1) makes a significant contribution to 
the Green Belt and is located in a fragile gap. 
Development will be very visible and create 
coalescence. 
 

In combination with development of the Green Belt in 
North Herts, the openness of the Green Belt may be 
compromised and there is potential for ribbon 
development creating urban sprawl. 

 

 
 

Do not allocate HS15 
for housing 
development.  Preserve 
the Green Belt. 

 

 

 
 

Policies Map Sheet 1 shows that with the 
exception of land for access, site 
HS15(WGr1) would not bring development 
any further north than existing 
development (including the Entech House 
site) and the proposed Employment Area 
designation. Whilst there is a fragile gap 
between Knebworth and Woolmer Green, 
development of WGr1 would not reduce 
this gap.  

No change. 
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Development is against national policy to protect the 
Green Belt. Unmet housing need does not equate to 
‘exceptional circumstances’ and the availability of 
brownfield sites within Woolmer Green means there are 
no exceptional circumstances for releasing Green Belt 
land. Brownfield sites have not been fully considered.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has justified the need 
exceptionally to release a limited amount 
of land from the Green Belt for 
development. Sufficient provision also 
needs to be made for employment land 
and EA10 contributes to the existing stock 
of employment land and so should not be 
allocated for housing.  

No change 

The plan is not consistent with national policy 
because the site has no definable Green Belt boundary 
to the north. More clarity is needed about defining a 
permanent physical northern Green Belt boundary to 
HS15 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Amend Table 11 to 
include the timing of the 
buffer to ensure it is 
planted before 
development takes 
place.  Specifically refer 
to a woodland buffer. 

This level of detail is unnecessary and 
inconsistent with the approach taken at 
other sites in the Plan. Table 11 outlines 
the need for a landscape buffer to the 
north to define the Green Belt boundary. 
This will provide a permanent physical 
Green Belt boundary in compliance with 
national policy. The council does not 
object to proposals for a wooded boundary 
planted prior to development but does not 
consider the timing needs to be set out in 
the Plan specifically.  No change                   

The plan is not justified or effective because existing 
businesses in EA10 need room for expansion. 

Retain HS15 as Green 
Belt apart from a mixed 
use buffer zone from an 
enlarged northern 
EA10 employment 
area, behind the care 
home to link EA10 to 
the south. 

The land concerned forms part of the 
master-planned area for site WGr1 and is 
shown as an area for a small shop/café. It 
has not been demonstrated that the land 
will be available for employment use as an 
extension to the employment site referred 
to in this representation.  

No change. 
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240, 242, 
268, 270, 
274, 330, 
342, 376,  
377, 396, 
397, 627, , 
753, 761, 
774, 777, 
790, 836, 
909, 938, 
1043, 1082, 
1219, 1294, 
1304, 1397, 
1448, 1463, 
1495, 1569, 
1841, 1904, 
1906, 1932, 
1948, 1985, 
1986, 2020 
2100, 2101, 
2141, 2226, 
2227 

Site specific concerns 

 

The plan is not (variously) justified, consistent with 
national policy, positively prepared and effective.  

 

HS15 (WGr1): Elevated land, will increase surface 
water flooding and be visible from surrounding areas. 

Increased traffic from development will increase noise 
and air pollution. 

Loss of greenspace, wildlife habitat (including a badger 
sett), agricultural land, the undulating landscape and the 
countryside. 

 

 

 

 

 

Not possible to mitigate impact on adjacent listed 
building, Payne Farm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Remove site allocation 
HS15 (WGr1) from the 
plan. 

 

Allocate Entech site 
(EA10) for housing 
development instead of 
HS15. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council’s evidence base is robust. 
The Housing and Employment Land 
Availability Assessment assessed the 
impact of site HS15 on the environment 
(pollution, wildlife, drainage) and heritage 
assets and indicates that the site is 
sustainable and will make an important 
contribution to meeting the borough’s 
housing need.   

The presence of protected species 
(badger) is not a barrier to development 
but means that at planning application 
stage an ecological survey will need to be 
carried out and appropriate mitigation 
measures taken, such as habitat creation. 
No change 

 

The HELAA 2016 highlights the need for a 
landscape buffer to mitigate impact of 
development on the adjacent listed 
building. In their response to this 
consultation, Historic England are satisfied 
that it should be possible to develop site 
HS15 without unacceptable harm to the 
significance of the farmhouse. They 
support the reference for a landscape 
buffer and heritage impact assessment in 
Table 11 of the Plan. No change 
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A convenience store in this location would be 
unsustainable because it is away from the main road. 

 

 

 A small shop (farm/convenience store and 
ancillary cafe) will be easily accessible 
from the main road and via pedestrian 
links to other parts of the village. It will 
improve the sustainability of the village. 
No change. 

Plan is not justified or effective. An increase of traffic 
from new development could increase safety issues 
with traffic exiting/ entering the employment site. 

If HS15 goes ahead 
then the new access 
road should be adopted 
and a new site 
entrance be created 
from the employment 
site allowing for an ‘in’ 
and ‘out’ arrangement 
for safety 

The Highway Authority has no objection in 
principle, but such arrangements would 
need to be negotiated with land owners of 
HS15 and determined at planning 
application stage.  

No change. 

Mitigation measures are needed to ensure safe access. 

 

 

 

 

 

Support the need for a landscape buffer to protect the 
setting of the listed building and the need for a heritage 
assessment. 

None stated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None stated 

 

Access is considered as part of the 
Housing and Employment Land Availability 
Assessment (HEELA, 2015). The site’s 
access arrangements are considered 
suitable and further details will be 
considered at the planning application 
stage. No change 

 

Noted 

 

240, 242, 
268, 274, 
330, 342, 
346, 376, 
377, 394, 
396, 397, 

Two brownfield sites within the employment area in 
the village (Entech house and Marshalls) are more 
reasonable alternatives than HS15 (WGr1) 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective and consistent with national 
policy. 

 

 

 

Allocate Entech House 
site for housing instead 

 

 

 

The Council has justified the need to retain 
and allocate land for employment uses. 
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415, 444, 
456, 489, 
515, 529, 
569 589,  
627, 672, 
696, 731, 
733, 753, 
761, 769, 
774, 790, 
805, 836, 
849, 881, 
909, 912, 
938, 946, 
1016, 1020, 
1043, 1082, 
1098, 1129, 
1140, 1155, 
1171, 1198, 
1219, 1278 
1294, 1300, 
1304, 1397, 
1422, 1448, 
1463, 1471, 
1495, 1561, 
1569, 1585, 
1616, 1622, 
1625  1648, 
1650, 1652, 
1674, 1773, 
1841, 1896, 
1904, 1906, 
1926, 1932, 
1948, 1985, 
1986, 2100, 

The Entech site (part of EA10) should be developed 
instead of Green Belt site.  It is not an economically 
viable employment site because it is in an inappropriate 
location and lacks suitable transport and service 
support. Site is under-utilised, with only 5 employees 
and many vacant buildings. Mixed use development will 
be beneficial to the local community, particularly the 
provision of a shop. 

 

Another part of the employment site EA10 (Marshalls 
garage) should also come available towards the end of 
the plan period (43 dwellings). 

 

Brownfield development will have less visual and 
environmental impact. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Tree Protection Orders (TPOs) on Entech site and 
polluted land should not stop its development for 
housing.  

of Green Belt site 
HS15. Reduce housing 
allocation to 75 
dwellings. 

 

With the two sites there 
is capacity to build at 
least 118 dwellings on 
brownfield land, which 
is a reasonable 
alternative and should 
prevent Green Belt 
development.  

 

Brownfield sites should 
be developed before 
Green Belt sites. 

 

The LPC 2015 (paragraph 12.12) stated 
the Council’s intention to protect 
employment land in Woolmer Green and 
to designate a new employment area. The 
Economy Study (2014) identifies EA10 as 
a good quality employment area and B-
class uses should be protected. The 
Entech House site failed the Stage 1 
Assessment of the HELAA 2016 
(Appendix D) as it is located within a 
proposed Employment Area. No change 

 

The Council has also justified the need 
exceptionally to release a limited amount 
of land from the Green Belt for 
development. If the Entech House and 
Marshalls site are allocated for housing 
instead of HS15 (WGr1), because these 
sites are estimated to deliver less housing, 
this would result in a loss of employment 
land and increase the shortfall between 
the housing target and the OAN. It would 
also have a knock-on effect - requiring 
additional land to be identified for release 
in the Green Belt to make up for the loss 
of employment land and so it would not 
prevent Green Belt development.  No 
change. 
 

TPOs and polluted land may impact on 
capacity and viability but may not be an 
absolute constraint that prevents some 
development.  It is the site’s status as an 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2101, 2110,  
2226, 2227 

 

 

 
 

Plan has not designated Mardleybury Farm, care 
homes or veterinary centre as employment areas. 

 

employment site and the need to protect 
employment land within the borough that 
is the key issue. No change. 
 

Acknowledged that Mardleybury Farm has 
business units as part of farm 
diversification.  It has a business role, 
however, the area is outside the excluded 
village, lying within the Green Belt so 
applications will be determined in line with 
Green Belt policy.  Designation as an 
employment area is not appropriate. Care 
homes and veterinary clinics are not B 
class uses that are compatible with being 
located in an employment area.   

No change. 

582 Entech House site is unsuitable for housing 

Proximity to the railway line and presence of Tree 
Preservation Orders (TPOs) will reduce site capacity. 

 

Would involve loss of employment land and if it was 
allocated for housing more employment land would be 
needed elsewhere. 

None stated Agree. In addition, the Council has justified 
the need to retain and allocate land for 
employment uses.  

No change 

1999 Alternative Green Belt housing site in Woolmer 
Green (WGr3) 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy 
because site WGr3 has not been allocated as a housing 
site to meet need  

 

 

 

Allocate WGr3 as a 
housing site in the 
Local Plan. 

The Site Selection Paper (2016) states 
that WGr3 should not be considered for 
allocation. Development of the site would 
significantly reduce the already fragile gap 
between settlements, resulting in a 
significant negative impact on settlement 
pattern and local distinctiveness.  

No change  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2109 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

General Comments 

Paragraph 16.1 describes the employment area in 
Woolmer Green as small, which contradicts paragraph 
10.4 which describes it as a substantial area for a 
relatively rural location.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Describe employment 
area consistently. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The employment area is small in 
comparison to other employment areas in 
the borough but is large enough to make 
an important contribution to the supply of 
employment land in the borough and jobs 
for the community.  However, agree that a 
consistent approach is needed and that 
paragraph 10.4 could be misunderstood. 

Minor modification proposed to remove 
the reference to a small employment area 
in 16.1 and substantial in paragraph 10.4. 

2109 

 

 

Woolmer Green Community Orchard was established in 
2012 and is protected, along with adjacent playground, 
as a Queen Elizabeth II Field in Trust. 

 

None stated 

 

 

Noted. Minor modification proposed to 
change the text to the final bullet point of 
paragraph 16.2 to clarify that the 
community orchard has already been 
established and should be maintained.   

2109 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Additional planning objectives are needed Suggests additional 
planning objectives 
relating to the parish 
council’s local list of 
undesignated heritage 
assets and to 
encourage measures 
that would slow down 
traffic through the 
village. 

 

This issue is addressed elsewhere in the 
plan and an additional local objective is 
unnecessary. Objective 8 of the Local Plan 
identifies the need to protect, maintain and 
enhance the borough’s heritage assets.  
SP 11 and SADM 15 support the 
designation of heritage assets where 
appropriate and seek to resist harm to 
undesignated assets. This is considered to 
provide sufficient protection for heritage 
assets. No change. 

Measures to reduce the speed limit in the 
village would need to meet Hertfordshire 
County Council’s requirements. This would 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

be considered at planning application 
stage. No change 

346, 627 

 

 

 

 

 

582 

 

 

 

769 

 

 

 

Homes should be affordable to local people. None stated In accordance with Policy SP 7 35% of 
dwellings on housing site HS15 will be 
affordable.  Outside of this provision of 
‘affordable housing’, the planning system 
does not have the remit to reduce the 
value of market sector housing. No 
change  

Support allocation of site HS15 for housing with a 
convenience shop/café. Site specific issues, school 
provision, service provision and transport issues can all 
be addressed.  

None stated Support noted. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. It fails 
to record presence of a children’s centre in the village 
hall. 

 

None stated 

 

 

 

Noted. However, the list of facilities in 
paragraph 16.1 is not meant to be 
exhaustive and specific mention of 
children centres has not been made 
elsewhere in the Plan. No change 

 
 
Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘Infrastructure issues have not been properly considered’: 240, 268, 274, 330, 342, 346, 377, 

378, 394, 396, 397, 444, 456, 515, 569, 627, 731, 733, 761, 769, 777, 792, 805, 836, 849, 909, 912, 938, 946, 969, 1043, 1080, 1082, 1140, 

1155, 1171, 1198, 1219, 1294, 1300, 1304, 1397, 1417, 1422, 1448, 1463, 1495, 1561, 1616, 1622, 1648, 1650, 1652, 1763, 1773, 1841, 

1906, 1985, 1986, 2100, 2101, 2110, 2020, 2055, 2226, 2227 

Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘Impact on the Green Belt hasn’t been sufficiently taken into account in selecting sites’: 

240, 242, 268  274, 330, 342, 346, 376, 378, 396, 415, 456, 515, 529, 569, 582, 627, 672, 696, 731,  733, 774, 790, 792,  805, 836, 871, 881, 

909, 938,  946, 1016, 1020, 1043, 1082, 1129, 1140, 1155, 1219, 1278, 1294, 1397, 1448, 1463, 1495, 1569, 1585, 1616, 1622, 1625, 1648, 

1650, 1652, 1674, 1676, 1694, 1763, 1773, 1841, 1904, 1906, 1926, 1932, 1948, 1963, 1985, 1986, 2055, 2101, 2110, 2226, 2227 



Chapter 17 – Oaklands & Mardley Heath 
Policy SADM28 and paragraphs 17.1 to 17.4  

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

86, 664, 
1982 

The allocation of sites for Gypsies and 
Travellers. 

The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because the site 
allocations, whilst welcome, will not 
address the immediate need for Gypsy 
Travellers. The Plan is not informed by a 
robust up-to-date needs assessment. 

 

 

 

Need for more 
flexibility to site 
delivery to provide 
choice of sites by 
location, size, 
tenure, ethnicity 
and type 
(residential/ transit, 
private family, 
private rented, 
transit) 

Paragraph 9.25 of the Plan recognises that the latest 
needs assessment will need to be reviewed during the plan 
period but in order to plan positively now for the needs of  

Gypsies and Travellers, the plan has allocated a number of 
sites to meet the identified need and so as to maintain 
flexibility, is not prescriptive around occupancy. However in 
order to clarify that a mix of residential or transit pitches will 
be supported in principle, in light of the prevailing evidence 
at the time an application is made, minor modifications will 
be made to the supporting text.  

Minor modification to paragraphs 9.13 and 9.25 to clarify 
that a mix of residential or transit pitches will be supported 
in light of the prevailing evidence. 
 

 The sites proposed are in the Green Belt. 
If they are not inset from the Green Belt 
there is no certainty that they will be 
delivered. 

Need to remove 
any proposed sites 
from the Green 
Belt. 

HS32 ‘Four Oaks’ will be removed from the Green Belt as 
part of a larger Green Belt boundary review.  

No change.  

 The proposals for GTLAA04 are not 
sound because they are not positively 
prepared, justified or effective. This site 
is a private not a public site and so cannot 
contribute to the long-standing identified 
need for public sites in the borough and 
therefore fails to be either positively 
prepared or justified. There should be no 
more than 5 pitches on this site 

. Site HS32 (GTLAA04) will contribute to the overall need for 
pitches in the borough. Waiting list applicants may be able 
to secure a pitch on this site with the owner’s agreement. 
Other sites are proposed for allocation in the plan and 
future management options will be explored so as to 
provide a mix of private and public sites where this proves 
to be possible. The site has been assessed as suitable for 
the additional pitch numbers set out in the Plan.  

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2091,1964 The allocation of land for housing in 
Oaklands and Mardley Heath 

 

 

 

 

 

The plan is not justified because land 
west of the A1M at Oaklands and Mardley 
Heath should be removed from the Green 
Belt and the allocation of Site OMH7 
allocated for 12 dwellings. 

 

 

Removal of site 
OMH7 from the 
green belt and its 
allocation for 12 
dwellings. 

 

The A1 (M) forms a strong and defensible Green Belt 
boundary and the removal of site OMH7 would not present 
the opportunity to create clearly defined and defensible 
Green Belt boundaries to the west of the A1 (M).  

No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified or consistent with national 
policy, due to the release of land from the 
Green Belt, in general and also specific 
sites. Sites OMH 5, 7, 8, together with 
other sites in Oaklands, and Welwyn are at 
risk of resulting in these settlements 
merging. 

Removal of all 
housing sites 
allocated in the 
green belt. 

A number of sites are proposed for removal from the Green 
Belt to help meet development needs in the borough. If 
proposed sites for housing were removed from the Plan, 
then a significant shortfall against the OAN would arise, 
which cannot be met on urban/brownfields sites alone. The 
A1 (M), a Local Nature Reserve and Wildlife Site sits 
between the two settlements and will prevent merging.  

No change. 

2157,2021 General comments 

Existing educational infrastructure is 
adequate. 

Across the Welwyn Primary Planning Area 
there is considered to be some limited 
existing capacity which could support the 
growth across Woolmer Green, Oaklands 
and Mardley Heath and Welwyn without 
the need to permanently expand existing 
schools. In the event that the yield could 
not be met in the existing schools there is 

  

 

 

Noted 

 

 

 

 

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

assumed to be 1fe expansion potential at 
Welwyn St Mary’s VA C of E Primary. 

 

Existing highways infrastructure is 
adequate. 

 

The direct and cumulative impact of the 
allocation of these sites on the local 
highway network is unlikely to be 
significant.  However contributions 
towards improved sustainable transport 
infrastructure are likely to be required to 
reduce impact on the Clock Roundabout. 

 

 

 

Noted 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 18 – Welwyn 
Policy SADM29 and paragraphs 18.1 to 18.5  

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

361 Disagree with the objectives for Welwyn 

 

The plan is not effective because there needs to be 
reference to the need for a strategic cycle link between 
Welwyn and Welwyn Garden City.  

 

 

Amend supporting text 
to refer to the 
construction of a safe 
cycling route from the 
village to Monks Walk 
School and Bessemer 
Way. 

 

 

Policy SADM3 seeks to deliver enhanced 
cycling networks. The Planning Objectives 
for Welwyn also highlight the need for 
cycling links between villages. However, it 
is agreed that the objective should be 
amended to also promote cycling links 
between villages and towns (which are the 
main service and employment centres in 
the borough) to ensure consistency with 
borough-wide Objective 6.  

Minor modification proposed to 
paragraph 18.3 to add reference to 
promoting cycling links between villages 
and towns. 

645, 1981 Support site allocation decisions 

 

The plan is sound.  

Support the allocation of sites Wel3 (HS20), Wel4 
(HS19) Wel11 (HS18). 

Agree with Council’s decision not to allocate sites Wel1 
Wel2, Wel5, Wel6, Wel8, Wel9, Wel10, Wel12, Wel13, 
Wel14, Wel15 and Wel16. 

  

 

 

None stated 

 

 

Support is noted. 

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

47, 2206 Should amend existing site allocations 

 

Support allocation of site HS20 (Wel 3) but total 
dwelling capacity should be 10, not 7 dwellings because 
there are already 3 houses on the site.  

 

 

 

 

 

No reference to River Mimram, which is adjacent to site 
HS18 (Wel11). 

 

 

Amend policy to refer to 
a dwelling capacity of 
10 dwellings. 

 

 

 

 

 

Ensure the 
development has no 
impact on the Mimram 
or downstream through 
lighting or shading. 

 

The Council’s evidence (Housing and 
Economic Land Availability Assessment, 
2016) assesses the gross site capacity of 
HS20 as 10. However, the Local Plan sets 
out net capacity figures because its role is 
to set out the delivery of new dwellings to 
meet objectively assessed need.  

No change. 

 

Site HS18 (Wel11) is separated from the 
River Mimram by the B656 Codicote Road 
and together with the site specific 
constraints listed in Table 13, it is not 
considered that this representation has 
demonstrated the likelihood that the 
Mimram will be adversely affected in the 
manner described. In any event, Policy 
SP11 applies where proposals would 
affect the water environment.  

No change 

1351, 1965 Disagree with the housing allocations for Welwyn 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified and 
consistent with national policy because development 
of Green Belt land risks merging Woolmer Green, 
Oaklands and Mardley Heath and Welwyn. 

 

The plan is not consistent with national policy 
because HS18 (Wel11) should not be allocated for 
development. The site is a residential garden with 

 

 

A site identified to the 
south of the village for 
92 mixed dwellings and 
starter homes would be 
more appropriate  

 

 

The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper (2016) considered the weight to be 
given to the impact on the Green Belt. 
Sites allocated for development in the Plan 
will not cause Welwyn to merge with 
surrounding villages. 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

ecological value, it adjoins a local nature reserve and 
the river Mimram and will add to existing traffic 
congestion, particularly in combination with 
development in North Herts.  

The Council’s evidence demonstrates that 
HS18 (Wel11) is suitable for allocation. 
The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper (HSSBP) 2016 identifies that 
ecological and environmental mitigation is 
achievable and has been taken into 
account resulting in a reduced dwelling 
capacity.  

The County Council as highway authority 
has been consulted and raises no 
objections on the grounds of congestion. 

No change  

1282, 1743, 
1954 

 

Additional sites should be allocated around Welwyn 

 

The Plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
effective, justified or consistent with national policy. 

 

Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 should have been allocated for 
development. Site constraints have been over-
estimated. Sites are deliverable and achievable: 

 Flood risk – Further evidence indicates flood 
risk to the highway is negligible even after 
abstraction has ceased. 

 No constraints to wider highway network that 
would prevent development. 

 Heritage- Further evidence indicates 
development would have a low impact on 
Conservation Area. 

 Green Belt – No overriding Green Belt functions 
that would outweigh the sites consideration as 
suitable to meet housing need 

 

 

Allocate Wel1, Wel2 
and Wel15 for 
development 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 were 
considered in the HELAA and the Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper 
(HSSBP) 2016. They are co-dependant on 
each other to various degrees due to the 
need to secure joint access arrangements. 
Following the submission of further 
evidence, the Lead Local Flood Authority 
(LLFA) has no objection to the site in 
terms of flood risk. Ground water flooding 
is unlikely and potential surface water 
flooding can be mitigated by upgrades to 
SInglers Bridge. 

 

Significant highway upgrades will be 
required to deliver these sites as the 
existing Singlers Bridge is single width 
with no space to wait having left the 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Plan is not meeting objectively assessed needs in 
Welwyn, and will not deliver a sufficient level of 
affordable homes in the borough. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Increase the delivery of 
housing in Welwyn. 
Allocate site Wel16 

 

 

 

 

 

 

existing roundabout. To deliver highway 
upgrades, land is required which is not 
within the ownership of either the 
promoters or the Highway Authority. The 
third party landowner has not confirmed 
that the necessary land will be available, 
hence delivery remains uncertain. The 
HSSBP 2016 identified the collective 
contribution that these sites make to the 
purposes of including land in the Green 
Belt.  The reason for estimated site 
capacities are explained in the HELAA. 
The HSSBP explains that these may vary 
slightly (once a planning application is 
received). HCC as education authority has 
confirmed that there is insufficient 
secondary school capacity to support 
additional growth in the borough. The 
Highways Authority has also expressed 
concern about the capacity of Junction 6 
with the A1(M). No change. 

 

The HSSBP 2016 notes that a 

proportionate distribution is only a starting 

point given the need to achieve 

sustainable development.  The SHMA 

assesses the need for an uplift in the need 

for housing in light of affordability and 

other indicators. The on-site delivery 

targets for affordable housing reflect 

evidence around viability. HCC as 

education authority has confirmed that 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Wel14: It is recognised that the agricultural setting 
makes a positive contribution to the setting of three 
listed buildings. Nonetheless, a future master plan could 
soften the impact. 

A wider site could deliver a secondary school. 

Access could be achieved in conjunction with sites 
Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15. An additional access could be 
achieved from the south. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Allocate Wel14 for 
development and 
identify a site within the 
agricultural holding for 
a secondary school. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

there is insufficient secondary school 

capacity to support additional growth in the 

borough.  

No change 

 

Access is largely co-dependent upon sites 
Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 being allocated but 
uncertainty exists around deliverability of 
these sites. Mention is made of alternative 
access but no details are submitted in the 
representation as to how this could be 
achieved or its acceptability in highways 
terms. Historic England has raised 
concerns. The agricultural use of the site 
makes a positive contribution to the 
significance of listed buildings. 
Development at Wel14 would have a 
considerable negative impact on the 
significance of the heritage assets. The 
representation does not overcome 
heritage concerns. The need for this scale 
of development (against the borough-wide 
OAN) do not significantly outweigh the 
harm or desirability of preserving the 
asset. HELAA identifies a degree of 
uncertainty around a farm lease which 
may affect availability of part of the site.  

HCC as education authority has confirmed 
that there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to support additional growth in the 
borough but would not support such a 
rural location for the provision of a 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Wel16 should not have been rejected on 
infrastructure inadequacies. Education and highway 
constraints do not prevent the site coming forward for 
development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Increase the delivery of 
housing in Welwyn 

secondary school as the main need is 
focussed around the towns.  

The Highways Authority has also 
expressed concern about the capacity of 
Junction 6 of the A1(M) and considers that 
the highway mitigation measures agreed 
as necessary for housing potential would 
be insufficient to cater for a secondary 
school, resulting in severe impacts on 
local highway conditions. No change  
 

At the time the DLPPS was prepared, 
HCC as Highway Authority raised an 
objection to what was then a larger Wel16 
site. A smaller site is now promoted and 
further evidence has been submitted. HCC 
as Highways Authority has confirmed that 
in principle, (the smaller) Wel16 is now 
acceptable in principle on highways 
grounds and the potential impact on local 
roads can be mitigated. HCC as education 
authority now advises that feasibility work 
indicates that a 1FE primary school 
expansion may be possible. However it 
has confirmed that there is insufficient 
secondary school capacity to support 
additional growth in the borough. The 
Highways Authority has also expressed 
concern about the capacity of Junction 6 
of the A1(M). 

No change 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2022, 2158 Infrastructure issues – highways and education 

 

The Highways Authority state that sites may increase 
pressure on the A1(M) Junction 6 (including clock 
roundabout roundabout).  

 

 
The Education Authority has indicated that primary 
school capacity exists within the primary planning area 
to accommodate the level of growth proposed in the 
Plan. Additional capacity may now also exist by way of 
an assumed 1FE expansion potential at St Mary’s VA C 
of E primary school. 

 

 

 

 

The Education Authority has advised that the extension 
of existing secondary schools and the proposed 
strategy to provide new secondary schools will meet 
anticipated future demand from the new housing 
proposed in the Local Plan.  

 

 

None stated 

 

 

 

 
 

None stated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None stated  

 

 

Noted. This representation does not 
suggest that the proposed allocations 
should be deleted from the Plan. However 
this could be a constraint on further 
growth.  

 

Noted. This is a change to the position set 
out in the HSSBP 2016. At that time, the 
County Council as education authority 
indicated that expansion potential at St 
Mary’s was limited. This created a degree 
of uncertainty around the delivery of 
additional primary school capacity. The 
County Council now advise that feasibility 
work indicates that a 1FE expansion may 
be possible. 

 

Noted.  It is therefore implicit that if the 
current secondary school strategy can 
accommodate existing planned growth, 
there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to support additional housing 
growth. 

 

 
 

 

 

 



Chapter 19 – Welwyn 
Paragraphs 19.1 to 19.4 (There is no policy in this chapter)  

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1235 The Plan does not allocate sites for housing at 
Digswell 

The plan is not justified, positively prepared or 
consistent with national policy as it does not allocate 
Site Dig1 for housing. A site with a reduced capacity for 
20-30 homes should be allocated at Digswell. 

 

 

Allocation of (a 
reduced) Site Dig1. 

A significantly larger site (Dig1) was found 
unsuitable at Stage 2 of the HELAA, due 
to the impact on heritage assets which 
cannot be sufficiently mitigated.  

A much smaller site has now been 
promoted. However, the site access would 
still be provided along the sites southern 
boundary immediately next to the 
registered park and would be likely to have 
a negative impact. In addition, 
development of this site would still affect 
the setting of the Digswell Viaduct. The 
smaller site would still have an impact 
upon the historic environment; both the 
setting of Tewin Water RPG and Digswell 
Viaduct.  
No change 
 

238, 264, 
382,527, 
646 

Support not allocating Dig1, Dig2, Dig3, Dig4 and Dig5 None Noted 

606, 2142 Heritage assets around Digswell   

Support for the recognition of the historic importance of 
the Digswell viaduct and Tewin Water historic park and 
garden. Reference to the character appraisal and to the 
Digswell Viaduct at paragraph 19.2 is welcome. 

Minor modification to 
read ‘Protect and 
enhance' rather than 
'Preserve and enhance' 
under planning 
objectives for Digswell. 

Agree to Minor modification to amend 
para 19.2 to read “protect and enhance” to 
reflect terminology used in the NPPF. 

 

 

 



Chapter 20 – Welham Green 
Policy SADM30 and paragraphs 20.1 to 20.7  

Note that this summary covers general development issues, site HS35 and excluded sites only.  

The Main Issues for Strategic Development Site SDS7 are summarised against the site specific policies for that site. 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

204, 433, 
545, 686, 
713, 830, 
1064, 1181, 
1336, 1342, 
1348, 1396, 
1511, 2042, 
2043, 2064 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments on the principle of development in 
Welham Green – too much housing is proposed 

  

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
Welham Green already faces infrastructure issues and 
these would be exacerbated by additional development. 
Specific issues are identified with the capacity of 
existing primary schools, roads, GP surgeries, 
sewerage infrastructure and electricity supply. 

Remove development 
in Welham Green from 
the plan. 

The Council has worked with infrastructure 
providers in the preparation of the Plan 
and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

In the Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper, primary school capacity was 
identified as sufficient to accommodate 
only a limited amount of growth. At Draft 
Plan stage, HCC confirmed that the limited 
primary school capacity at Welham Green 
could accommodate the growth proposed 
in the Plan for Welham Green, assuming 
current outflows to Brookmans Park 
continues.  

The Council has also worked with other 
infrastructure and service providers and 
there are no absolute infrastructure 
constraints in terms of highways, health 
services, sewerage infrastructure or 
utilities provision to the level of growth 
proposed in the Plan. 

In accordance with Policy SP13 
developers will be required to contribute to 
infrastructure provision through S106 
obligations or CIL as appropriate. 
Supporting infrastructure will be required 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

Continued in advance or alongside development, 
unless sufficient capacity already exists.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
development will exacerbate existing flood risk, both 
within Welham Green and downstream in Water End. 

Remove development 
in Welham Green from 
the plan. 

There is no inherent reason why 
development in Welham Green will 
increase flood risk elsewhere. Policy 
SADM14 requires the provision of 
Sustainable Drainage Systems on major 
developed sites, to manage surface water 
runoff and where possible improve on a 
site’s existing (i.e. pre-development) ability 
to cope with surface water. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because development around Welham Green 
will change the rural character of the village. 

Remove development 
in Welham Green from 
the plan. 

Welham Green is a large village excluded 
from the Green Belt. Development 
proposed in the Plan is on the eastern 
edge of the village, in an area which 
already contains a number of previously 
developed sites. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the impact of development on Water End Swallow 
Holes Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) has not 
been taken into account. 

Remove development 
in Welham Green from 
the plan. 

The site specific considerations for site 
HS35, and Policy SP23 for site SDS7, 
both stipulate a need for development to 
provide appropriate protection and 
enhancement for the SSSI. No change.  

395, 483, 
666, 669, 
1226, 1372, 
1395, 1874, 
1889, 1901, 
1911, 1915, 

Comments on the principle of development in 
Welham Green – not enough housing is proposed 

  



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

1916, 2070, 
2077, 2082 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
Welham Green’s proportionate share of the borough’s 
Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) for housing is not 
being met.  

Allocate additional sites 
around Welham Green 
for development. 

The general sustainability of Welham 
Green is recognised in the Settlement 
Strategy. However, the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper (HSSBP) 
notes that proportionate distribution is only 
a starting point given the need to achieve 
sustainable development. No change 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
a very limited amount of development is proposed. This 
is despite Welham Green being a very sustainable 
settlement with a range of shops and services, a large 
employment area, and its own railway station.   

Allocate additional sites 
around Welham Green 
for development. 

As above.  

There are infrastructure constraints 
relating to education that need to be 
resolved in order to facilitate additional 
growth at Welham Green and elsewhere in 
the borough through a future review of the 
plan.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
too much weight has been given to primary education 
capacity as a constraint to development – delivering 
‘idealised’ 2-form entry schools cannot be any more 
than a preference, and little attempt has been made to 
identify solutions which would allow otherwise suitable 
development sites to come forward. Viable options to 
either expand the village’s existing school or provide a 
new school do exist, and in any case the County 
Council’s future pupil yield assumptions only extend a 
short distance into the future and are not a reliable 
basis for long term planning. These assumptions also 
do not take into account the aging demographic of the 
village, and the need for school places will therefore not 
be as high as assumed. 

Allocate additional sites 
around Welham Green 
for development. 

In the Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper, primary school capacity was 
identified as sufficient to accommodate 
only a limited amount of growth. At Draft 
Plan stage, HCC confirmed that the limited 
primary school capacity at Welham Green 
could accommodate the growth proposed 
in the Plan for Welham Green, assuming 
current outflows to Brookmans Park 
continues.  

Promoters of six sites in Welham Green 
have submitted a Common Position 
Statement. These sites could potentially 
deliver around 447 dwellings. The 
Statement identifies options for primary 
school provision. Option 1: expand the 
existing school; Option 2: Land at WeG10 
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for a new 1 FE with potential to expand to 
a 2 FE; Option 3: Land south of Dixons Hill 
Road for a new 1 FE with potential to 
expand to a 2 FE. Further work will need 
to take place to assess deliverability of 
these options. 

The LEA’s education strategy is to provide 
2 or more forms of entry at primary school 
age as they deliver better educational 
outcomes linked to curriculum, staffing and 
pupil number fluctuation reasons. 

There are challenges around funding the 
relocation of the existing 1 FE primary 
school to an alternative site, which have 
not at this stage been resolved. On-going 
positive discussions are taking place 
between the Council and the education 
authority to explore possible solutions. 

As the education authority has advised 
that there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to accommodate further growth in 
the borough, beyond the overall target set 
out in the Plan, it is considered that further 
growth at Welham Green will need to be 
considered in a future review of the Plan if 
additional growth to meet the OAN is to be 
achieved.   

No change. 
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Continued The Plan is not effective because if 80 dwellings are 
able to come forward in the village (despite the 
educational constraints above), SDS7 is not the most 
appropriate site to deliver them. It is highly constrained 
and was previously deemed to be ‘finely balanced’, 
whereas previously ‘more favourable’ and otherwise 
less constrained sites have been left unallocated. 

Allocate additional sites 
around Welham Green 
for development. 

Other suitable HELAA sites in Welham 
Green do not also offer the strategic 
advantage of helping to deliver a large part 
of the borough’s employment floorspace 
need. Site SDS7 is a comprehensive 
scheme and will be masterplanned as 
such. 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the large amount of employment floorspace proposed to 
be developed within the village is mismatched with the 
very small amount of proposed housing. This means 
that self-containment will be very low, leading to 
unsustainable travel patterns. 

Allocate additional sites 
around Welham Green 
for development. 

It is considered that there is a reasonable 
balance between housing and 
employment. The site is in a sustainable 
location in close proximity to the railway 
station.  

No change. 

85, 155, 
211, 434, 
545, 686, 
721, 773, 
1176, 1212, 
1336, 1342, 
1348, 1368, 
1384, 1396, 
1460, 1472, 
1480, 1515, 
1786, 1791, 
1796, 1801, 
1807, 1812, 
1817, 1823, 
1829, 1850, 

Comments on site HS35 (GTLAA01) (Foxes Lane)   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site performs strongly on the national Green Belt 
purpose of protecting countryside from encroachment. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The Stage 2 Green Belt Study concluded 
that the site makes a limited contribution to 
this Green Belt purpose, because of its 
strong urban fringe characteristics and 
authorised existence of built form already. 
No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site is at the main gateway to the village and will 
form a poor visual first impression of it. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) has been assessed 
in the HELAA as suitable, available and 
achievable. Visibility of a site is not in itself 
a reason not to allocate a site.   

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the entrance to the site is located close to the blind 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The Highway Authority has confirmed that 
the access to the site is acceptable in 
principle for the amount of development 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

2000, 2053, 
2059, 2067 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

crest of Dixons Hill Road as it crosses the railway, and 
is therefore dangerous. 

proposed, and it has not raised objections 
to the current planning application. No 
change  

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
noise from the adjacent railway makes the site an unfit 
living environment. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The HELAA acknowledges the potential 
for noise pollution from the adjacent 
railway line. However, a previous 
permission was allowed on appeal and no 
objections have been raised by 
Environmental Health in relation to a 
current planning application, subject to a 
condition requiring sound attenuation 
measures.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site is in a flood zone. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The site is at risk from surface water 
flooding, as well as potentially from a 
stream adjacent to the site. However, this 
is considered mitigatable. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the allocation of the site will result in a 75% increase in 
the size of the site, making it a ‘major site’. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The allocation will, together with 3 
authorised pitches, result in a site of 15 
pitches. It will have significantly less 
pitches than the existing Holwell site.  
Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller 
community, and bodies such as the Police 
highlighted the need for smaller sites 
(generally not exceeding 15 pitches) 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the allocation of the site sends a message that 
unauthorised development will eventually be tolerated, 
setting a precedent that encourages it elsewhere. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The site is occupied in excess of its 
authorised capacity at the present time. 
However, a planning application has been 
submitted and a pragmatic balance needs 
to be struck, as the site has ultimately 
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been judged to be suitable in the evidence 
base and proposed for allocation. These 
judgements are based on planning merits 
– were the site not considered suitable for 
development, it would not be being 
allocated and enforcement action would 
then be considered. No change.   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the allocation of the site will result in an over-
concentration of Gypsy and Traveller pitches in Welham 
Green. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) has been assessed 
in the HELAA as suitable for 12 additional 
pitches (in addition to 3 existing). The site 
lies within close proximity to a Travelling 
Showpeoples’ site – with a limited number 
of caravans. Together, it is not considered 
that both sites will result in a scale of 
development which will dominate the 
nearest settled community and does not 
place undue pressure on local 
infrastructure (PPTS 25) Local Plans 
should ‘relate the number of pitches to the 
surrounding population’s size and density’ 
(PPTS 10). It is not considered that the 
quantum of Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
proposed together with the existing 
Travelling Showpeople’s site represents 
an over-concentration.  

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
a planning application to enlarge the site has already 
been awaiting determination for several years, and 
there is therefore doubt as to whether the site is 
deliverable. 

Deliverability should be 
reviewed, and the site 
removed from the plan 
if it is not deliverable. 

Given the need to plan comprehensively 
across the borough for the Gypsy and 
Traveller community, the determination of 
the planning application for the site has 
been pending the outcome of the Local 
Plan process. The HELAA considers the 
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Continued site’s achievability and availability, and 
ultimately considers that development can 
be delivered within 5 years. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the planning application for the site includes an element 
of transit provision, and this is not reflected in the 
allocation for the site. 

More flexibility should 
be made for the type of 
pitches and site to be 
delivered. 

Para 9.13 of the plan states that ‘making 
provision for additional authorised pitches 
in the borough would enable Gypsy and 
Traveller households to have a settled 
base from which residents can travel’. This 
does not preclude the provision of transit 
pitches on sites, and the Council 
envisages taking a flexible approach.  

However, for clarity a minor modification 
will be made to para 9.13 to emphasise 
that a degree of transit provision would be 
supported in in principle in light of the 
prevailing evidence at the time an 
application is made. A further minor 
modification will be made to para 9.25 
to clarify that the numbers of pitches in 
Table 6 could include an element of transit 
provision. 

386, 438, 
483, 519, 
666, 1226, 
1372, 1511, 
1901, 1916, 
2077, 2082 

 

 

 

 

Comments on sites not allocated   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it does not allocate land east of Welham Manor (HELAA 
site WeG1) for development. The site is brownfield land, 
assessed favourably in the evidence base, and is 
capable of immediate delivery. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

The site has been assessed as suitable in 
the Housing and Employment Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA). 
However, there is a need to resolve 
primary school provision in Welham Green 
and as the education authority has 
advised that there is insufficient secondary 
school capacity to accommodate further 
growth in the borough, beyond the overall 
target set out in the Plan, it is considered 
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that further growth at Welham Green will 
need to be considered in a future review of 
the Plan if additional growth to meet the 
OAN is to be achieved. 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it does not allocate land south of Welham Manor 
(HELAA site WeG3) for development. The site has no 
strategic disadvantages, and no policy implications 
other than the need to change the green belt boundary. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

As above 

No change. 

The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because it does not allocate land at 
Skimpans Farm south of Bulls Lane (HELAA site 
WeG6) for development. The site has excellent access 
to public transport, will not include areas at risk of 
flooding, will not impact on nearby listed buildings, and 
has no intrinsic wildlife value. 

 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

 

As above 

No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because it does not 
allocate land north of Pooleys Lane (HELAA site 
WeG12) for development. The site is suitable for 
development, and the constraints identified in the 
HELAA are all mitigatable. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

 

 

 

As above 

No change. 

 

 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it does not allocate land at Potterells Farm west of 
Station Road (HELAA site WeG15) for development. 
The site forms a sustainable and logical extension to 
Welham Green, capable of delivering new open space 
and improving local flood issues. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

 

 

 

 

As above 

No change. 
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Land north of Dixons Hill Road and west of Knolles 
Crescent/Gould Close (HELAA site WeG10) is 
effectively an infill site, able to provide a strong new 
boundary for the village.  

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

 

 

As above (Note: The site lies to the west 
of the village boundary) 

No change.  

 

Land at New Barnfield, off Travellers Lane between 
Welham Green and Hatfield (HELAA site WeG8) would 
be a sustainable development site, and is far preferable 
to many of the other sites proposed for development by 
virtue of being previously developed. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

The site is allocation in the County 
Council’s Waste Site Allocations 
Document, for waste uses. Whilst this 
allocation is in place, the site is 
fundamentally unsuitable for a residential 
use.  

No change 

Land west of Marshmoor Lane (HELAA site WeG11) 
will no longer be located within the Green Belt, and 
access improvements to deliver site SDS7 could also 
provide improved access to WeG11. The site is part 
previously-developed, and noise and vibration issues 
can be mitigated. 

Allocate the site for 
housing. 

The fundamental noise constraint 
identified in the HELAA still prevents the 
site from being suitable for allocation. 
However, given that the site will be 
removed from the Green Belt, it could 
potentially come forward as windfall if a 
proposal overcomes these issues and 
accords with Policy SP23. In such 
circumstances, the site would count 
towards the windfall allowance. 

No change. 

The Plan is not effective because it does not allocate 
land at 3 Travellers Close within Travellers Lane 
Employment Area (HELAA site WG90) for housing. The 
employment area is under-used with poor quality 
buildings, and the site is adjacent to existing housing. 

Allocate the site for 
housing.  

The Council’s evidence indicates that all 
existing employment sites are required to 
meet future employment needs. This site 
therefore failed the HELAA Stage 1 sieve. 
No change. 

Land around Welham Manor (sites WeG1, WeG2 and 
WeG3) should never be developed, because the road is 

These sites should not 
be allowed to be 
allocated in the Plan. 

These sites are not included in the Local 
Plan. However, the Highways Authority 
has raised no objections to the principle of 
development on sites WeG1 and WeG3, 
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too narrow to support additional traffic and new homes 
would impact upon residential amenity. 

 

with capacity in the HELAA reflecting 
highway constraints. WeG2 was found 
unsuitable in the HELAA because the 
ability to secure third part land to achieve 
satisfactory access had not been 
demonstrated.  

No change 

1915, 2042, 
2043, 2070 

 

 

 

 

Other general comments   

The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy, because paragraph 20.1 incorrectly 
states the population of Welham Green as 2,800. This 
reduces the village’s proportion of the borough’s overall 
objectively assessed need for housing. 

Revise this to the 
correct 2011 census 
figure of 3,700. 

This figure appears to be the population of 
Welham Green Ward, which includes 
hamlets up to 2 miles from the village such 
as Bullens Green, Water End and 
Hawkshead Lane; as well as the Royal 
Veterinary College’s on-campus halls of 
residence. The 2,800 figure is derived 
from the census Output Areas which make 
up the village itself. No change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective, because it does 
nothing to resolve existing issues in the village such as 
rat-running traffic and the use of Dixons Hill Road by 
HGVs which exceed the posted weight limit. 

The Plan should seek 
to overcome these 
issues. 

Issues such as rat-running and HGV 
weight limits are outside the scope of the 
Local Plan. No change. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 20 – Welham Green 
Policy SP23 Marshmoor Policy Area/Site SDS7, Figure 15 (Strategy diagram) and paragraphs 20.8 to 20.14 
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1243, 1806, 
2192, 2211 

General support for employment provision   

The allocation of the site for a high quality business 
park for life sciences and research is strongly supported 
by the Local Enterprise Partnership, the Royal 
Veterinary College and the University of Hertfordshire; 
as well as the site promoter. It is a unique opportunity to 
meet the borough’s need for employment floorspace, 
and aligns with ambitions to grow the bioscience sector. 
The site is well connected to the village, close to public 
transport, will be sensitively designed to surrounding 
uses, and is not in a gap between settlements and 
therefore forms an acceptable green belt release. 

None. This support is noted and welcomed.  

No change  

212, 433, 
545, 583, 
686, 773, 
1118, 1181, 
1385, 1461, 
1516, 1538, 
1571, 1787, 
1792, 1797, 
1802, 1808, 
1818, 1824, 
1830, 1835, 
1874, 1917, 
2029, 2054 

 

 

 

Issues with the use of the site for mixed-use 
development 

  

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the borough will have a surplus of employment land by 
the end of the plan period, making the allocation of the 
site unnecessary. As a matter of principle, new 
employment floorspace should only be brownfield. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The 2014 Economy Study did forecast a 
small surplus in employment land supply 
by the end of the plan period, but a revised 
understanding of supply and demand for 
employment land in the 2017 Updated 
Economic Analysis Note, indicates that the 
borough is now expected to have a 
shortfall. It is therefore not possible to 
meet economic needs on brownfield sites 
alone. 

No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
there are already a number of vacancies in the village’s 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The 2015 Economy Study notes that a 
degree of vacancy is necessary in order 
for the local property market to function 
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existing employment area, making the allocation of the 
site unnecessary. 

effectively, and considers the current rate 
of employment floorspace vacancy in 
Welwyn Hatfield (around 8%) to be 
healthy. This is factored into the overall 
conclusion that the borough will have a 
shortfall in employment floorspace by the 
end of the plan period. No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the jobs to be delivered on the site will not be for local 
people. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Employment opportunities on the site will 
be available to local people, to in-
commuters and to those who could also 
move to the local area if they wish.  

No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the housing to be delivered on the site will be tied to the 
proposed new employment floorspace, and will 
therefore not meet any local need. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Whilst making the homes available mainly 
to employees on the site is understood to 
be the developer’s aspiration it is not 
stipulated in the plan. In any event this 
would not mean that local people would 
not be able to live and work on the site.  

No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because the area 
surrounding the site does not form an attractive 
environment to which businesses will want to locate. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The landowner, local academic institutions 
and the Local Enterprise Partnership all 
consider the site to be suitable and 
support the scheme.  

No change. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the allocation of the site is contrary to the settlement 
strategy in Policy SP3. This states that the primary 
focus for development will be the towns of Welwyn 
Garden City and Hatfield, whereas this major and 
strategic site is in a village. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Marshmoor forms the only suitable and 
deliverable development site on which a 
substantive share of new employment 
floorspace needs can be met. Welwyn 
Garden City and Hatfield will contain more 
employment land than Welham Green and 
the allocation is not considered to be 
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Continued disproportionate to the size of the 
settlement, particularly given its proximity 
to the station. No change. 

The plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because there is no good planning 
reason to link the delivery of new employment land with 
the delivery of 80 dwellings. Allocations should not be 
made for commercial convenience. 

Remove the housing 
component from this 
site, and allocate 
another site for 80 
dwellings elsewhere in 
the village. 

Site SDS7 is a cohesive scheme and will 
be masterplanned as such – removing the 
homes from it and allocating sites for 80 
homes elsewhere would compromise the 
scheme, and result in the loss of additional 
land from the Green Belt. No change. 

152, 204, 
212, 433, 
545, 583, 
585, 667, 
686, 735, 
773, 1181, 
1385, 1461, 
1516, 1538, 
1571, 1787, 
1792, 1797, 
1802, 1808, 
1818, 1824, 
1830, 1835, 
1966, 2002, 
2024, 2029, 
2054, 2143 

 

 

 

 

Issues with constraints affecting the site   

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the removal of the site from the Green Belt will result in 
coalescence between Welham Green and Hatfield. The 
Inspector for the 2005 District Plan judged that 
removing the site from the Green Belt and designating it 
as an Area of Special Restraint was not sound, and the 
appeal Inspector for the New Barnfield incinerator 
similarly dismissed that scheme on these grounds. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

The site has been assessed as making a 
partial contribution to preventing 
coalescence, although the gap between 
Hatfield and Welham Green has already 
been compromised by Travellers Lane 
Industrial Estate and the selection of this 
site would not bring the two any closer. 
This was afforded minor weight against 
the site in the Housing Site Selection 
Background Paper, but taking other issues 
into account it was determined on balance 
that the site should be allocated. No 
change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site performs strongly on the national green belt 
purpose of protecting countryside from encroachment. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Parts of the site do make a significant 
contribution to this Green Belt purpose, 
although other parts are previously 
developed and so this only formed a minor 
weight against the site in the Housing Site 
Selection Background Paper. Taking other 
issues into account it was determined on 
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balance that the site should be allocated. 
No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the new Green Belt boundary will be weaker than the 
current strong boundary along the railway. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

With the exception of Dixons Hill Road, the 
new Green Belt boundary runs along the 
A1000 which will still be a strong and 
defensible edge to the village. The 
presence of Hatfield Park Historic Park 
and Garden beyond the A1000 further 
strengthens its role as a boundary. This is 
attributed a minor weight in favour of the 
site in the Housing Site Selection 
Background Paper. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site is detached from the village beyond the railway, 
and will therefore not form a cohesive extension to it. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Dixons Hill Road will link the site and the 
rest of the village. The site is within a 10 
minute walk of the village centre and will 
be perceived as part of the village by 
people travelling along Dixons Hill Road. 
No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the site is marshland and suffers from flooding. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Parts of the site are at risk from surface 
water flooding, as well as potentially from 
watercourses which run through the site. 
The HELAA recognised the need to take a 
precautionary approach and the site 
capacity was adjusted accordingly and 
modelling and mitigation measures are 
noted. A sequential approach to site layout 
will be required   The final five criteria of 
Policy SP23 set out a detailed policy 
framework to ensure that the development 
of the site follows a full understanding of 
flood risk and mitigates appropriately. No 
change. 
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The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because the development of the site 
will result in harm to nearby heritage assets. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Whilst acknowledging that development 
could impact on heritage assets around 
the site, the HELAA reduced capacity to 
allow for a setback/buffer to the A1000 to 
mitigate impact on the setting of the HPG. 
Historic England (dlpps2143) is satisfied 
that the provisions on heritage in Policy 
SP23 (including a requirement for a 
Heritage Impact Assessment) will enable 
any issues to be overcome. No change. 

The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because noise from the adjacent 
railway makes the site an unfit living environment. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Environmental Health provided comments 
on the HELAA – whilst noise from the 
A1000 and railway line is acknowledged 
as a constraint, it is considered that issues 
can be effectively mitigated at the planning 
application stage and the site will not be 
an unfit living environment. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
development on the site will surround the existing 
Marshmoor Crescent park homes, impacting on the 
amenity of residents 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Criterion x. of Policy SP23 already 
acknowledges the need for development 
on the site to relate acceptably to existing 
homes, in order to protect amenity. This is 
considered to be acceptable. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
development will significantly affect traffic flow on the 
A1000 and at its junction with Dixons Hill Road. 

Remove the site from 
the Plan. 

Whilst acknowledging that development 
could create congestion, Hertfordshire 
County Council as Local Highways 
Authority (dlpps2024) is satisfied that initial 
studies carried out by the authority itself 
and by the developer indicate that highway 
impacts can be successfully mitigated 
through realistic junction improvements 
and encouragement of sustainable travel 
modes. No change. 
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Issues with the detail of the allocation, the strategy 
diagram for the site and the policy text 

  

The Plan is not justified, because the site can 
accommodate at least 120 homes and capacity is being 
unnecessarily restricted. The housing element will 
comprise smaller properties intended to be occupied by 
employees on the site and are not likely to be family 
homes, meaning that the education constraint affecting 
the village will not have any effect. 

Revise the number of 
homes to 120, or 
introduce an 
acceptable range of 
homes with the exact 
number to be tested at 
planning application 
stage.  

The Plan does not restrict the housing to 
be occupied by employees of the site. 
Furthermore, it is perfectly possible that 
the employees could have children and 
consistent with Policy SP7 a mix of 
housing will be required. 80 dwellings is an 
estimate of what can be delivered on the 
site. The HELAA takes into account a 
number of site constraints and the 
estimates are based on a proportionate 
and robust evidence base. Any increase in 
the number of dwellings would need to be 
justified at the time of making a planning 
application when the details of the scheme 
can be examined. No change. 

The Plan is not justified, because criterion iii. provides 
insufficient clarity on how proportionate provision or 
contribution towards access improvements should be 
made. 

This should state that 
these be levied in 
consideration of the trip 
generation of the uses 
proposed. 

There would be no other reasonable basis 
on which to expect provision or 
contributions to be made – this is 
considered to be implicit. No change.  

The Plan is not justified, because the requirements in 
the policy for specific building heights (criterion ix.) are 
excessively detailed and pre-empt the subsequent 
masterplanning and SPD process.  

Remove this criterion 
from the Plan. 

The need for care on building heights 
results from the need to minimise harm to 
heritage assets. This is a fundamental 
point to include, and informs rather than 
pre-empts subsequent masterplanning. No 
change.   

The Plan is not effective, because criterion iii. b. in the 
policy makes insufficient provision for cycling and 

Add a specific 
reference to the end of 
this paragraph. 

This criterion already refers to providing 
links to other origins and destinations in 
the wider area. Referring to every possible 
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Continued pedestrian access to the site from Hatfield via the 
A1000, a much more direct route. 

origin and destination is considered 
excessive for the Local Plan, and this 
would best be addressed as part of the 
masterplanning/SPD process. No change. 

HELAA site WeG11 on the western side of Marshmoor 
Lane is incorrectly shown as being within site SDS7 on 
its strategy diagram (Figure 15). 

Remove this area from 
the red line of the site. 

The red line on the strategy diagram 
variously follows the boundaries of site 
SDS7 and the Marshmoor Policy Area, 
which are different.  

A minor modification will be made to the 
key of the strategy diagram so that site 
WeG11 is within the Marshmoor Policy 
Area but not within site SDS7. This is 
reflected correctly on the Policies Map. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 21 – Brookmans Park 
Policy SADM31 and paragraphs 21.1 to 21.7  
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13, 83, 92, 
93, 103, 
132,164, 
193, 203, 
249, 275, 
291, 343, 
370, 375, 
487, 525, 
601, 771, 
800, 817, 
842, 876, 
920, 1018, 
1027, 1036, 
1039, 1075, 
1097, 1132, 
1144, 1164, 
1174, 1248, 
1311, 1324, 
1383, 1459, 
1558, 1604, 
1789, 1794, 
1799,1804, 
1810, 1820, 
1832, 1838, 
1859, 1863, 
1934, 
 

 

Bradmore Lane and Warrengate Roads have 
insufficient highway capacity to accommodate the 
proposed level of housing growth at site HS22 
(BrP4) 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, or 
consistent with the NPPF because the proposed 
development of HS22 will increase the vehicular use of 
Bradmore Lane and Warrengate Road, as this will be 
the most easiest/most direct route towards the A1M and 
the M25. These roads have insufficient capacity to 
accommodate the significant vehicular demands from 
this site because they are narrow single track rural 
roads, with no pavements and street lighting. This will 
adversely impact the levels of congestion, risk of 
accidents in the area and the highway safety of other 
road users (such as pedestrians, school children, horse 
riders, cyclists) along these routes.  

The Council will be unable to prevent an increased 
number of vehicles from HSS22 using Bradmore Lane 
and Warrengate Road. Due to this, there is a concern 
that these roads will have to inevitably be 
upgraded/widened, which may adversely impact on 
heritage assets and an SSSI, the rural character of the 
area (.i.e. Water End) and the Green Belt. Further 
clarity is required in relation to how this issue will be 
resolved  
 

Remove site allocation 
HS22 from SADM31 or 
if allocated, Bradmore 
Lane should be 
completely closed or be 
restricted to only one 
way traffic. 
 
Amend wording in 
paragraph 21.4 to say: 

“A secondary access or 
any indirect access to 
or from HS22 using or 
causing the increased 
use of Bradmore Lane 
will not be permitted as 
this would lead to the 
widening and 
upgrading of Bradmore 
Lane and Warrengate 
Road, which would 
change its rural 
character and cause 
significant and 
demonstrable harm to 
the character of Water 
End, the setting and 
character of listed 

Bradmore Lane is a rural road, insufficient 
in width to accommodate ease of 2 way 
traffic. As part of the HELAA and the site 
selection process, the Council has worked 
with the Highways Authority. Consistent 
with their advice, the Plan resists any 
secondary access onto Bradmore Lane. 
 
Policies SP4, and SADM2/3 will, amongst 
other things, require proposals to be 
accompanied by a Transport 
Assessment/Statement, identify locations 
where any mitigation measures may be 
required to address any potential adverse 
impacts and test the effectiveness of 
these. Any provisions for 
improving/delivering new transport 
infrastructure will be secured through 
Section 106 agreements or a Community 
Infrastructure Levy (when adopted) in 
accordance with Policy SP13. 
 
The HELAA considers potential for impact 
on heritage and ecological assets. None 
were identified that amounted to an 
absolute constraint on the development of 
site HS22 (BrP4). Historic England 
considered it unlikely that the development 
of this site would have an adverse impact 
on any designated heritage asset. 
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Secure funding to improve/deliver the supporting 
transport infrastructure (.i.e. widening/upgrades to 
road/pavement and cycle lanes).   
 
 

buildings in Water End, 
undermine flood 
defences in Water End 
and cause harm to the 
SSSI (Swallow Holes). 

OR 

Amend paragraph 21.4 
as follows:  
“Any access to the site 
proposed from 
Bradmore Lane should 
be carefully designed in 
consultation with the 
Council and Highway 
Authority to ensure a 
safe access is 
constructed whilst 
predominately 
maintaining the rural 
character of Bradmore 
Lane”. 
 

No change  
 
 
 
 
 
The plan resists access on to Bradmore 
Lane. 
 
No change  
 
 
 

The Plan is not justified because access should not be 
prevented via Bradmore Lane. 
 
Para 21.4 should not prevent access from Bradmore 
Lane. This should be determined at application stage, 
based upon the findings of further studies that have 
assessed the most appropriate options for access. 
Bradmore Lane could be designed to avoid having a 
detrimental impact on the roads of the rural character.  
 

A flexible approach to 
providing access off 
HS22 site should be set 
out and there should be 
no absolute restriction 
on providing access 
from Bradmore Lane 

Bradmore Lane is a rural road, insufficient 
in width to accommodate ease of 2 way 
traffic. Opening a new access onto 
Bradmore Lane would encourage greater 
use of this route and impact on the rural 
character of the road. In line with the 
advice of the Highway Authority, the Plan 
resists any secondary access onto 
Bradmore Lane. No change  
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13, 83, 92, 
93, 103, 
193, 203, 
249, 252, 
343, 348, 
487, 525, 
543, 601, 
690, 771, 
800, 890, 
920, 972, 
1018, 1027, 
1036, 1039, 
1075, 1097, 
1164, 1174, 
1248, 1311, 
1335, 1383, 
1435, 1437, 
1459, 1470, 
1558, 1604, 
1696, 1789, 
1794, 1799, 
1804, 1810, 
1815, 1820, 
1832, 1836, 
1838, 1859, 
1863, 1882, 
1934 

The proposed allocation of site HS22 (BrP4) is 
contrary to Green Belt policy and will have an 
adverse impact on the permanence and the 
openness of this designation  

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, or consistent with national policy because 
the proposed allocation of site HS22 is contrary to the 
aim/purposes of the Green Belt. It is located outside 
built up area of Brookmans Park and the solid 
permanent boundary of the Green Belt that is defined 
by the railway line. It will result in a weaker permanent 
boundary and potential further encroachment of the 
countryside. It will reduce the openness of this 
designation and narrow the visual gap/long distance 
views between the settlements (.i.e. Brookmans Park, 
Welham Green, the hamlet of Water End, the 
Veterinary College; and Potters Bar, as well as result in 
potential coalescence.  
No exceptional circumstances to review Green Belt 
boundaries.  
 
 
 

 

 

The examination 
should not proceed 
until further 
consultation has been 
carried out.  

HS22 should be 
removed as a site 
allocation from Policy 
SADM 31. 

Consider brownfield 
sites across the 
Borough before Green 
Belt and maintain its 
boundaries  
 
Other sites need to be 
considered that would 
have less of an impact 
on the Green 
Belt/environment  
 
 
 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 
The HELAA has demonstrated that there 
is a significant shortfall of sites within 
existing urban areas to address the OAN. 
The Council has exceptionally, through the 
Local Plan process, proposed to allocate 
suitable sites which are currently within the 
Green Belt, in order to positively plan for 
sustainable development. A limited 
amount of growth is proposed for a 
number of large excluded villages such as 
Brookmans Park, in sustainable locations. 
 
The impact on the Green Belt is one of the 
considerations sets out in the Housing 
Sites Selection Background paper. Site 
HS22 will result in a weaker Green Belt 
boundary than the railway line, but it will 
be clearly defined by natural features and 
will form a defensible boundary. Measures 
can also be implemented to strengthen the 
boundary.  No change  

174, 343, 
348, 842, 
972, 1027, 
1335, 1347, 
1367, 1435, 

The proposed allocation of sites within the Green 
Belt of Brookmans Park are contrary to the national 
guidance 

Revise the plan to 
avoid sacrificing Green 
Belt land. Subject the 
Local Plan to scrutiny 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
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1815, 1863, 
1882, 1934, 
1967,  
 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent because the proposed allocation of housing 
sites (.i.e. HS21 (BrP13), HS22 (BrP4), HS23 (BrP14)) 
at Brookmans Park is inconsistent with the Green Belt 
policy, unless exceptional circumstances can be 
demonstrated. Also brownfield sites should be 
prioritised for development.   
 
 

and approval by 
elected members.  
 
Consider brownfield 
sites across the 
Borough before the 
Green Belt and 
maintain its boundaries 
 
 
 

suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 

There are considered to be exceptional 
circumstances for the Council to review 
Green Belt boundaries in the borough.  
 

A limited amount of growth is proposed for 
a number of large excluded villages such 
as Brookmans Park, in sustainable 
locations. The HELAA has demonstrated 
that there are a lack of brownfield sites 
options or infill sites within the existing 
urban areas to accommodate the OAN. 
Therefore, the Council has exceptionally 
through the Local Plan process, proposed 
to allocate suitable sites which are 
currently within the GB, in order to address 
the OAN of the area, deliver the 
supporting infrastructure and promote 
sustainable development. No Change    

 The Plan is not justified, consistent with national 

policy because the proposals for sites BrP4, 7, 13, 14 

and LHe1, as well as the 20,000 solar panel farm 

(North of Potters Bar), compromise the openness of the 

countryside to the south of the Borough and risk the 

merging of both settlements along with Welham Green. 

Site BrP4 exemplifies how the sites proposed in the 

Local Plan must be viewed together rather than in 

isolation. 

 

None stated A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 

BrP6 was not selected acknowledging the 

potential for cumulative impact and the 

strategic gap between Potters Bar and 

Hatfield. It is not considered that the sites 

proposed for allocation will result in the 

merging of towns. No change    
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487, 1882 
1164 
 

HS22 (Brp4) is not a suitable and sustainable site 

when considered against the alternative sites within 

Brookmans Park 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent with national policy because BrP1 should 

be allocated for housing development. It is likely to 

have less of an impact on the openness of the Green 

Belt than sites BrP4 (HS22) and BrP7 (HS24). Also it 

will help maintain the existing settlement patterns and 

help create/enhance sustainable transport links with the 

school/other facilities of Brookmans Park. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Allocate BrP1 
 

 

 

 

 
BrP1 provides a significant sense of 
separation between Bell Bar and 
Brookmans Park. Development of the site 
would mean the sense of separation 
between the two settlements would be 
entirely lost resulting in complete 
coalescence between the settlements. The 
allocation of BrP1 would be inconsistent 
with the settlement strategy (Policy SP3) 
as it would result in a disproportionate 
expansion of small washed over Green 
Belt village/settlement (Bell Bar) where 
accessibility is largely car dependent and 
such locations are not considered suitable 
for further development of this scale.  
No change 
 

 The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent because BrP12 should be allocated for 

housing development and is considered more 

suitable/sustainable than BrP4 due to significant 

inconsistencies in the Councils site selection paper (see 

submission). The approach of limiting the housing 

growth of Brookmans Park to 250 dwelling due to a lack 

of primary school capacity, is contrary to the NPPF (.i.e. 

para 14, 157). The primary school could accommodate 

a pupil yield from 768 new homes and a new could be 

delivered on this site.  

Also BrP12 is likely to have a less of an impact on the 

Green Belt, as it is located within the strong permanent 

boundary (west of the railway) of this designation and is 

Allocate BrP12 

 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 
If BrP4 were deleted in preference for 

BrP12, a greater shortfall against the OAN 

could arise. 

The promoter of BrP12 has submitted 

supporting evidence that suggests an 

alternative assessment of child yield and 

primary school capacity would be 

appropriate for Brookmans Park, and that 
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adjacent to the built up area of the settlement. It will 

have less of an impact on the openness of this 

designation and the reduction in the fragile gap (that is 

not clearly visible) can be mitigated by woodland 

Brookmans Park is capable of 

accommodating higher levels of growth 

with sufficient primary school capacity. 

However, as education authority, the 

County Council has advised that its pupil 

yield assessment of 1FE per 500 homes 

represents a robust assessment of pupil 

yield from development when responding 

to Local Plan consultations and that the 

level of growth proposed in the Plan can 

be accommodated through the 0.5 FE 

expansion of the existing primary school. 

The additional allocation of site BrP12 

would exceed capacity (as advised by 

HCC) and would not in itself justify the 

provision of a new school.  

Notwithstanding the different approaches 

taken, the education authority has also 

advised that there is insufficient secondary 

school capacity to accommodate further 

growth in the borough, beyond the target 

set out in the Plan. This will need to be 

addressed in a future review of the Plan if 

additional growth to meet the OAN is to be 

achieved.  

No change    

83, 275, 
525, 694, 
800, 1018, 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent with national policy because: 

Delete BrP4/HS22 from 

SADM 31  

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
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1164, 1437, 
1789, 1794, 
1799, 1804, 
1810, 1820, 
1826, 1859, 
1863 
 
 

The Council has rejected site HS22 (BrP4) during 

previous stages of the plan-making process due its 

potential impact on the openness/aims of the Green 

Belt, its impact on the landscape (i.e. high sensitivity), 

it’s physically detached from the built up area of 

Brookmans Park.  

Also there is uncertainty in relation to whether the high 

infrastructure requirements (i.e. pedestrian bridge, 

insufficient capacity of Bradmore Lane) will make the 

site deliverable. Also concern that it will adversely 

impact Water End, a local wildlife site/ancient woodland 

and result in loss of high grade agricultural land.   

Amend SADM 31 to 

include BrP12, BrP1 

and BrP6 

 

identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 

The Housing Sites Selection Background 

Paper afforded moderate weight against 

site HS22 (BrP4) on Green Belt grounds 

but on balance found the site suitable for 

allocation. The site promoter has worked 

with the Highway Authority and the rail 

infrastructure provider to explore the 

delivery of a replacement pedestrian 

bridge across the railway and has 

indicated its confidence that a viable 

solution is achievable in conjunction with 

development at BrP4. The Highway 

Authority has not objected to the allocation 

of this site but consistent with its advice, 

access to Bradmore Lane is resisted.  

The HELAA considers the potential for 
impact on heritage and ecological assets. 
None were identified that amounted to an 
absolute constraint on the development of 
site HS22 (BrP4). Historic England 
considered it unlikely that the development 
of this site would have an adverse impact 
on any designated heritage asset. 
 

The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper sets out the reasons why other sites 
around Brookmans Park and Bell Bar have 
not been selected for allocation in the 
Plan. No change 
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13, 92, 93, 
103, 132, 
487, 525, 
591, 690, 
691, 697, 
771, 800, 
920, 1036, 
1039, 1311, 
1383,  
 
  

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent with national policy because: 

Brookmans Park is a highly sustainable location, which 

should each accommodate a fair share of growth. 

There are number of sites, to the east of Brookmans 

Park that are more sustainable and suitable locations 

for extensions to the village (e.g. BrP1, BrP6, BrP9, 

BrP10 and BrP12) than Brp4. These alternative sites 

would provide a natural, physical and socially inclusive 

extensions to the settlement. They would help meet the 

OAHN of the area and are deliverable in first 5-10 years 

of the Plan.  

 
 

Adopt a suitable 

strategy and allocate 

sites BrP1, BrP6, BrP9, 

BrP10 and BrP12 in 

Policy SADM 31  

 

 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough. The Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper 
explains why sites have/have not been 
selected. 
 
The education authority has advised that 
there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to accommodate further growth in 
the borough, beyond the target set out in 
the Plan. This will need to be addressed in 
a future review of the Plan if additional 
growth to meet the OAN is to be achieved. 
 
No Change  

1231 

 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent with national policy because: 
 
Sites BrP9 and 10 should be allocated. Disagree with 
the reasons Council reasons for rejecting the sites. 
Although the sites are not adjacent to the urban 
boundary they are very close to it and a new Green Belt 
boundary could be easily established around these. 
Also a heritage assessment has demonstrated that 
these sites are unlikely to have a major impact on the 
Grade 2 Registered Park and Garden, and any impacts 
can be mitigated.    
 
 

Remove sites, BrP9 
and BrP10 from the 
Green Belt and allocate 
for residential 
development. 

 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough. The Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper 
explains why these sites have not been 
selected. 
 
The education authority has advised that 
there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to accommodate further growth in 
the borough, beyond the target set out in 
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the Plan. This will need to be addressed in 
a future review of the Plan if additional 
growth to meet the OAN is to be achieved. 
 
No change   

525, 690, 
691, 800, 
1036, 1145,  
 
 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent with national policy because: 

BrP6 should be allocated for housing development. 

Visually, the site is very well enclosed. A new woodland 

would be planted (to the south) to create a strong 

Green Belt boundary, to help mitigate any landscape 

impacts and maintain a gap between Brookmans Park, 

Potters Bar and Little Heath. 

Site BrP6 should be 

reviewed and 

reconsidered as a site 

allocation in the Local 

Plan 

 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough. The Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper 
explains why site BrP6 has not been 
selected. 
No change   
 

13, 83, 92, 
93, 103, 
132, 193, 
203, 249, 
275, 291, 
343, 370, 
375, 487, 
525, 771, 
800, 817, 
876, 920, 
1018, 1027, 
1036, 1039, 
1075, 1164, 
1174, 1248, 
1311, 1335, 
1347, 1383, 
1435, 1437, 

Council have failed to consider the potential impact 
HS22 (BrP4) may have on Water End 
 
The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, and consistent with national policy 
because: 
 
It has failed to consider the potential impact that site 
HS22 may have on Water End:  

 
(1) Water End is located within flood zones 2, 3a/3b and 

it is protected by flood defences. Future 
development of site HS22 (located on higher 
ground) may reduce the level of rain water that is 
naturally drained into the ground and increase the 
level of surface water run off towards Water End. 
The Council should have worked with other 

Investigate the impact 
HS22 may have on; 
Bradmore Lane, 
Warrengate Road, 
Water End, flood 
defences, listed 
buildings and the rural 
nature of the area  

Delete housing 
allocations HS22 
(BrP4), HS21 (BrP13), 
and HS23 (BrP14) 

Replace paragraph 
21.4 with the following: 
“No development would 

A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, has 
been carried out and this has informed the 
selection of sites for future development. 
Both the Environment Agency and the 
Lead Local Flood Authority are satisfied 
that the SFRA forms a robust piece of 
evidence to inform the Local Plan. 
 
The Housing Sites Selection Background 
paper explains that the site passes the 
sequential test and the Exception test 
does not need to be applied at this stage. 
It acknowledges that a surface water flow 
route runs north-south in the eastern area 
of the site, and pools alongside Bradmore 
Lane and flows north into the adjacent 
field and onwards to Station Road. A 
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1459, 1558, 
1789, 1794, 
1799, 1804, 
1810, 1820, 
1826, 1832, 
1863, 1934, 
2060, 

departments (EA) to investigate and resolve the 
cumulative effects of flooding.  

(2)  Concerned that the proposed allocation of HS22 will 
increase the number of vehicles on Warrengate 
Road and Bradmore Lane, which are narrow single 
track lanes. This will adversely impact the tranquil 
rural character of the Water End; in terms of 
increasing congestion, noise, and light pollution. 
Also it may impact the highway safety of other road 
users and the use of the highways/area for 
recreational activities (walking, cycling, horse riding) 

(3)  Concerned that the development of HS22 will 
inevitably require the road widening/upgrade of 
Bradmore Lane and Warrengate Road that passes 
through/connects to Water End. This will adversely 
impact the rural character/setting of the area/Green 
Belt, and five grade 2 Listed Buildings on 
Warrengate Road. 

 

be permitted on HS22 if 
that development would 
or would be likely to 
cause the widening or 
upgrading of Bradmore 
Lane, Warrengate 
Road or have any 
detrimental impact on 
the Flood Zones in 
Water End, the SSSI 
(The Swallow Holes) or 
the heritage assets in 
Water End”. 

If HS22 is allocated, 
vehicle access should 
be denied into 
Bradmore Lane, 
preserving its 
character, which in turn 
would also protect 
Warrengate Road 
Water End from 
increased traffic  

 

sequential approach to layout and the use 
of sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) 
could be used to suitably manage surface 
water flood risk to, within and from the site. 
Table 15 of the Plan makes reference. 
 
The SA (page 454 Annex 1) also refers. 
 
The EA, in its response to the DLPPS, has 
not raised objections to site HS22 (BrP4), 
other than to seek a buffer from the top of 
the river bank. 
 
Policies SP4, and SADM2/3 will, amongst 
other things, require proposals to be 
accompanied by a Transport 
Assessment/Statement, identify locations 
where any mitigation measures may be 
required to address any potential adverse 
impacts and test the effectiveness of 
these. 
 
Paragraph 21.4 of the Plan resists access 
using Bradmore Lane as this will require 
an upgrade/ widening of which would 
change its rural character 
 
The HELAA considers potential for impact 
on heritage and ecological assets. None 
were identified that amounted to an 
absolute constraint on the development of 
site HS22 (BrP4). Historic England 
considered it unlikely that the development 
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of this site would have an adverse impact 
on any designated heritage asset. 
 
Minor modification: Correction to note 
the full name of Water End Swallows 
Holes SSSI in SP23, and the site specific 
considerations in Tables 10, 14, 15. 
 

13, 83, 92, 
93, 103, 
165, 193, 
203, 275, 
348, 487, 
525, 601, 
739, 771, 
800, 817, 
920, 1018, 
1027, 1036, 
1039, 1075, 
1097, 1144, 
1248, 1311, 
1335, 1347, 
1383, 1435, 
1437, 1470, 
1459, 1558, 
1604, 1789, 
1794, 1799, 
1804, 1810, 
1820, 1826, 
1832, 1838, 
1863, 1934, 
2060, 2081, 

Site HS22 will have an adverse impact on the Water 
End Swallow Holes SSSI and the Ecology of the 
area 
 
The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, consistent with national policy because: 
 
It has failed to consider/assess the potential impacts 
that the proposed allocation of site HS22 (and potential 
upgrades or the widening of Bradmore Lane and 
Warrengate Rd) may have on the Water End Swallow 
Holes SSSI. There are concerns that the integrity of the 
SSSI may be impacted by increased congestion, noise 
and air pollution, decline in water quality, surface water 
run off/flooding in Water End/proximity to it (contrary to 
para 109, NPPF). This is a serious omission and should 
have been a demonstrable reason for site being 
unsuitable.  
 

Delete housing 
allocations HS22 (and 
HS21, and HS22)  

If HS22 is allocated, 
amend paragraph 21.4 
as follows:  “A 
secondary access or 
any indirect access to 
or from HS22 using or 
causing the increased 
use of Bradmore Lane 
will not be permitted as 
this would lead to the 
widening and 
upgrading of Bradmore 
Lane and Warrengate 
Road, which would 
change its rural 
character and cause 
significant and 
demonstrable harm to 
the character of Water 
End, the setting and 
character of listed 

The SA has considered the relationship of 
the site to the SSSI and identifies a 
potential significant negative effect but 
with uncertainty. Policies SP11 and Table 
15 provide mitigation measures. The 
Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper sets out how the overall outcomes 
of the SA have been balanced against 
other considerations. 
 
Other policies of the Plan, e.g. SP11, 
SADM 16 will be taken into account at 
planning application stage.  
 
Paragraph 21.4 of the Plan resists access 
using Bradmore Lane as this will require 
an upgrade/ widening of which would 
change its rural character 
 
No change 
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buildings in Water End, 
undermine flood 
defences in Water End 
and cause harm to the 
SSSI (Swallow Holes).  

 The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, consistent with national policy because 
HS22 will adversely impact; the Brick Kiln local wildlife 
site (partly an Ancient Woodland) that is adjacent to its 
western boundary; and the Potterells Wood Wildlife site 
(WS144) that is located (250m) to the north of it 

None Stated  The SA has considered the relationship of 
the site to Brick Kiln Wood and identifies a 
potential significant negative effect but 
with uncertainty. Policies SP11 and Table 
15 provide for mitigation. The Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper sets out 
how the overall outcomes of the SA have 
been balanced against other 
considerations 
No change 

165, 1097, 
1459, 2081 
 

The allocation of sites HS21 (BrP13) and HS23 
(BrP14)will adversely impact a local wildlife site  
 
The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent because sites HS23 and HS21 are adjacent 
to/ or located within close proximity to a local wildlife 
site (WS165). Concerned that the future development 
of these sites will increase congestion, noise/air 
pollution that will adversely impact the habitat and 
species of the local wildlife site.  
 
 

Delete housing 
allocations, HS21, and 
HS23 

The HELAA considers the potential for 
impact on nature conservation assets. 
HS21 (BrP13) does not adjoin a Wildlife 
Site. HS23 (BrP14) does adjoin Local 
Wildlife site (WS165) but does not present 
an absolute constraint on development. 
 
Policies SP11, and SADM 16 will be taken 
into account at planning application stage.  
No change 

13, 83, 92, 
93, 103, 
249, 525, 
771, 842, 
920, 1036, 
1039, 1075, 

HS22 will require significant improvements to or 
delivery of transportation infrastructure 
 
The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, consistent with national policy because: 
 

The Local Plan 
examination should be 
halted until the 
unsound parts of it are 

The site promoter has worked with the 

Highway Authority and the rail 

infrastructure provider to explore the 

delivery of a replacement pedestrian 

bridge across the railway and has 

indicated its confidence that a viable 
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1248, 1353, 
1383, 1437, 
1459, 1470, 
1558, 1604, 
1789, 1794, 
1799, 1804, 
1810, 1820, 
1826, 1832, 
1863  

No plans have been produced for the significant road 
works (.i.e. elevated bridge and pedestrian bridge over 
the railway line) that will be required for site HS22. 
 
The design and impact of these should have been in 
the public domain and consulted upon. The 
infrastructure requirements for this site will make it 
unviable/deliverable, in contrast to the alternatives.  
 
 

resolved and re-
consulted.  

Delete housing 
allocation HS22 

Undertake a 
consultation for the 
locations/design of any 
new road 
improvements/bridges 
for HS22   

solution is achievable in conjunction with 

development at BrP4. The Highway 

Authority has not objected to the allocation 

of this site but consistent with its advice, 

access to Bradmore Lane is resisted.  

Detailed plans will be subject to 
consultation at planning application stage. 
No change   
 

103, 249, 
487, 525, 
690, 691, 
1097, 1144, 
1145, 1248, 
1444, 1470, 
1882, 2160, 

The Council has failed to demonstrate that there is 
a school capacity issue at Brookmans Park and this 
should not be a reason for not meeting the OAN 
 
The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent with national policy because: 
 
Increasing the capacity of the existing primary school by 
0.5FE is not a suitable or sensible plan because it will 
reduce the quality of the school and teaching 
standards. 
 
The school should be relocated onto the field at end of 
Bradmore Way because the existing transport 
infrastructure (e.g. parking, congestion) has insufficient 
capacity. BrP12 should be allocated for housing 
development (and could include a school).  
 
The approach of limiting  the housing growth of 
Brookmans Park to 250 dwelling due to a lack of 
primary school capacity, is contrary to the NPPF (.i.e. 

 

 

 

 

Number of dwellings 

need to be reduced 

because the existing 

schools are not suitable 

for an increase of this 

size. 

Allocate BP12 
 
Amend paragraph 21.5 
to remove all reference 
to capacity at 
Brookmans Park 
primary school as a 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough.  
 

The promoter of BrP12 has submitted 

supporting evidence that suggests an 

alternative assessment of child yield and 

primary school capacity would be 

appropriate for Brookmans Park, and that 

Brookmans Park is capable of 
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para 14, 157, ). There is no evidence to support the 
view that there is a need for additional capacity at 
Brookmans Park Primary School, which cannot be met. 
 
Primary school capacity at Brookmans park could 
accommodate a pupil yield from 768 new homes 
without the need for an extension unless the 
percentage of social rented housing was very high. But 
if a school is required, it can be delivered on another 
site 
 

reason for not meeting 
the Objectively 
Assessed Housing 
Need. 
 
The Council should 
fulfil their duty to 
cooperate  
requirements 
 
 

accommodating higher levels of growth 

with sufficient primary school capacity. 

However, as education authority, the 

County Council has advised that its pupil 

yield assessment of 1FE per 500 homes 

represents a robust assessment of pupil 

yield from development when responding 

to Local Plan consultations and that the 

level of growth proposed in the Plan can 

be accommodated through the 0.5 FE 

expansion of the existing primary school. 

The additional allocation of site BrP12 

would exceed capacity (as advised by 

HCC) and would not in itself justify the 

provision of a new school.  

Notwithstanding the different approaches 

taken, the education authority has also 

advised that there is insufficient secondary 

school capacity to accommodate further 

growth in the borough, beyond the target 

set out in the Plan. This will need to be 

addressed in a future review of the Plan if 

additional growth to meet the OAN is to be 

achieved.  

No change 
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164, 191, 
246, 249, 
265, 432, 
470, 543, 
771, 842, 
890, 1097, 
1164, 1207, 
1324, 1383,  
1459, 
1836, 1837,  
 
 
 

The transport infrastructure has insufficient 

capacity to accommodate the proposed growth at 

sites HS21 (BrP13) and HS23 (BrP14) 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent because sites HS21 and HS23 will be 

accessed off Golf Club Road, which is a narrow rural 

road that has no pavement and capacity for widening. 

Due to this, the highway may be unable to provide 

satisfactory vehicular access for the proposed sites and 

may have insufficient capacity to sustainably 

accommodate the needs of them. Concerned that this 

will adversely impact the existing problems of 

congestion, parking and the safety of other road users 

(particularly school children). This may increase the 

risks of accidents especially at the crossroads of 

Brookmans Avenue, Mymms Drive and George's Wood 

Road (144), as some of the junctions have limited 

visibility. 

Remove site HS21& 

HS23  

HCC as Highways Authority has confirmed 
that 14 dwellings on BrP13 and 10 
dwellings on BrP14 would be the upper 
limit for these sites, subject to a degree of 
necessary highway mitigation measures 
on Golf Club Road, which could be 
secured at the planning application stage. 
 
No change 

 

 

246, 249, 
253, 265, 
348, 359, 
771, 804, 
842, 890, 
972, 1036,  
1039, 1075, 
1097, 1248 
1324, 1444, 
1558, 1604, 
1863, 1895,  
 
 

The proposed growth will adversely impact the 
Infrastructure of Brookmans Park and no firm plans 
have been produced to address this 
 
The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent with national policy because: 

The infrastructure required to support the sustainable 

delivery of the proposed allocations at Brookmans Park 

is not place and there is no published, committed and 

fully funded plan for it to be delivered. Specific 

reference was made of the insufficient capacity of; the 

Secure funding to 

improve/deliver the 

supporting transport 

infrastructure (.i.e. 

widening/upgrades to 

road/pavement and 

cycle lanes) and ensure 

their timely delivery.  

Publish details of all 

infrastructure changes 

and supporting 

 

 

Any provisions for improving/delivering 
new transport infrastructure will be 
secured through Section 106 agreements 
or a Community Infrastructure Levy (when 
adopted) in accordance with Policy SP13. 
 
The HELAA and the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper consider 
infrastructure at a site and settlement level 
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existing primary/secondary schools and medical 

facilities, train services, roads (i.e. Bradmore Lane, Golf 

Club Road and Warrington Road), parking facilities 

within the train station and near shops.  

documentation and 

plans rather than the 

bullet approach. 

Delete sites  HS22, 
HS21, and HS23 
 

and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan has 
been prepared alongside the Local Plan.  
 

No change  

 The Plan is not effective because it does not include 

not include a safe walking and cycling route from 

Welham Green to Brookmans Park and in particular 

Chancellors School. 

 

Funding is required for 

a safe walking and 

cycling route in parallel 

to Station Road 

between Welham 

Green, Brookmans 

Park and Chancellors 

School. 

Policy SP4 promotes the use of 

sustainable modes of transport and policy 

SADM3 sets out how the Council will seek 

to ensure that new development supports 

sustainable travel. No change. 

 

 The Plan is not positively prepared or justified 
because Great Northern are planning to reduce the 
amount of trains stopping in the village at a time when 
we are considering increasing capacity. Due to this, it 
has also been suggested that Welwyn Hatfield should 
accommodate more growth and as they are served by 
frequent services to Kings Cross. 

Increase the number of 

train services and car 

parking at the railway 

station 

 

The Local Plan’s distribution of growth is 
consistent with the settlement strategy, the 
availability of sites and infrastructure 
capacity. Plans to reduce the frequency of 
services at Brookmans Park would not 
preclude the level of growth proposed at 
Brookmans Park.  
 
No change 

 Other issues raised    

1036, 1039, 
1558, 1794, 
1820, 1832 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 

consistent because HSS22 (BrP4) is located within a 

Ground Water Source Protection Zone.  

 

HS22 (BrP4) should not 
be included as 
adequate risk 
assessments and 
sufficient consultations 
has not been 
conducted. 

The HELAA acknowledges that the site 
lies within an inner GSPZ and states that  
SuDS for runoff from roads, car parking 
and public or amenity areas should be 
suitably designed and the requisite 
number of treatment stages incorporated 
to prevent groundwater pollution 
No change 
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1036, 1039 
 
 

The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent because the Council failed to act on Reg 18 
that requires an even handed, comprehensive 
consultation, in order to advance HS22 (BrP4).  
 
Other sites that are more suitable, viable, and 
deliverable have been ignored. 

Delete HS22, until 
other sites allocations 
are explored and 
undertake a thorough 
consultation. 

A comprehensive site selection process 
has been undertaken informed by a robust 
and proportionate evidence base, to 
identify sites that are considered to be 
suitable for allocation in sustainable 
locations within the borough. The Housing 
Sites Selection Background Paper 
explains why site have/have not been 
selected. 
The Council has complied with its 
Statement of Community Involvement.  
No change 

117 The Plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent with national policy because: 
 
The plan year has moved from 2011 to 2013.  
 
The Council is already failing to meets its annual 
housing requirement, and after 2018 they will fail to 
have a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, 
based upon past monitoring records.  
 
 

Prepare a Duty to 
cooperate statement 
and details of any 
outcomes 
 
Delay the Local Plan 

submission and explore 

sites in larger villages 

to meet the full OAHN.   

 

The Plan period and the housing target 
commence at 2013, commensurate with 
assessed need.  
 
The Council currently has a land supply of 
5.03 years. (2015/2016 AMR). This 
position is estimated to improve with peak 
years for delivery towards the middle of 
the plan period. 
 
No Change 

511, 1144 
 

 

The Plan is not justified and effective because: 

The growth of Brookmans Park is restricted to 250, 

even though it could accommodate between 300 and 

500 dwellings. It is a sustainable location for 

development due to its proximity to a railway station, as 

well as existing (Veterinary College) and /future 

employment areas (Welham Green).  

 

More effort should be 
made to accommodate 
more housing in this 
location as it is highly 
sustainable compared 
to many other sites. 

A comprehensive site selection process 

has been undertaken informed by a robust 

and proportionate evidence base, to 

identify sites that are considered to be 

suitable for allocation in sustainable 

locations within the borough. The Housing 

Sites Selection Background Paper 

explains why site have/have not been 

selected.  
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Primary school capacity considerations 

have been set out earlier in this table. The 

education authority has advised that there 

is insufficient secondary school capacity to 

accommodate further growth in the 

borough, beyond the target set out in the 

Plan. This will need to be addressed in a 

future review of the Plan if additional 

growth to meet the OAN is to be achieved. 

No change 

1221 The plan is not positively prepared, justified, and 

effective because: 

SADM31 should state indicative dwelling capacity 

rather than dwelling capacity that is determined through 

further technical studies, during the application stage.  

Table 15 shouldn’t require the protection of all the trees 
and woodland, as there may be circumstances where 
this may not be possible and a flexible approach may 
be required 

Change "Dwelling 

capacity" shown in the 

table in each site-

specific policy to 

“Indicative dwelling 

capacity” 

Change “Retain and 
protect trees and 
woodland” in SADM31 
site HS21 to “Produce 
landscaping plan which 
identifies specific 
valuable trees to be 
retained and new 
planting where 
appropriate.” 

Site capacities are estimates based on a 

proportionate evidence base. The actual 

number of dwellings that will be delivered 

are determined on a site by site basis, 

during at planning application stage.  

The protection trees and woodlands will be 
considered further at planning application 
stage. Not necessary to refer to a specific 
landscaping plan. 
 
No Change  

2025  The developments of sites BrP4, 13 & 14 are likely to 

impact on two key junctions A1000 Great North 

Road/Georges Wood Road and A1000/Great North 

None Stated HCC as Highway Authority has not 
objected to the principle of these sites 
being allocated in the Plan. Policies SP4 
and SADM2 and 3 will address such 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

Road/Swanley Bar. Minor mitigation measures should 

be investigated to provide a right turn space. 

The main issue with the sites are there are limited bus 
services in the vicinity of them and footway provision is 
not continuous. Also need to ensure adequate access 
to the station from the sites to maximise the use of 
sustainable modes 

matters in more detail at planning 
application stage.  
 
No change   
 
 
 

2207 The Plan is sound.  
 
However, for site HS22 (BrP4) there should a minimum 
of 8m (+) buffer from top of river bank 

 
Amend Table 15 to 
mention buffer from the 
top of the river bank  

 
Minor amendment Table 15 
A buffer of at least 8m should be provided 
from the top of the river bank 
 

1223 The plan is not positively prepared or justified 
because: 
 
The Council have confirmed that the HELAA incorrectly 
assumes that this site BrP30 is not within or adjoining 
an excluded settlement from the Green Belt and rejects 
it, even though it is on the edge of it. Although BrP30 
fall partly falls within a Grade 2 Registered Park and 
Garden, a heritage assessment has demonstrated that 
it makes a minor contribution towards this and the 
council should not place a blanket restriction on site 
near heritage assets.  

 

 

Remove land rear of 
10-18 Mymms Drive, 
Brookmans Park from 
the Green Belt and 
allocate for residential 
development 

 

 
 
 
The HELAA contains an incorrect entry for 
site BrP30. It should read: 
All or the majority of the site is designated 
as a Registered Historic Park and Garden. 
It fails Stage 1 of the HELAA and was not 
included in the Housing Sites Selection 
Background Paper.  
 
No Change  

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 22 – Little Heath 
Policy SADM32 and paragraphs 22.1 to 22.4  
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1286 Policy SADM32 is supported however it would 
preferable if the objectively assessed need (OAN) 
for Little Heath could be met in full 

It would be preferable if 
the plan fully met the 
objectively assessed 
needs of the settlement 
and provided a buffer 
for non-implementation 

Noted. The OAN is a boroughwide 
assessment. The estimated quantum of 
development for Little Heath relates to the 
development potential on the allocated sites 
and there are no other opportunities for 
development. 

No change 

72, 302, 
362, 414, 
422, 445, 
453, 490, 
502, 681, 
743, 768, 
772, 1154, 
1173, 1305, 
1369, 1386, 
1432, 1462, 
1544, 1556, 
1646, 1790, 
1795, 
1800,1811, 
1805, 1821, 
1827, 1833, 
1931, 1946, 
2083, 

Proposed development in Little Heath is 
unsustainable 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified or consistent with national policy because 
the addition of 135 dwellings to Little Heath will have an 
unacceptable impact on the local landscape 

 

Paragraph 22.2 does not mention sustainable transport 

 

Site HS24 (BrP7) and HS25 (LHe1) are not sustainable 
in terms of their location  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

Provide safe walking 
and cycling routes from 
the developments to 
Potters Bar station and 
Mount Grace School to 
enable sustainable 
commuting. 

Sites HS24 (BrP7) and 
HS25 (LHe1) should be 
reassessed for their 
environmental value. 

Remove sites HS24 
(BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1).  

 

 

SADM32 states that proposals for the 
allocated sites will need to have regard to 
impact on the local ecology and landscape 
through the mitigation measures set out in 
the site specific considerations. 

No change 

Policy SP4 promotes the use of sustainable 
modes of transport and Policy SADM3 sets 
out how the Council will seek to ensure that 
new development supports sustainable 
travel. No change. 

The HELAA 2016 assesses whether or not 
there are any fundamental constraints 
preventing sites being suitable for 
development. No change  
 

Policy SP1 Sustainable Development 
provides a set of guiding principles on 
sustainable development. The sites are 
located around one of the borough’s 
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Proposed development would cause an increase of 
30% in dwelling numbers which is unsustainable 

Residents will have to travel to Potters Bar for facilities 
and services. 

 
 
 
 
 

Delete policy SADM32 

excluded settlements identified in the 
settlement hierarchy as suitable for limited 
development. No change 

 
Little Heath is an excluded settlement; a 
secondary focus for development. The 
quantum of development proposed for Little 
Heath is considered consistent with the 
settlement hierarchy (Policy SP3). 
No change. 
 

743, 1154, 
1698, 1931, 

Disproportionate scale of growth for Little Heath 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy 
because there is too much development proposed for 
Little Heath. 
 

Distribution of planned developments throughout the 
borough is unbalanced. 

Reduce capacity on 
sites HS24 and HS25  

 

Requirement for 
housing should be 
reassessed using more 
realistic employment 
and population 
forecasts. 

 

 

The level of development proposed for Little 
Heath is consistent with the role of the 
settlement within the settlement hierarchy. It 
is not considered to be a disproportionate 
level of growth.  No change. 
 

Site capacities have been considered in the 
HELAA and the Housing Sites Selection 
Background Paper. The extent of HS24 
(BrP7) has already been reduced. No 
change. 

 

The need for housing has been objectively 
assessed taking into account a range of data 
sets including employment and housing 
projections and forecasts. The Plan is 
informed by the evidence base. 

No change. 
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5, 179, 220, 
281, 414, 
422, 469, 
490, 492, 
558, 577, 
578, 595, 
604, 678, 
681, 699, 
700, 809, 
891, 894, 
917, 973, 
974, 1030, 
1060, 1061, 
1063, 1151, 
1154, 1249, 
1270, 1280, 
1290, 1315, 
1316, 1321, 
1330, 1411, 
1412, 1446, 
1471, 1550, 
1522, 1527, 
1544, 1556, 
1560, 1565, 
1600, 1605, 
1615, 1621, 
1631, 1633, 
1644, 1646, 
1689, 1698, 
1756, 1816, 
1821, 1931, 
1946, 1968 

No exceptional circumstances to release Green Belt 
land for development 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with planning policy 
because there have been no exceptional circumstances 
demonstrated to release land from the Green Belt. 

 

Development will impact on the Green Belt and the 
wildlife of the area.  

 

Views to the historic Folly Arch will be lost. 

 

Developing on Green Belt land sets a precedent for the 
future. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The plan should be 
reconsidered.  

 

Remove Green Belt 
land from the plan.  

Policy SADM32 should 
be amended to comply 
with the NPPF 59 
guidelines and reflect a 
housing density in 
keeping with adjoining 
houses and which 
maintains the character 
of the area.  

Development must be 
in accordance with 
Government policy on 
the use of of Green Belt 
land and the Council’s 
own declaration 
concerning 
sustainability and the 
environment. 
 
 
 
 
Investigate wildlife on 
both sites. 

The NPPF allows for Green Belt boundaries 
to be altered in exceptional circumstances 
through the preparation or review of a Local 
Plan. The Council considers that exceptional 
circumstances do exist to review Green Belt 
boundaries. 

 

Constraining housing growth to sites within 
the borough’s urban areas would mean there 
would be a significant shortfall of housing 
when considered against the Objectively 
Assessed Need.  
Achieving sustainable development within the 
Borough without impinging on the Green Belt 
has been unavoidable.  
 
Para. 59 of the NPPF refers to design 
policies. The HELAA sets out the 
methodology for density assessments. Policy 
SP9 of the Plan sets out the strategic policy 
on Place Making and High Quality Design 
and other Plan policies also deal with design 
matters. 
 
Table 16 seeks to mitigate impacts on 
heritage assets. 
 

Whether or not bats would be affected by a 
proposed development would be considered 
at planning application stage. It is not an 
absolute barrier to development and a 
condition could be placed requiring the 
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Bats have been seen on both sites. 

developer to apply for a protected species 
licence before work commences.. 

 

Table 16 sets out the need for a Stage 1 
Habitat survey at planning application stage 
for site HS24 (BrP7)  

No change. 

179, 207, 
224, 302, 
357, 413, 
422, 445, 
453, 490, 
492, 502, 
520, 541, 
547, 577, 
578, 595, 
604, 678, 
681, 700, 
743, 768, 
772, 801,  
809, 894, 
1028, 1030, 
1060, 1063, 
1086,1151,  
1154, 1173, 
1290, 1305, 
1369, 1386, 
1432, 1446, 
1462, 1471, 
1522, 1544, 
1560, 1600, 

Developments will narrow the Green Belt gap 
between settlements 

The plan is not (variously or not noted) positively 
prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because development in Little Heath 
will increase coalescence between Little Heath and 
Brookmans Park/Swanley Bar and Little Heath and 
Potters Bar.  

The proposals would risk weakening the existing Green 
Belt boundary.  

The proposals will contribute to ribbon development. 

The proposals will lead to further extensions and risk of 
sprawl. 

The proposed development will severely damage the 
rural aspect between Potters Bar and Swanley Bar, 
Gobions Wood, the Royal Veterinary College and 
extensive views beyond. 

Development within Housing Site HS24 (BrP7) should 
be designed in such a way that it minimises the loss of 

 

 

Remove any 
development to Little 
Heath until and unless 
full environmental and 
infrastructure 
assessment is made 
jointly with Hertsmere 
Borough Council. 

Remove Green Belt 
land from the plan. 

Delete policy SADM32 
and remove site 
allocations HS24 
(BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1). 

Add an additional 
requirement which 
states that 
‘development of the site 

 

 

Whilst there is a narrow gap between Little 
Heath and Swanley Bar, development of 
HS24 (BrP7) will not reduce this gap as the 
site will not project any further north than 
existing development on the northern side of 
Hawkshead Road. The site will not result in 
towns merging. No change. 

Sites have been assessed for their suitability, 
availability and achievability in the HELAA. 
Sites were then assessed against other 
considerations as set out in the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper. This takes 
account of infrastructure amongst other 
matters. BrP7 was selected for allocation, 
provided the site area was reduced so as to 
help maintain a gap between settlements.  

The site boundary has be drawn so as to 
minimise the sense of loss to separation 
between settlements. No change 
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1612, 1615, 
1621, 1633, 
1644, 1689, 
1698, 1736, 
1790, 1795, 
1800, 1811, 
1805, 1821, 
1827, 1833,  
1968, 2041, 
2049, 2083 

openness and separation between Little Heath and 
Swanley Bar 

 

should minimalise the 
loss of separation 
between Little Heath 
and Swanley Bar and 
respect the extent of 
the existing Green Belt 
boundary in Potters 
Bar’. 

98, 199, 
207, 217, 
220, 224,  
281, 300, 
302, 379, 
413, 414, 
422, 445, 
453, 466, 
469, 490, 
502, 512, 
520, 541, 
558, 563, 
577, 581, 
595, 605, 
678, 681, 
700, 772, 
768, 801, 
809, 894, 
974, 1028, 
1030,1032, 
1033,1061,
1063, 1086, 
1151, 1154, 

Infrastructure concerns 

The plan is not (variously or not noted) positively 
prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy.  

 

Pressure on roads capacity/congestion. 

 

GPs at capacity. 

 

Infrastructure in adjoining Hertsmere has not been 
considered.  

 

Lack of primary school and secondary school provision. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 Plan should be 
reconsidered. 

 An upgrade to 
existing roads. A 
modification of 
A1000 (Great North 
Road) /Hawkshead 
Junction which 
should be 
considered to 
include a right turn 
lane. 

 A new primary and 
secondary school.  
Further evidence 
should be provided 
to support the 
assertion that the 
likely need for 
school places 
created by these 
developments could 
be delivered through 

Infrastructure issues for the borough have 
been assessed and taken into account in 
preparing the Plan. The Council have 
extensively engaged with infrastructure 
bodies. Policy SP13 states that supporting 
infrastructure should be provided in advance 
of, or alongside, the development. The policy 
will ensure that suitable infrastructure 
provision is made to support the levels of 
growth identified in the Plan. No change. 
The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
states that the Hawkshead Road/A1000 
junction is a current congestion point. 
However, the Highways Authority is content 
that scope exists for localised widening to 
accommodate junction improvements. No 
change. 
 
Little Heath is within the Potters Bar Primary 
Planning Area (PPA). There is some limited 
existing capacity across the PPA to meet the 
needs arising from development outlined in 
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1173, 1210, 
1249, 1270, 
1280,  
1287, 1290, 
1303, 1305,  
1315, 1316, 
1321, 1330, 
1386, 1411, 
1412, 1432, 
1462, 1471, 
1522, 1527, 
1544, 1550, 
1556, 1560, 
1565, 1600, 
1602, 1605, 
1606, 1609, 
1612, 1615, 
1621, 1631, 
1633, 1644, 
1646, 1661, 
1678, 1689, 
1736, 1756, 
1776, 1790, 
1795, 1800, 
1805, 1811, 
1821, 1827, 
1833, 1931, 
1946, 2026, 
2083, 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Sewerage network will not cope with this degree of 
urbanisation.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

existing capacity 
within Potters Bar 
whilst addressing 
the future growth 
from Hertsmere.  

 Improved public 
transport e.g. an 
improved bus 
service and a 
railway station. 

 Addition of an 
overflow car park. 

 Traffic calming 
measures on 
Hawkshead Road 

 Implement extra 
health facilities.  

 A full environmental 
and infrastructure 
assessment must 
be made jointly with 
Hertsmere Borough 
Council 

 Remove sites HS24 
(BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1) from the 
plan. 

the Local Plan. In the event that the yield 
could not be met in the existing schools initial 
feasibility suggests that there is expansion 
potential within schools across the PPA. No 
change. 
 
Thames Water were consulted in the 
preparation of the Plan. The HELAA identified 
that upgrades to the sewage network are 
likely to be required and these take 18 
months – 3 years to design and deliver. 
 
It is considered that the sites to be allocated 
at Little Heath are accessible to Potters Bar 
and its services and facilities such as the rail 
station and town centre(s). The scale of 
development proposed would not justify the 
delivery of a new railway station. 
 
Paragraph 13.19 of the Plan also sets out the 
network of Sewage Treatment Works that 
serve the borough and highlight any need for 
upgrades.   
 
Sites have been assessed in the HELAA and 
their suitability for allocation considered 
further in the Housing Sites Selection 
Background paper. The sites do not straddle 
the boundary with Hertsmere. No change  
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302, 414, 
453, 502, 
520, 577, 
681, 768, 
801, 809, 
1061, 1063, 
1249, 1287, 
1321, 1446, 
1522, 1544, 
1556, 1689, 
1756, 1931, 

No consideration of flood risk 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified or effective because the proposed 
development in Little Heath will increase the risk of 
flooding on Little Heath, Potters Bar and Water End. 
 
HS24 (BrP7) is in flood zone 1. 

Remove sites HS24 
(BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1) from the plan. 

 

Drains cleaned 
regularly as Swanley 
Bar/Hawkshead Road/ 
Great North Road 
floods 

The HELAA recognises that the HS24 (BrP7) 
is within Flood Zone 1, where there is low risk 
of fluvial flooding.  

Table 16 requires the provision of sustainable 
urban drainage to suitably manage surface 
water flood risk to, within and from the site.  

Cleaning drains is not a matter for the Local 
Plan. 

No change. 

98, 199, 
217, 302, 
413, 445, 
453, 490, 
502, 512, 
520, 547, 
563, 595, 
605, 699, 
700, 743, 
768, 772, 
801, 974, 
1032, 1033, 
1061, 1063, 
1086, 1151, 
1154, 1173, 
1210, 1287, 
1303, 1315, 
1321, 1369, 
1386, 1411, 
1432, 1446, 
1462, 1471, 
1522, 1544, 

Insufficient facilities in Little Heath to support 
proposed level of growth  

The plan is not (variously or not noted) positively 
prepared, justified, effective or consistent with 
planning policy.  

Little Heath has little employment. 

Potters Bar facilities will become pressured. 

No amenities in Little Heath. 

 

Plan should be 
reconsidered. 

Delete policy SADM32 
and remove site 
allocations HS24 
(BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1). 

 
Little Heath is an excluded settlement; a 
secondary focus for development. The 
quantum of development proposed for Little 
Heath is considered consistent with the 
settlement hierarchy (Policy SP3). 

 

It is considered that the sites to be allocated 
at Little Heath are accessible to Potters Bar 
and its services and facilities such as the rail 
station and town centre(s). There are 
adequate facilities to support the proposed 
development within Little Heath. No change. 
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1556, 1560, 
1565, 1621, 
1631, 1646, 
1661, 1689, 
1776, 1790, 
1795, 1800, 
1805, 1811, 
1821, 1827, 
1833, 1931, 
2083 

414, 422, 
445, 490, 
502, 520, 
558, 605, 
681, 699, 
743, 768, 
1061, 1063, 
1210, 1446, 
1544, 1756, 
1931, 

Royal Veterinary College (RVC) expansion plans not 
considered 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with planning policy 
because the effect of the RVC expansion has not been 
taken into account within the plan. 

The proposed student accommodation will add to the 
congestion. 

Review the plan, taking 
into account the RVC’s 
student 
accommodation 
expansion plan. 

Policy SADM 34 identifies The Royal 
Veterinary College as a major developed site. 
Any proposal would need to comply with the 
criteria set out in this policy and other than 
minor development, should come forward in 
the context of a Masterplan which has been 
agreed by the Council.  

No change. 

1030, 1086, 
1411 

New settlement 

The plan is not effective because a new Garden City 
would have all the necessary infrastructure and 
services planned properly, instead of a piecemeal infill 
approach. 

 

Sympathetically design 
a Garden City in a 
sensible location. 

 

No location has been promoted or identified 
within the borough of a sufficient scale to 
accommodate a new Garden City.  

No change. 

207, 224, 
699, 1030, 
1151, 
1154,1280, 
1290, 1411, 
1446, 1556, 

Allocate alternative land for development 

The plan is not (variously) positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national policy 
because brownfield sites have not been considered. 

Allocate brownfield sites for housing. 

 The Council has carried out an extensive 
assessment of sites within the borough’s 
urban areas and maximises the opportunities 
to make best use of brownfield sites in 
sustainable locations. However, there would 
still be a significant shortfall against the OAN 
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1565, 1615, 
1621, 1631, 
1689, 1821, 
1946, 

There is alternative land available to build on which are 
not on Green Belt. 

and the exceptional case exists to review 
Green Belt boundaries.  

The representors do not identify any 
alternative brownfield sites.  

No change. 

1148 Site allocation HS24 (BrP7) is supported  Noted. 

2145 Impact of sites HS24 (BrP7) and HS25 (LHe1) on 
heritage assets  

Welcome bullet point 1 in Table 16 in regard to HS24 
(BrP7) and the requirement for a green buffer to help 
mitigate heritage impacts on Gobions Historic Park and 
Garden and the Grade ll listed Folly. 

Welcome bullet point 7 of Table 16 in regard to HS25 
(LHe1) and the requirement to retain and enhance the 
landscape buffer along Hawkshead Road to mitigate 
the impact of development on the Grade ll listed 
Osbourne House is welcomed. 

 Noted. 

1286 Site HS25 (LHe1) is highly sustainable and well 
considered site and is positively allocated in the 
plan 

The site specific considerations are supported. 

 Noted. 

1148 Site boundary for HS24 (BrP7) should be revised 

The plan is not justified because the site boundary as 
drawn is an arbitrary straight line that would not deliver 
the most appropriate form of development for the local 
area in terms of landscape and visual matters, site 
access and drainage. 

 

The boundary should 
be adjusted to ensure 
the most appropriate 
form of development 
can be delivered on the 
site. 

The boundary of HS24 (BrP7) was amended 
following the Local Plan consultation in 2015 
to reduce the developable area to maintain 
separation between Little Heath and Swanley 
Bar. The gap between these two settlements 
is very narrow.  
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 The boundary proposed in the representation 
would reduce the already narrow gap 
between the two settlements. An alternative 
point of access is not, in the view of the 
Highway Authority, essential to facilitate 
development of this site. Should the 
developer wish to secure alternative access, 
this would need to be considered at the 
planning application stage. No change 

 

72, 179, 
357, 413, 
445, 453, 
490, 512, 
520, 547, 
577, 578, 
681, 743, 
768, 772, 
917, 1086, 
1151, 1173, 
1330, 1305, 
1315, 1369, 
1411, 1544, 
1698, 

Sites should be deleted from Policy SADM32 

The plan is not (variously) justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy. 

 HS24 (BrP7)  

 HS25 (LHe1) 

Site HS24 does not have a clearly defined, defensible 
north western boundary.  

Wildlife at both sites is abundant  

HS25 (LHe1) is close to sites of nature conservation 
interest.  

The site is in flood zone 1. Development will increase 
run off. 

The site has been assessed as having a significant 
contribution to the Green Belt. Development will aid 
ribbon development.  

Delete policy SADM32  
 

Remove site allocations 
HS24 (BrP7) and HS25 
(LHe1). 

Any development of 
these sites should 
include the necessary 
mitigation to limit any 
harm to the Green Belt 
and the setting of the 
existing residential 
development that 
border these sites to 
their south and east 
caused by the 
construction of housing 
on these sites. 

Delete paragraph 22.4 
and Table 16. 

The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper acknowledges that the western 
boundary would be weaker than the existing 
boundary. However, on balance, the site is 
considered suitable for allocation.  
 
A green buffer and retention of trees will help 
mitigate the impact on the local ecology. 
Consultation with Natural England at a 
planning application stage will be necessary 
for this scale of development in this proximity 
to Northaw Great Wood SSSI. No change. 
 
The HELAA recognises that the HS25 (LHe1) 
is within Flood Zone 1, where there is low risk 
of fluvial flooding 

The Housing Sites Selection Background 
paper considers the contribution that sites 
make to Green Belt purposes and balances 
this against other considerations. On 
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No safe access to the site, only a junction onto 
Hawkshead Road.  

Development on this site would severely affect the 
landscape character of the Ray Brook Valley and 
Gobions Wood.  

There would need to be significant upgrading of the 
local sewage system to serve HS24 (BrP7). 

 

balance, sites at Little Heath are considered 
suitable for allocation. 

Access onto Hawkshead Road is subject to 
detailed design but has been assessed to be 
sufficient.  

Wastewater upgrades are required to achieve 
deliverability on HS24 (BrP7). This is 
acknowledged in the HELAA and Policy 
SP13 will ensure that infrastructure required 
to support the level of growth identified in the 
plan will be delivered. 

No change.  

 

2041 Hertsmere Borough Council notes the proximity of 
sites to Hertsmere. It considers that the impact on 
Green Belt should be mitigated and that there should 
be a commitment in the plan to direct funds to improve 
services in Potters Bar. 

Specific commitment in 
the plan to support the 
delivery of 
infrastructure and 
ensuring that any s106 
or future CIL monies 
from site HS24 (BrP7) 
and HS25 (LHe1) are 
primarily directed to 
services in Potters Bar. 

Policy SP13 seeks to ensure that the 
reasonable costs of enhancing existing 
infrastructure or providing new infrastructure 
will be met through the appropriate means. It 
does not exclude the possibility that CIL 
raised from the sites may be directed 
towards Potters Bar, however not all the 
infrastructure requirements will not be met in 
Potters Bar and it is considered to be more 
appropriate to assess this at the application 
stage. 

No change. 

 

 

 



Chapter 23 – Cuffley 
Policy SADM33 and paragraphs 23.1 to 23.4  
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135 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Loss of Green Belt/countryside and existing village 
boundary. 

The plan is not positively prepared, effective, justified or 
consistent with national policy because there are no 
very special circumstances to justify the removal of 
Green Belt land. 

 Ribbon development beyond existing natural 
boundary (e.g. north west of Northaw Road East)  

 Negative impact on the character of the village – 
loss of gap/merging of Cuffley and Northaw  

 Precedent – further encroachment, loss of 
defensible boundary etc  

 Undermines the Green Belt’s ability to hold back 
urban sprawl  

 Projects Cuffley southwards towards London/M25 
(CPRE and London Green Belt Council)  

 Alternative approach – infill and small-scale 
developments and former industrial land outside of 
Green Belt - is preferred (school and recreation 
ground)  

 
 
 

The Council’s case for exceptional 
circumstances to review Green Belt 
boundaries relates to the scale of need for 
housing and employment land which 
significantly, cannot be met within existing 
urban areas, and the social and economic 
consequences of not doing so. (‘Very Special 
Circumstances’ is a test associated with the 
determination of planning applications). 
Cuffley is one of the borough’s large 
excluded villages. It has a good range of 
shops and services with an existing 
employment area and direct rail links to 
London and other parts of Hertfordshire and 
is considered to be a sustainable location for 
growth compatible with the scale and 
character of the village, consistent with the 
settlement hierarchy set out in policy SP3.  
HS30 (Cuf7) is previously developed and 
would form the western edge of the revised 
village boundary. The adjoin site HS29 
(Cuf12) would infill the gap between HS30 
(Cuf7) and the existing village boundary. 
There would be no significant reduction of the 
gap between Cuffley and Northaw.  
The HELAA has considered an extensive 
range of sites and the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper 2016 sets out 
how the council’s evidence base has 
informed the selection of sites. No change.  
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335 Site allocation HS29 (Cuf12) should be enlarged to 
include land to the north east 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because the 
northern boundary of the site is arbitrary and does not 
follow the physical contours of the land, or represent 
the most logical alignment.  

 No reduction in the overall number of units 

 Incorporate open space and pedestrian/cycle link to 
the north  

 Lower densities to respect the character of the 
village   

Amend boundaries of 
Northaw Road West 
(HS29)  

The boundary of site HS29 (Cuf12) has been 
limited to the northern extent of the adjoining 
(previously developed) site HS30 (Cuf7). 
HS30 will infill the gap between site HS29 
and the existing village boundary. 
Development further north is not considered 
appropriate so as to contain the extent of 
development to minimise the impact on the 
Green Belt. No change. 

1053 The capacity of the site (HS28/Cuf6: south of 
Northaw Road East) is incorrect. 
 
The plan is not positively prepared because the 
capacity figure is based on a formulaic assumption 
rather than the latest information from the current 
planning application.   

Increase the capacity of 
the site from 108 to 121 
dwellings to reflect the 
outline planning 
permission  

Site capacities have been assessed in the 
HELAA taking into account known 
constraints. They are not ‘incorrect’, they are 
based on a robust and proportionate 
evidence base appropriate to plan-
preparation. The Housing Sites Selection 
Background Paper (HSSBP) explains that 
site capacities are based on those estimates 
and may vary at planning application stage, 
(either up or down). The number of dwellings 
in any of the relevant SADM policies is not 
intended to be a maximum and would not 
prejudice an uplift where considered 
acceptable in the determination of a planning 
application. No change. 
 

335,1229  The housing target for Cuffley is too low and will 
not deliver enough new homes to meet future needs  

 

Allocate additional sites 
(i.e. Cuf5 and Cuf10) 

The HSSBP 2016 notes that a proportionate 
distribution of the OAN is only a starting point 
given the need to achieve sustainable 
development. The housing sites proposed for 
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The plan is not justified or positively prepared for the 
following reasons.   

 

The growth target for Cuffley (i.e.299 units) is 
significantly short of what is required to meet the OAN 
(i.e. circa 500 units) and will not maximise the 
opportunities to deliver local infrastructure and 
specialist accommodation.  

 

Additional land needs to be set aside within the village 
to meet shortfall and OAN. 

allocation in the Plan are considered to offer 
the most suitable options to accommodate 
growth at Cuffley.  

The quantum of development proposed is 
considered to be consistent with the 
settlement hierarchy (policy SP3). As 
explained in the HSSBP 2016, further 
housing allocations (e.g. Cuf4 and Cuf5) 
would lead to a significantly disproportionate 
level of growth to the village and would be 
contrary to the settlement strategy. A higher 
level of growth would also result in a key 
highway junction remaining over-capacity 
even with a change in priority with 
implications for other junctions in the wider 
area, indicating that development at Cuffley 
needs to be managed to within manageable 
limits of certain junctions where congestion is 
predicted to cause concern.  HCC as 
education authority has also confirmed that 
there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to support additional growth in the 
borough. 

The HSSBP explains the reasons why Cuf10 
has not been selected. No change. 

 

335, 1229 There are other reasonable alternative options 
which should be allocated within Cuffley 

 

The plan is not justified, effective or positively prepared 
because it fails to allocate the following sites for 
residential development. 

Amend policy SADM33 
and table 17 to allocate 
Cuf5 and Cuf10   

The HSSBP 2016 explains why site Cuf5 is 
not considered suitable for allocation when 
the outcome of the HELAA is balanced 
against other considerations including Green 
Belt, SA/SEA and infrastructure matters.  
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Site Cuf5 

 Site could be advanced with the delivery of HS29 to 
create a new garden suburb   

 More positive impacts than the smaller allocation 
(HS29) 

 Satisfies OAN target 

 Subject of a planning application 

 Potential to deliver significant community benefits 
such as specialist housing, wildlife/habitat (e.g. eco-
corridor) creation, highway improvements (e.g. 
pedestrian crossing) and a new primary school (see 
representations on SP14)  

 

Site Cuf10 (Ridgeway)  

 WHBC considers Cuf10 is suitable for allocation. 

 Make up shortfall of housing need and create 
balanced portfolio of sites  

 Clearly defined boundaries on 3 sides 

 Same issues as Cuf12 but not allocated 

 Much lower density – 4 properties 

As explained in the HSSBP 2016, further 
housing allocations (e.g. Cuf4 and Cuf5) 
would lead to a significantly disproportionate 
level of growth to the village and would be 
contrary to the settlement strategy. A higher 
level of growth would also result in a key 
highway junction remaining over-capacity 
even with a change in priority with 
implications for other junctions in the wider 
area, indicating that development at Cuffley 
needs to be managed to within manageable 
limits of certain junctions where congestion is 
predicted to cause concern. In addition, HCC 
as education authority has confirmed that 
there is insufficient secondary school 
capacity to support additional growth in the 
borough The planning application (for Cuf5) 
has been refused. No change. 

 

Whilst the HELAA found Cuf10 suitable, 
available and achievable in the HELAA, the 
HSSBP 2016 explains why site Cuf10 is not 
considered suitable for allocation when the 
outcome of the HELAA is balanced against 
other considerations including Green Belt, 
SA/SEA and infrastructure matters.  

Whilst Cuf10 lies adjacent to a farm building 
to one boundary, it is located adjacent to a 
Woodland (and Wildlife Site: WS168) on 
another and would not infill a gap between 
the existing village boundary. If allocated, 
Cuf10 would result in the Green Belt 
boundary being redrawn to the south of The 
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Ridgeway with land on all three sides 
remaining within the Green Belt. The 
promoted scheme of 4 dwelling would not be 
large enough for allocation (only sites of 5 
plus are allocated). It is not directly 
comparable to Cuf12. No change  

273, 1456, 
1457  

The target for new homes in Cuffley is inaccurate   

The plan is not justified because the information on 
which the target (i.e. 416 units) is based is out-of-date 
and does not take account of recent completions and 
permissions, especially along the B156 between the 
Hertford north railway line and Broxbourne.  

Amend table 2 to reflect 
recent permissions 

 

 

Table 2 of the Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission 2016 takes account of recent 
completions and permissions and was up to 
date at the time of document preparation. It 
illustrates the distribution of growth around 
the borough. The numbers are based on 
estimates that flow from the evidence base. 
They are not absolute numbers. An 
allowance was made for planning 
applications awaiting determination at the 
time the DLPPS was prepared. No change. 

120 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

 

Certain Green Belt sites should not be allocated in 
the plan for housing 
 
The proposed allocation of sites HS29 (Cuf12) and 
HS30 (Cuf7) is not justified or effective and consistent 
with national planning policy because it will result in the 
loss of Green Belt land and have a significant adverse 
impact on existing infrastructure and local services due 
to excessive scale and create an isolated community 
with limited access to services, leading to the merging 
of Cuffley and Northaw and additional car journeys.  
 

 Development will exacerbate flooding and 
significantly increase surface run off on the B157, 
causing highway safety issues. 

 Lack of a defensible northern boundary. 

Remove the site 
allocations (HS29 and 
HS30) 
Pursue alternative 
options such as 
brownfield and infill 
sites e.g. 
Tesco/Everest/Media 
House (see 
6/2016/1427/PN11) 

The Council considers that the exceptional 
circumstances exist to review Green Belt 
boundaries.   

HS30 (Cuf7) is a previously developed site, 
with access onto Northaw Road East (B158).  
Cuf5 is not proposed for allocation, although 
a much smaller part of Cuf5, identified as 
HS29 (Cuf12), which is an infill plot between 
site HS30 and the edge of the existing village 
boundary is proposed for allocation.  Both 
sites were assessed as suitable, available 
and achievable in the HELAA and when 
balanced against other considerations 
including the Green Belt, SA/SEA and 
infrastructure matters, were considered 
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 Precedent – Green Belt 

 Impact on sensitivity of the landscape – lack of 
visual/landscape assessment 

 Impact of odours from nearby waste treatment farm 

 Sites performed less well than alternatives. HS29 
(Cuf5) had previously been declared unsuitable. 

suitable for selection in the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper. 

Both the HELAA and the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper considered 
flood risk. 

Odours from waste treatment facilities are 
managed by the appropriate authority. This is 
not considered to be an absolute constraint 
on development to any of the sites proposed 
for allocation. 

No change  

 

1187, 1265, 
1423, 1445, 
1450, 1636, 
1728, 1969 

 

 

The proposed allocation of site HS28 (Cuf6) is not 
justified or effective and consistent with national 
planning policy because it will result in the loss of 
Green Belt land and have a significant adverse 
impact on existing infrastructure and local services  
 

 No alternative access  

 Impact of odours from nearby waste treatment farm  

Remove the site 
allocation   

HS28 (Cuf6) was assessed as suitable, 
available and achievable in the HELAA and 
when balanced against other considerations 
including the Green Belt, Sustainability 
Appraisal/Strategic Environment Assessment 
and infrastructure matters, was considered 
suitable for selection in the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper. 

No change 

 

1436  The proposed allocation of site HS27 (Cuf1) is not 
justified or effective and consistent with national 
planning policy because it will result in the loss of 
Green Belt land.  

 HS27 (Cuf1) was assessed as suitable, 
available and achievable in the HELAA and 
when balanced against other considerations 
including the Green Belt, Sustainability 
Appraisal/Strategic Environment Assessment 
and infrastructure matters, was considered 
suitable for selection in the Housing Sites 
Selection Background Paper. 

No change 
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418 Certain urban sites should not be allocated for 
housing in the plan 
 
The proposed allocation of site HS31 (No10) is not 
justified or effective and consistent with national 
planning policy because it will have a significant 
adverse impact on existing infrastructure and local 
services. The site has also been deemed suitable but 
no reasons are given. 

 Site HS31 (No10) is located within the urban 
area. There is no evidence to demonstrate 
that the development of this small site 
(estimated capacity of 5 dwellings) will have a 
significant impact on infrastructure or local 
services.  The site was assessed as suitable, 
available and achievable in the HELAA and 
when balanced against other considerations, 
was considered suitable for selection in the 
Housing Sites Selection Background Paper. 

No change 

148,  215,  
229, 418, 
440 442, 
592, 597, 
676, 687 
717, 718, 
730, 853, 
856 943, 
990, 1267, 
1333,1375 
1390, 1414, 
1426,1539 
1925, 1928, 
1969  

Insufficient attention has been given to the cross-
boundary impacts arising from the allocation of 
sites between Cuffley, Goff’s Oak and Northaw  

 

The plan is not positively prepared because it does not 
take account of the cumulative impacts arising from 
neighbouring developments in the Goffs Oak area on 
both Cuffley and Northaw (including traffic levels on the 
B156 and capacity constraints at schools and doctor 
surgeries) and has failed to liaise effectively with 
adjoining authorities (including Broxbourne) on cross-
boundary matters.  

 The Housing Sites Selection Background 
Paper takes into account infrastructure 
matters. There is an agreed position on 
schools provision with Hertfordshire County 
Council and the borough of Broxbourne. HCC 
as the Highways Authority has not raised 
objections to the level of growth proposed, 
subject suitable mitigation.  The Council has 
also worked with service providers such as 
the Clinical Commissioning Group and NHS 
England to consider health provision. No 
constraints have been identified which would 
prevent the level of development proposed in 
Cuffley from coming forward.  

No change 

50 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

The scale of growth is too high and is 
disproportionate to the size, capacity and character 
of the village  

 

The number of 
dwellings should be 
reduced (amend table 2 
accordingly)  

Cuffley is one of the borough’s large 
excluded villages. It has a good range of 
shops and services with an existing 
employment area and direct rail links to 
London and other parts of Hertfordshire and 
is considered to be a sustainable location for 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

 The plan is not positively prepared or justified on the 
basis that the proposed housing allocations will be out 
of proportion with the scale and character of the village 
which is predominately rural in nature, contrary to the 
settlement strategy and sustainable development 
principles. 

growth compatible with the scale and 
character of the village, consistent with the 
settlement hierarchy set out in policy SP3.  

 

No change 

231 
responses 
(dlpps no’s 
listed 
below) 

 

 

 

Existing infrastructure and services are inadequate 
and does not have sufficient capacity to support the 
level of housing growth  
 
The plan is not positively prepared, justified or effective 
because the local infrastructure will not be able to 
handle this level of growth and further investigation is 
needed.  
 

 Road and rail network is already congested (e.g. 
B157 is used as an alternative route when A10 and 
M25 are gridlocked)   

 Insufficient car parking spaces  

 Adverse impact on highway safety and local air 
quality   

 Poor bus service  

 Lack of retail capacity   

 No new transport schemes or  improvements (e.g. 
train station) are planned  

 Cumulative impact from neighbouring developments  
in nearby towns and villages (e.g. Goffs Oak, 800 
dwellings)  

 Insufficient employment opportunities 

 Sewage and water supply capacity constraints – 
surface and ground water 

 Shortage of healthcare facilities  

 Schools near capacity and no new facilities planned 

Carry out a detailed 
review of infrastructure 
capacity and needs  
 
New road from Crew 
Hill to Goffs Oak  

WHBC has worked closely with relevant 
infrastructure and service providers such as 
adjoining authorities, the County Council, 
utility companies (including sewage) and 
other key stakeholders to ensure that 
necessary appropriate and proportionate 
infrastructure will come forward to support the 
delivery of the site allocations set out in the 
plan.  

The HELAA and the HSSBP 2016 set out 
infrastructure constraints at a site and 
settlement level. There are no absolute 
barriers to the level of growth proposed in the 
plan. 

No change 

 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

1899, 1900  

 

 

The level of proposed growth would have a severe 
impact on the highway network. 
 
Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council do not consider 
that the plan has been positively prepared, justified or 
effective because road junctions at Northaw Road East 
and Northaw Road West do not have the capacity to 
accommodate development. Mitigation will still result in 
overcapacity at the junctions and thus the proposed site 
allocations cannot be accommodated on the highway 
network. We need a clear strategy for how these 
capacity issues would be overcome would need to be 
identified before the Local Plan is adopted. 

Capacity of Cuffley to 
accommodate growth 
is accordingly limited to 
sites HS26, HS27, 
HS28 and HS31 

As set out in the HSSBP 2016, HCC as 
Highways Authority has advised that the level 
of growth proposed in the Plan can be 
accommodated, subject to junction 
reconfiguration resulting in changes to 
priority.  

Highways information submitted with 
representations has not altered the highway 
authority’s position and does not lead to a 
change in the plan. No change. 

 

General comments 

550, 1306 Failure to meet the duty to cooperate – opposition 
from neighbouring authorities / lack of consultation 
 

 The Council considers it has met the Duty to 
Co-operate. No change. 

2146 There is an Area of Archaeological Interest adjacent 
to sites HS28 (Cuf6), HS29 (Cuf12) and HS30 (Cuf7) 
which is not included in Table 17.   

Amend table 17 
accordingly 

Table 17 does list the need for pre-
application investigations due to the proximity 
of an AAS for site HS29 (Cuf12). This 
requirement should equally apply to sites 
HS28 and HS30. 
 
Minor modification to Table 17 to insert the 
same bullet point currently listed for site 
HS29 (Cuf12) for sites HS28 (Cuf6) and 
HS30 (Cuf7) in respect of AAS. 

988 Wildlife safeguards must explicitly include the 
primacy of natural habitats, as well as the fullest 
possible research into any environmental impact. 

 As set out in Table 17 of the Draft Local Plan 
Proposed Submission Document, proposals 
will be expected to provide appropriate 
measures to safeguard and avoid harm to 
nature conservation interests within the 
vicinity of the allocated sites.  Where 
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possible, biodiversity gains will be sought 
through habitat creation and wildlife corridors. 
However, acknowledge that the wording in 
table 17 could be improved slightly in relation 
to avoiding harm to SSSIs, consistent with 
Policy SADM 16.   
 
Minor Modification: Amend all bullet points 
that mention impact on SSSIs for consistency 
with Policy SADM 16. 

1261 Little evidence that the council has allowed 
developments which meet the demands of young or 
single house hunters or that the properties are 
designed to reflect the local character of the area. 

 Policy SP7 of the Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission Document seeks to provide a 
choice of housing to support the needs of 
different households, including young people, 
first-time buyers and families with children. 
The SHMA in assessing the OAN for 
housing, includes a positive allowance to help 
improve household formation rates among 
younger people. 
 
WHBC sets a target to achieve 35% 
affordable housing to be provided on sites of 
0.5 hectares or 11 new dwellings within the 
excluded villages such as Cuffley (subject to 
viability considerations).  
 
Good design is an essential part of delivering 
high quality sustainable development. 
Development within Cuffley will need to be 
expected to be designed in a way that 
respects and responds to the character of the 
village (as per policy SP9 Plan).   
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The local planning objectives for Cuffley also 
reflect these requirements (see paragraph 
23.2). No change 

1713  The draft Broxbourne Local Plan proposes 
expansion at Woodside School. This should 
provide sufficient school places for children in 
Goffs Oak, and as a result provide enough places at 
Cuffley School for residents of Cuffley.  
 
 
 

Update the Housing 
Sites Selection 
Background paper to 
reflect agreed position. 
 

WHBC has worked with Hertfordshire County 
Council (as the local education authority) and 
Broxbourne Borough Council to consider the 
need for school places. Housing sites are 
being allocated in both Cuffley and Goffs Oak 
through the respective Local Plans (of 
Broxbourne and Welwyn Hatfield). The 
demand for additional school places 
generated by development is proposed to be 
accommodated by the expansion of 
Woodside school in Goffs Oak from 1FE to 2 
FE, enabling children from Goffs Oak and the 
local area to be educated locally, thereby 
freeing up capacity at Cuffley School for 
children from that village. Over time, this is 
anticipated to result in a reduction in school-
based vehicle trips from Goffs Oak to Cuffley.  
No change (to the Plan) 

2027  Hertfordshire County Council considers that the 
cumulative impact of developments in Cuffley is likely to 
have an impact on the Plough Hill/Station 
Road/Northaw Road East Junction in the centre of the 
village and the Northaw Road/Cattlegate Road junction 
to the west.  HCC’s Initial assessments on earlier 
development work indicate that changing the priority of 
these junctions should mitigate additional traffic impact. 

 Comment noted.  
 
Minor modifications  Insert a new bullet point 
at the end of the list in paragraph 23.2 to say: 

 Manage the impact of additional traffic 
through junction reconfiguration resulting 
in changes to priority. 

2162 Hertfordshire County Council state that growth could be 
accommodated through a 1fe expansion of the existing 
Woodside primary school in Goffs Oak. Cuffley and 
Goffs Oak area need to be considered together  

 WHBC has worked with Hertfordshire County 
Council (as the local education authority) and 
Broxbourne Borough Council to consider the 
need for school places. Housing sites are 
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being allocated in both Cuffley and Goffs Oak 
through the respective Local Plans (of 
Broxbourne and Welwyn Hatfield). The 
demand for additional school places 
generated by development is proposed to be 
accommodated by the expansion of 
Woodside school in Goffs Oak from 1FE to 2 
FE, enabling children from Goffs Oak and the 
local area to be educated locally, thereby 
freeing up capacity at Cuffley School for 
children from that village. Over time, this is 
anticipated to result in a reduction in school-
based vehicle trips from Goffs Oak to Cuffley.  
No change  

2208  The Environment Agency has requested an 
amendment to table 17 of the plan to include 
additional criteria. 
 
Site HS26 (No02) - ideally a minimum of 8 metres or 
more buffer from top of any watercourse is required. 
 
Site HS27 (Cuf1): Ideally the buffer zone should be 8 
metres or more from top the bank of the Cuffley Brook. 
There must be no light spill into the watercourse or 
buffer zone. 
 
Sites HS28 (Cuf6), HS29 (Cuf12) and HS30 (Cuf7): the 
plan should ensure a minimum of a 8 metre or wider 
buffer zone to the Cuffley Brook, Northaw Brook and 
Hempshill Brook. 
 
 

Amend table 17  
HS29 (Cuf12) as allocated does not adjoin a 
water course. 
 
 
Minor modifications to table 17 to reflect 
the advice of the Environment Agency in 
respect of sites: 
 

 HS26 (No02); 

 HS27 (Cuf1); 

 HS28 (Cuf6); and  

 HS30 (Cuf7) 
 
 

1054 Support the allocation of site HS28  
 

 Noted 
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335 Support the allocation of the site HS29 
 

 Noted 

Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘Loss of Green Belt/countryside and existing village boundary’: 108, 121, 123, 139, 148, 

153, 155, 178, 215, 227, 228, 229, 245, 271, 273, 323, 383, 409, 413, 418, 420, 427, 428, 430, 436, 440, 443, 459, 468, 524, 542, 549, 551, 

592, 640, 675, 687, 688, 714, 716, 717, 718, 730, 752, 755, 757, 813, 814, 841, 844, 856, 894, 895, 901, 903, 906, 916, 943, 967, 990, 1013, 

1059, 1077, 1128, 1130, 1263, 1265, 1297, 1299, 1306, 1375, 1380, 1390, 1392, 1393, 1423, 1424, 1425, 1428, 1433, 1447, 1451, 1452, 

1455, 1456, 1457, 1465, 1466, 1476, 1477, 1478, 1479, 1485, 1488, 1493, 1502, 1517, 1525, 1531, 1535, 1536, 1545, 1546, 1554, 1555, 

1566, 1567, 1572, 1584, 1589, 1638, 1656, 1657, 1679, 1681, 1682, 1699, 1700, 1717, 1719, 1723, 1728, 1726, 1777, 1840, 1862, 1887, 

1890, 1891, 1919, 1927, 1947, 1969, 1969, 2056 

Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘Certain Green Belt sites should not be allocated in the plan for housing’: 123, 130, 153, 

155, 178, 227, 228, 229, 245, 273, 327, 332, 335, 383, 409, 412, 418, 429, 447, 463, 464, 468, 472, 524, 551, 542, 597, 640, 675, 717, 730, 

813, 895, 906, 549, 592, 673, 730, 752, 757, 764, 765 802, 841, 848, 872, 892, 903, 901, 943, 945, 988, 1130, 1017, 1059, 1077, 1128, 1187, 

1208, 1260, 1263, 1264, 1291, 1292, 1297, 1299, 1302, 1312, 1333, 1345, 1349, 1350, 1352, 1373, 1375, 1376, 1380, 1381, 1393, 1389, 

1394, 1397, 1415, 1423, 1425, 1426, 1434, 1445, 1450, 1455, 1487, 1494, 1502, 1539, 1545, 1546, 1547, 1549, 1552, 1636, 1639, 1719, 

1723, 1728, 1738, 1739, 1751, 1760, 1764, 1768, 1860, 1887, 1890, 1894, 1899, 1900, 1920, 1927, 1928, 1969 

Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘The scale of growth is too high and is disproportionate to the size, capacity and character 

of the village’: 412, 418, 468, 676, 718, 895, 988, 1208, 1306, 1320, 1333, 1345, 1350, 1375, 1381, 1394, 1410, 1413, 1414, 1426, 1433, 

1436, 1451, 1452, 1478, 1479, 1488, 1493, 1509, 1514, 1552, 1553, 1536, 1539, 1547, 1555, 1559, 1563, 1567, 1566, 1638, 1639, 1656, 

1681, 1728, 1731, 1768, 1899, 1900, 1920 

Full list of dlpps numbers commenting on ‘Existing infrastructure and services are inadequate and does not have sufficient capacity 

to support the level of housing growth’: 118, 119, 121, 123, 125, 130, 139, 155, 176, 178,  185, 190, 215, 218, 227, 228, 229, 245, 271, 

272, 301, 323, 327, 332 383, 409, 410, 411, 418, 420, 427, 428,  429, 430, 440, 442,  447, 459, 462, 463, 464, 472, 480, 493, 524, 542 551 

592, 597, 640 673, 688, 714, 716, 717, 718, 730, 755, 752, 757, 764, 765, 802, 806, 813, 814, 841, 844, 848, 853, 856, 865, 872, 873, 892, 

895, 901, 906, 916, 943, 945, 967, 988, 990, 1017, 1013, 1059, 1077, 1128, 1130, 1142, 1208, 1258, 1260, 1262, 1285, 1292, 1297, 1299, 

1302, 1312, 1380, 1306, 1320, 1333, 1345, 1346, 1349, 1350, 1373, 1375, 1376, 1381, 1392, 1393, 1394, 1410, 1413, 1414, 1423, 1424, 

1425, 1431, 1433, 1434, 1445, 1447, 1450, 1451, 1452, 1455, 1456, 1457, 1466, 1469, 1473, 1474, 1477, 1476, 1479, 1487, 1488, 1493, 

1494, 1502, 1509, 1514, 1517, 1525, 1526, 1528, 1534, 1535, 1536, 1539, 1546, 1547, 1549, 1551, 1552, 1553, 1555, 1554, 1559, 1567, 

1568, 1572, 1575, 1577, 1581, 1584, 1589, 1591, 1593, 1595, 1596, 1610, 1620, 1677, 1679, 1632, 1636, 1639, 1641, 1645, 1654, 1655, 

1656, 1657, 1670, 1671, 1672, 1681, 1682, 1699, 1716, 1717, 1719, 1723, 1725, 1731, 1735, 1737, 1738, 1739, 1751, 1760, 1764, 1768, 

1777, 1783, 1840, 1860, 1862, 1877, 1887, 1890, 1891, 1893, 1894, 1899, 1900, 1902, 1919, 1920, 1921, 1923, 1928, 1947, 2056, 2038 



 

 

 

Chapter 24 – New Village at Symondshyde 
Policy SP24 and paragraphs 24.1 to 24.5  

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

*For details of 
representation 
numbers go to 
end of this 
section. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The loss of Green Belt land, for which 
exceptional circumstances have not been 
demonstrated in line with the NPPF 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as development would result in future 
coalescence by closing the gap between existing 
settlements and goes against WHBC Green Belt 
Review and own Green Belt policy. There are no 
permanent features to restrict future development 
and/or form a defensible boundary around the 
site. The proposed Green Corridor will not limit 
future development nor will Coopers Green Lane.  

 

Variously: 

 Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

 Reduce the number 
of homes on the site 

 Reduce the number 
of homes proposed 
in the Local Plan 

 Provide housing on 
unoccupied industrial 
sites and existing 
towns and villages 
instead 

 Develop the whole of 
Panshanger Airfield 
and increase 
development in 
Brookmans Park and 
Welham Green 

The Stage 2 Green Belt Study concludes that 
the site only makes a partial contribution to this 
Green Belt purpose and the Stage 1 Review 
concluded that this site does lie in a strategic 
gap. The site will be planned as a single entity 
enabling strong and defensible future Green 
Belt boundaries to be created. Policy SADM34 
sets out the criteria for development in the 
Green Belt which will ensure that coalescence 
between settlements does not occur. Green 
Belt boundaries can only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. 

No change. 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as the site makes a significant 
contribution to the national Green Belt purpose of 
safeguarding countryside from encroachment. 
Infrastructure needed to facilitate development 
such as roads and cycle paths will further serve 
to ‘urbanise’ the surrounding green belt, thus 

It is not possible to meet the need for housing 
without harm to the purposes of the Green Belt 
and this is just one of a number of sites where 
there will be harm to this purpose. The impact 
on the Green Belt was taken into account in the 
process of selecting sites as set out in the 
Housing Site Selection Background Paper. 
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*continued 

changing its character and increasing the 
likelihood of later encroachment and infill 
development.  

 

No change. 

 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as development on the site will result in 
the loss of high quality agricultural land which 
should be protected. 

SDS6 is located on grade 3 agricultural land 
and is of no higher quality than the majority of 
green field sites currently in agricultural use in 
the borough.  This impact was considered in 
the Sustainability Appraisal which identified 
SDS6 as having a minor negative effect in 
relation to SA objective 4.10 conservation and 
sustainable use of land, however it scored 
positively in many other areas, and was seen 
as positive overall. 

No change. 

 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy because it is contrary to 
advice in para 84 of the NPPF which makes no 
mention of allowing new settlements in the Green 
Belt when reviewing boundaries under 
exceptional circumstances. 

When reviewing Green Belt boundaries The 
Council is required to promote sustainable 
patterns of development. The creation of new 
settlements is supported by the government as 
they are one means by which a sustainable 
pattern of development can be delivered. 

No Change 

2221 Conditions under which development can be 
permitted in the Green Belt have not been 
applied.  

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy  as the allocation does not propose 
accommodation for rural workers, for whom it is 
essential to live in close proximity for their place 

 

 

 

Remove SP24 / SDS6 
from the local plan 

 

The reasons identified here relate to 
circumstances under which development is 
considered to be not inappropriate within the 
Green Belt. The new Local Plan will remove 
SDS6 from the Green Belt and so it is not 
necessary to set out these criteria. Policy 
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of work, development would not include the re-
use of redundant or disused buildings and there 
is no specific information detailing the 
exceptional quality and innovative design nature 
of the scheme that could result in development of 
the site being considered a ‘special 
circumstance’. 

SADM34 sets out such criteria for development 
in the Green Belt. 

No change 

** For details 
of 
representation 
numbers go to 
end of this 
section. 

Symondshyde is unsustainable, it is an 
isolated location, with poor access to 
services it will be car dependant and generate 
pollution 

 

 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as the site is an isolated settlement in the 
countryside. It would be cut off from shops, 
community facilities and employment. This will 
result in high levels of car use and generate even 
more traffic on local roads. Although a bus 
service is proposed it will not be sustainable in 
the long term, meaning that ultimately people will 
have to rely on cars with resultant effects on 
pollution and emissions. The site has no existing 
utilities or surface water drainage in place. The 
NPPF states that planning authorities should 
avoid developing isolated homes in the 
countryside unless there are special 
circumstances – these do not exist.   

Variously: 

 Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

 Reduce the number 
of homes on the site 

 Reduce the number 
of homes proposed 
in the Local Plan 
 

 Provide housing on 
unoccupied industrial 
sites and in existing 
towns and villages 
instead 

 New development 
should be attached 
to existing 
settlements as urban 
extensions not 
isolated settlements 

The concept of new garden villages is 
supported by the government. The new village 
would be no less sustainable than the small 
villages which have been allocated extensions 
as it will include a small centre and a primary 
school. Such villages are able to sustain bus 
services. The village would be relatively close 
to the services and facilities in Hatfield which 
would be within cycling distance. No change. 

 

Opportunities on brownfield land have been 
maximised and the Council needs to maintain a 
supply of employment land. 

No change. 

 

Opportunities to extend existing settlements 
also forms part of the strategy set out in the 
Local Plan. No change. 
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The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy because the site will not accommodate 
sufficient employment opportunities, e.g. in small 
business units, meaning people will have to 
travel to work. Existing employment at the farm 
will be lost. This is not sustainable.  

 Develop the whole of 
Panshanger Airfield 
and increase 
development in 
Brookmans Park and 
Welham Green 

 Release of sites, 
such as WeG3 from 
the Green Belt to 
ensure flexibility 
within the current 
plan period to meet 
the full Objectively 
Assessed Needs. 

 

The Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal noted 
SDS6 would have a negligible effect in relation 
to the supply and location of employment land 
but scored SDS6 positively in terms of travel to 
work and air pollution due to its proximity to an 
employment area, noting this could be further 
enhanced by provision of public transport. The 
primary school and local centre would also be a 
source of local employment.  

No change. 

  

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy because it is not possible to create a 
sustainable new settlement from scratch. 
Settlements only become sustainable as they 
evolve over time.  

This view is not accepted. The majority of the 
borough’s population lives in settlements that 
were planned successfully from scratch. 

No change. 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy because the isolated location of the site 
will make any effective provision of services 
(such as care in the community and emergency 
services) difficult. Residents will have to travel to 
nearby towns for services, which will cause 
additional pressure upon parking. 

As a distinct settlement in its own right, 
Symondshyde will not be isolated and this claim 
is not accepted. These services are provided in 
existing villages with no problem. Further to 
this, provision of sustainable transport 
measures will enable residents to travel by 
means other than the private car. 

No change. 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy because the NPPF states 
that housing in rural areas should be located 
where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of 
rural communities. Local Planning Authorities 
should avoid isolated homes in the countryside. 

The village will not be isolated. The Council has 
maximised opportunities for expanding the 
larger villages which is why the full OAN has 
not been met. Additional housing around these 
villages would not mean that this site is not 
needed as well. 
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SDS6 does not fulfil this aim. The Council should 
instead pursue greater expansion of the 
borough’s existing villages especially the four 
large villages of Brookmans Park, Welham 
Green, Cuffley and Welwyn.  

 No change. 

682, 885, 
1127, 2088,  

The distribution of development should be 
considered more widely across the County.  

The Local Plan is not justified or effective as it 
fails to consider the wider options for more 
sustainable patterns of development as 
discussed in the Transport Vision for 
Hertfordshire 2050, which looks infrastructure 
requirements of different development scenarios. 
The report suggests urban extensions or new 
large settlements are more sustainable that 
‘dispersed’ patterns of development. As such 
SDS6 does not represent the most sustainable 
pattern of development. The Council should 
consider the potential for a new garden city in 
Hertfordshire as discussed in this document.  

Removal of SP24 
and any associated 
reference to this 
policy  

These representation relate to the settlement 
strategy rather than the content of this policy.  
Please see sections SP3: Settlement Strategy 
and Green Belt Boundaries. 

 

There are no options for a new town which 
have been promoted through the Local Plan in 
this borough. Opportunities for urban 
extensions have been maximised. 

No change. 

*** For details 
of 
representation 
numbers go to 
end of this 
section. 

 

 

 

 

There is insufficient infrastructure capacity to 
support the development  

  

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as there is insufficient infrastructure 
capacity (particularly highways, health and 
education) in the area at present and these will 
be unable to cope with increased demand 
generated by development. On site facilities will 
not be sustained in the long term. Residents will 
need to use services in surrounding settlements 

Variously: 

 Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

 Reduce the number 
of homes on the site 

 Provide housing on 
unoccupied industrial 

Provision for the necessary supporting 
infrastructure will need to be provided by the 
developer either or through financial 
contributions secured through S.106 agreement 
or CIL. The site is large enough to support a 
new primary school. 

No change. 
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Continued thus exacerbating existing problems such as 
parking.  

sites and existing 
towns and villages 
instead 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposals in the Local Plan have been subject 
to comprehensive transport modelling to 
identify potential impact upon the existing road 
network and where capacity and infrastructure 
improvements would be required. Mitigation 
measures have been identified along with a 
cost for such measures. The cumulative impact 
of all the sites has been identified as part of the 
transport modelling. As part of the 
masterplanning process and any application for 
development the developer/landowner will have 
to demonstrate they can adequately mitigate 
any unacceptable adverse impact arising from 
development…….. 

Symondshyde Lane and Hammonds Lane 
would not be the main point of access to the 
site. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as the Council has significantly 
underestimated the cost of the infrastructure that 
will need to be provided to make development 
acceptable, and its ability to be provided.  The 
proposal is reliant upon significant upgrades to 
the surrounding road network which have not 
been accurately costed and are unlikely to be 
delivered, either by the developer or the County 
Council. New bus services will not be sustainable 
in the long term meaning people will be required 
to travel by car. 

Too much development is already underway or 
proposed in the surrounding area (notably site 
SDS5), and cumulative impacts will worsen 
existing infrastructure  issues. 

Roads close to the site (e.g. Symondshyde Lane 
& Hammonds lane) are single track and 
completely inadequate for the likely increase in 
traffic.  They would be completely unable to cope 
if not widened, yet widening them would further 
harm landscape and habitats around the site.  

However, other sites have had their capacity 
limited due to access issues, as widening and 
upgrading would impact upon the rural character 
of the area. Construction traffic will also have a 
serious impact upon local roads.  
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The additional traffic will make the roads around 
the site unsafe and even more congested, 
restricting their use as a short cut to St Albans.  
Coopers Green Lane is already congested and 
unsafe and cannot take further traffic. There 
would be significant knock on effect to the wider 
highway network particularly the B653, and 
junctions 3 and 4 of the A1(M).  

Cycling and walking options are not safe. There 
have already been a number of collisions in this 
area and this will increase with development. 

 
Road safety has formed part of the 
considerations by the County Council in 
responding to the proposals and will be part of 
the considerations in the masterplan and the 
assessment of any planning application. 
 
No change.  
 
 
 

 There needs to be a more thorough and up to 
date consideration of local infrastructure needs 
such as that presented in the Transport Vision for 
Hertfordshire 2050 which looks at what pattern of 
development is more likely to increase public 
transport use.  

Delete Policy SP24 
and any associated 
references  

The Transport Vision has a longer time horizon 
than the Local Plan. It already takes into 
account growth proposals in Hertfordshire Local 
Plans and increased investment in public 
transport will be required to accommodate the 
levels of growth coming forward. No change. 

682, 885, 
1127, 2088 

Transport modelling is outdated and 
inadequate 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy. Transport modelling used 
to support the Local Plan is out of date and 
inadequate and does not take account of 
emerging HCC strategy. The WHaSH model 
used assesses proposed development as at 
2015 and assesses Hat2 (which was removed 
from the plan) rather than SDS6. The latter would 
generate more traffic Hat2 was an urban 
extension. There is no evidence the model takes 
account of housing proposed at Oaklands in St 
Albans which will also impact upon Coopers 

Removal of Policy 
SP24 

This site was included in the latest set of 
modelling which was published on the Council’s 
website. The Council has worked closely with 
the County Council and the growth proposals in 
the Local Plan have fed into the Local 
Transport Vision which has a longer time 
horizon than the Local Plan. Mitigation 
measures have been modelled. 

 

No change 
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Green Lanes. Proposed mitigation measures 
have not been modelled in detail.  

682, 885, 
1127, 2088 

Viability Testing for SDS6 is flawed 

The Local plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy as the residual land values 
(RLV) and benchmark land values (BVL) use in 
the viability testing of SDS6 are too low. BLV’s 
used are dated and do not account for recent 
increases in land values in Hertfordshire. RLV 
have underestimated the cost of transport 
infrastructure improvements. In addition the 
viability testing does not account for abnormal 
costs – the site has potential for sink holes and 
archaeological finds, potential geological surveys 
have not been budgeted for.  

Removal of Policy 
SP24  

It is not accepted on the basis of available 
evidence that the residual and benchmark land 
values used in the Council’s viability testing are 
too low. The costs of necessary transport 
infrastructure have been estimated as best as 
possible using information currently available to 
the Council and the local highway authority. 
There is no firm evidence that the site is likely 
to suffer from sink holes.  

No change. 

**** For 
details of 
representation 
numbers go to 
end of this 
section. 

 

Development will have a negative impact on 
wildlife and habitats 

 

 

 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as woodland around the site has been 
documented since the Iron Age and appears in 
the Domesday Book. It is ancient and invaluable. 

Variously: 

 Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

The development of the site will not result in 
loss to any woodland.  

No change. 
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Continued The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as the site itself is a valuable habitat for a 
variety of species, and is surrounded by land 
designated as a Local Wildlife Site. The NPPF 
states that planning permission should be 
refused for developments that deteriorate 
irreplaceable habitats. There has not been a 
proper identification and mapping of local 
ecological networks and no strategic ecological 
assessment to plan for bio diversity across local 
authority boundaries. Reliance upon a ten year 
old Landscape Character Assessment is not 
adequate and there is no evidence of an up-to-
date assessment of ecological or amenity value. 
No amount of mitigation by the developer can 
compensate for potential losses.  

 Provide housing on 
unoccupied industrial 
sites and existing 
towns and villages 
instead  

There are no designated wildlife assets within 
the site itself and Hertfordshire Ecology 
considers that any potential impacts on habitat 
can be mitigated. Policy SP24 sets out a 
requirement for development to provide formal 
and informal open spaces that will contribute to 
the wider ecological networks, providing safe 
routes for wildlife whilst protecting and 
enhancing wildlife assets. Policy SADM16 
requires proposals to maintain, protect and 
wherever possible enhance biodiversity.  

 

No change. 

 

 
 
 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy because the loss of ancient woodland on 
this site undermines the current public funding to 
restore woodland nearby in Sandridge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No ancient woodland will be lost through the 
development of Symondshyde and a suitable 
buffer will be put in place to ensure protection 
of this asset. It is therefore not relevant.  

 

No change. 
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***** For 
details of 
representation 
numbers go to 
end of this 
section. 

Development will result in harm to landscape 
and the loss of recreation 

  

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as development of SDS6 would lead to 
loss of a high quality, prized area of tranquil 
countryside well used by walkers, cyclists and 
horse riders. The NPPF states that councils must 
“identify and protect areas of tranquility which 
have remained relatively undisturbed by noise 
and are prized for their recreational and amenity 
value for this reason”. The proposed ‘Green 
Corridor’ running close to SDS6 could lead to 
over management and gentrification of the 
countryside.  

 

Variously: 

 

 Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

 Provide housing on 
unoccupied industrial 
sites and existing 
towns and villages 
instead  

Policy SP24 sets out requirements to provide 
formal and informal open spaces for leisure and 
recreation, and to provide upgraded routes for 
walkers and cyclists. Whilst some currently 
private land will clearly be lost to development, 
access to the countryside will see a net 
improvement. WHBC will work with HCC rights 
of way team to ensure existing PROW remain 
open wherever possible and/or are suitably 
diverted during and construction phases.   

No change. 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as the site scores highly on the Council’s 
own assessment of landscape value, and is 
scored as having a low potential to accommodate 
landscape change. 

This is acknowledged in the Sustainability 
Appraisal, and is scored as a significant 
negative. However, other aspects of the 
development result in a net positive score. As 
part of the Masterplanning process the Council 
will also require the developer to undertake a 
landscape and visual assessment, which will 
inform the more detailed design of the 
development and help to ensure adequate 
mitigation measures are in place and help 
minimise the impact upon the wider landscape. 
No change. 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 

 Sites Cuf4 and Cuf5 were on a very steep hill 
and so had significant landscape issues. 
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policy because the SDS6 has been judged to 
have high sensitivity to change with little 
possibility for mitigation of these factors, however 
two sites in Cuffley (CUF4 and CUF5) were 
rejected from the local plan in 2015 for precisely 
these reasons. This represents an inconsistency 
in plan making and makes the plan unsound.  

Furthermore no measures had been identified 
to address the highway impacts associated with 
that level of development in Cuffley. 

It is acknowledged that SDS6 scored as 
significant negative in the landscape aspects of 
the draft Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal, 
however due to local topography there are 
opportunities to mitigate impact through 
landscaping and planning.   

No change. 

111, 157, 530, 
200, 289, 374, 
406, 416, 431, 
724, 741, 810, 
843, 885, 929, 
989, 1057, 
2088, 2147, 
2168 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Development will result in harm to designated 
heritage assets 

 

 

 

 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy as development would substantially alter 
the landscape, and have a significant impact on 
the setting of the Grade II listed Symondshyde 
Farmhouse and nearby Grade I listed Brocket 
Hall. The Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal also 
recognises this issue.  

Remove Policy SP24 
and the site from the 
plan 

 

Policy SP24 requires protection and 
enhancement of heritage assets and this issue 
has informed the Strategy Diagram. The 
masterplan will be informed by a Heritage 
Impact Assessment which will set out more 
detailed measures. 

Minor modification to paragraph 24.4 to make 
reference to the heritage impacts assessment 
and the need to protect the setting of the listed 
building. 

Consideration should be given to the impact of 
traffic movements generated by development 
upon heritage assets in Lemsford and around 
Brocket Hall.  

Based on this, 
consider how the 
allocation should 
respond. 

This is a broad issue, but as it is not a 
fundamental constraint on development it is 
considered most appropriate to address at the 
masterplanning stage. Transport assessments 
undertaken to inform the masterplanning 
process can be used to help address this issue. 
No change. 
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Continued The site includes land designated as an Area of 
Archaeological interest, however there is no 
mention of this in the policy or supporting text. 

The policy should 
make reference to this 
and the need for an 
appropriate 
archaeological 
assessment to be 
undertaken. 

Areas of archaeological interest are designated 
heritage assets and are therefore covered by 
the Policy, the Plan makes specific reference to 
the need for development to take account of 
any archaeological constraint.   

Minor modification to paragraph 24.4 to make 
reference to the Area of archaeological 
significance. 

 

Whilst the policy acknowledges the need to 
protect and enhance heritage assets, there is no 
mention of Brocket Hall.  

The policy should be 
amended accordingly. 

Its proximity makes the need to mitigate against 
any harm to Symondshyde Farmhouse 
particularly important. However it is considered 
appropriate to make reference to a heritage 
impact assessment and the need for the 
masterplan to take forward its 
recommendations. 

A minor modification will be made to 
paragraph 24.4 to refer to the heritage impact 
assessment and the need for the 
recommendations to be incorporated into the 
masterplanning. 

12, 30, 80, 
100, 209, 223, 
2035, 2093 

Issues with minerals extraction in and around 
the site and impact upon phasing and 
delivery of development 

  

The site is within the sand and gravel belt, and 
there may be an opportunity to extract resources 
for use on site during development.  

Policy SP24 should be 
amended, to require 
the opportunistic use 
of any minerals on site 
during development to 
be considered. 

Part of the site has already been subject to 
mineral extraction. It is understood that the 
potential for extraction on the remainder of the 
site has already been explored and there are 
no viable mineral deposits.  

No change 
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The potential impact of mineral extraction upon 
built development in and around SDS6 should be 
considered, including the cumulative impact of 
other/existing minerals working in the local area 
between Hatfield and St Albans. The phasing of 
development around mineral extraction should be 
considered further. 

Amend the plan to 
reflect these issues. 

Future mineral workings would need to take 
into account any impact on residential 
properties. Existing mineral workings in this 
area are close to completion and are no 
expected to overrun. 

No change. 

There is an existing minerals application in the 
south eastern part of the site which is currently 
being worked. Whilst this is scheduled to be 
completed by 2020 there is every chance this 
could overrun. Additionally, there is the potential 
for minerals on other parts of the site which SP24 
has not addressed. Given that HCC are 
reviewing the Minerals Local Plan there is a risk 
that on site minerals extraction and subsequent 
restoration could prevent delivery of the site 
within the plan period.  

Remove Policy SP24 
from the Local Plan 

 

Any removal of minerals prior to development 
would destroy narrow rural lanes, as well as the 
visual amenity and quiet tranquillity of this area. It 
will also be highly detrimental to existing and 
surrounding natural habitats. 

Do not include such a 
provision in the plan.  

Mineral extraction on part of the site is already 
taking place.  

No change. 

356, 358, 624, 
2019, 2163, 
2209, 1370 

Considerations specific to the future 
masterplanning of the site 

 

 

 

 

Proposals to make provision for leisure facilities 
and formal open space within the development 
are supported, and reference to schools 
providing a dual-use of facilities for community 
purposes are particularly welcomed.  

None stated. 

 

Support noted and welcomed. 
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There are clear links between the development of 
this site and SDS5, which will need to be 
considered with regards to services, facility, 
infrastructure and transport. 

None stated. This will be an important component in ensuring 
that needs arising from the two sites are met – 
for example the secondary education provision 
for both sites will be made on SDS5. Para 24.3 
in the supporting text to the policy 
acknowledges these linkages.  

No change. 

The development of the site would benefit from 
the creation of new habitats, to provide a net gain 
in biodiversity. 

Add this to the plan. Policy SP24 already includes a requirement for 
the provision of formal and informal open 
spaces that will contribute to wider ecological 
networks.  

No change. 

Through the masterplanning process it will be 
necessary to consider the location and phasing 
of the new school to ensure it best suits the 
needs of the new community.  

None stated. The new primary school in the village is 
envisaged to be located adjacent to the village 
centre and Symondshyde Farmhouse and is 
identified in the strategy diagram. It’s phasing 
will form part of the considerations of the 
masterplan and at the planning applications 
stage. 

 No change. 

As secondary school pupils from the site will be 
served by the new secondary school in Hatfield, 
the masterplanning process should ensure that a 
safe pedestrian and cycle route is established. 

None stated. The importance of such a link is noted. This is 
already required by Policy SP24, and shown on 
the strategy diagram for the site. No change. 
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Should development go ahead, existing rights of 
way must remain. This is particularly the case 
given the likely long build-out for the site, 
necessitating potential medium-term closures for 
rights of way. 

New definitive rights of 
way must be agreed 
prior to development. 

Separate processes control the variation and 
stopping up of rights of way, administered by 
Hertfordshire County Council as Local Highway 
Authority. However, this Council is supportive of 
the need to provide ongoing public access 
around the site. No change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective, as Policy 
SP24 is not clear enough about the sustainable 
transport measures which will be provided on the 
site (notably for walking and cycling). This 
vagueness implies that cars will have to be the 
main means of access to the site. 

Make relevant 
amendments to the 
policy wording. 

It is considered that the masterplan process is 
the most appropriate point at which to deal with 
matters of this level of detail. This will be 
subject to further public consultation.  

No change. 

The Local Plan is not justified or effective as 
Coopers Green Lane is already subject to 
flooding and urbanisation of SDS5 and SDS6 will 
increase this at the detriment to car users.  

 As part of any application for development, 
landowners/developers will be required to 
demonstrate they can mitigate an increased 
risk to flooding through the use of Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems. No change.  

1244 The scale of development could be higher    

The plan is sound. The proposal is supported, 
and will serve as an exemplar development. 
However, the capacity of the site appears to have 
been artificially limited. 

Consideration should 
be given to increasing 
the number of 
dwellings. This will 
also make the site 
more sustainable. 

The assumed density in the HELAA reflects the 
need to achieve an efficient use of land, the 
need to provide sufficient space for a range of 
village facilities and open space and the need 
to protect the setting of the listed building. Any 
increased density would compromise this. No 
change. 

1364 Development will not provide the appropriate 
type or mix of housing to meet need in the 
Borough. 

The Local Plan is not sound or consistent with 
national policy as the type of housing provided 
by this development will not meet local need. It 

 

 

Remove proposals for 
a new village out of the 
Local Plan 

 

 

Policy SP24 specifically requires site SDS6 to 
provide a wide mix of housing types, sizes and 
tenures including a minimum of 30% of units as 
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will not be affordable and it is likely the developer 
will try to avoid provision of affordable homes on 
grounds of viability. The LPA have not addressed 
this issue adequately.  

affordable housing unless it can be robustly 
demonstrated that such a proportion would not 
be viable. Viability testing has been undertaken 
to support the allocation of the site which has 
indicated at 30% affordable housing target is 
viable. WHBC will work with the landowner to 
ensure the site provides an appropriate mix of 
housing to meet local need in the Borough.  

No change.  

682, 885, 979, 
989, 1127, 
2088 

Location and phasing of Education provision 
will be problematic 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy. It would take years to meet 
the critical mass to necessary to justify the new 
primary school, in the meantime residents will 
have to travel to other primary schools. If the 
school was to meet an existing shortage then 
children from surrounding areas would be forced 
to travel to SDS6 – which is not sustainable. 
Similar issues exist for the provision of a 
secondary school at SDS5. Even if the 
Secondary school was built it would be at least 
1km away, accessed via unsafe roads. Parents’ 
choice over schools means complex travel 
patterns would develop.   

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy, as the location of school 
and nursery provision mean that there will be a 
great deal of pupils being taken by car, which will 
already exacerbate traffic problems. Walking and 
cycling to school will not be a safe or feasible 
option.   

 

 

Remove SP24, SDS6 
and any reference to it 
from the Local Plan 

 

 

Timely provision of schooling will be addressed 
via joint working between the landowner, the 
Council and the County Council. 

No change. 
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989 There are problems with water supply and 
potential flooding.  

The local plan is not justified or consistent with 
national policy as there is already too much 
demand for water and DEFRA have said they do 
not intend to grant any further extraction licenses.  

Remove SDS6 from 
the local plan entirely.  

Affinity water consider that water supply can be 
accommodated to meet the number of 
dwellings set out in the Plan 

No change.  

2193 Strongly support the allocation but believe to 
approach to provision of Gypsy and Traveller 
pitches is not sound.  
The allocation of site SDS6 is strongly supported, 
however the Local Plan is not justified, effective 
or consistent with national policy as it does 
not represent the most appropriate strategy for 
delivery of Gypsy and Traveller pitches when 
considered against reasonable alternatives.  
Although the provision of 10 off-site gypsy 
pitches at site HS34 / GTLAA09 is a policy 
requirement in respect of SDS6 it is physically 
located adjacent to the SDS5 allocation, resulting 
in an overconcentration of pitches in this area. 
This is inconsistent with national guidance.   The 
proposed Gypsy and Traveller allocation HS34 
should be deleted and alternative provision made 
elsewhere.  

Greater clarity should 
be provided regarding 
the basis for the 
overall gypsy and 
traveller pitch 
provision. Reference 
should be included to 
the delivery of pitches 
as part of the delivery 
of housing allocations. 
WHBC should meet 
with the Estate to 
discuss Gypsy and 
Traveller pitch 
provision distribution in 
order to agree an 
appropriate site 
distribution schedule.  

It is understood that whilst the promoter of 
SDS6 considers the allocation of HS34 would 
lead to an overconcentration of such sites the 
site will be made available should it be required 
for the plan to be found sound. 
 
The Strategic Development Sites are of a 
significant scale and should deliver a mix of 
housing types and tenures. Gypsy and 
Traveller pitch provision in association with the 
Strategic Development Sites (either on site or, 
on a suitable alternative and available site) is 
proportionate to the overall size of development 
at these strategic sites.  
 
The distribution of Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
on (or associated with) the identified strategic 
development sites is proportionate to the 
overall number of dwellings to be delivered at 
these sites. In the case of SDS5 (Hat1) 
provision is to be made (in part) within the site 
and (in part) off-site at HS33 (GTLAA08). The 
on-site location will be determined through the 
master-planning process. In the case of SDS6, 
a site close-by (HS34) has been identified. 
These policy requirements and allocations have 
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been discussed with the promoter. No other 
sites have been proposed by the promoter as 
alternatives. A commuted sum is not 
considered to represent the most appropriate 
delivery option, given the absence of any other 
suitable or available sites.  
No change 

2193 Provision of small scale employment 
opportunities including use of existing 
agricultural buildings should be identified. 
Whilst strongly supportive of the allocation of 
SDS6, policy SP24 is not positively prepared or 
effective because it does not recognise the full 
potential that SDS6 can make to meeting the 
Council’s economic strategy.  

 

The policy should be 
amended to identify 
that the site will 
provide small scale 
employment 
opportunities, including 
making existing use of 
agricultural buildings 
where suitable. 

 

There may be some opportunity to reuse 
agricultural building for small scale employment 
space within SDS6, is something that can be 
addressed as part of the masterplanning 
process and identified within the subsequent 
SPD.  No change.  

1216 Adoption of the Local Plan will give SDS6 
permission in principle which is unacceptable 
given the potential impact of the 
development. 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy because under the provisions of the 
Housing and Planning Act 2016 (paras 58a and 
59a) the adopted Local Plan would enable SDS6 
to be granted permission in principle, meaning 
the proposal would not be subject to full analysis 
and all consideration of all implications required 
by a planning application.  

A comprehensive 
environmental impact 
assessment should be 
undertaken including 
the effect of providing 
utility services. A 
comprehensive traffic 
impact assessment 
should be undertaken 
along with all other 
normal statutory 
consultation and 
analysis for a major 
planning application. 

The Local Plan does not propose that this site 
be given permission in principle and could not 
do so as an Environmental Impact Assessment 
has not been carried out. 

No change.  
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149, 158, 208, 
157, 476,682,  
707, 885, 
1387, 1127, 
1216,  1695, 
2088 

It is incorrect to refer to Symondshyde as being 
within the rural areas. This masks the fact that it 
is in Hatfield, and disguises the potential for 
cumulative impacts. SDS6 would be located in a 
dip and could be liable to flooding. Much of the 
land is marshy and acts as part of local flood 
defences, concreting over this area will increase 
flood risk elsewhere  

None stated Whilst the site is administratively within Hatfield, 
and Hatfield is the closest existing settlement, 
the gap between the two will be larger than 
many others in the borough (e.g. those 
between Welwyn Garden City, Welwyn and 
Digswell).  No change. 

It is incorrect to refer to the site as a new village 
– it will take the form of a high density housing 
estate, and lack any village atmosphere. 

None stated The assumed density in the HELAA of 25dph is 
a compromise between the need to achieve an 
efficient use of land and the need to provide 
sufficient space for a range of village facilities 
and open space. Given the extensive 
provisions in Policy SP24, this claim is not 
accepted.  No change. 

In addition to the removal of the site from the 
plan, its landscape value should be better 
acknowledged. 

Designate the site as 
an Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty. 

The designation of AONB’s is the responsibility 
of Natural England. Whilst clearly valued 
locally, the site and its surroundings are not of 
national importance. No change. 

The Local Plan is not justified or consistent 
with national policy as no reference is made to 
the potential presence of and continuing danger 
of sink holes in and around the site. Changes to 
the groundwater regime as a result of 
development could further increase the risk of 
such sinkholes. 

Proposals for SDS6 
should be put on hold 
until an authoritative 
investigation into this 
matter can be carried 
out.   

No fundamental issues relating to the presence 
of sink holes have been identified at this stage, 
and any issues can be addressed at planning 
application stage.  No change. 

The Local Plan is not Justified or Consistent 
with National Policy as it contains no discussion 
of alternative sites in its consideration of proposal 
SP24 and is not a strategy based on evidence. 

None stated As part of the process of preparing the plan A 
wide range of sites have been considered and 
assessed and subject to Sustainability 
Appraisal.  The Housing Sites Selection 
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background Paper 2016 sets out the 
conclusions of this process. No Change. 

Government growth forecasts for South east 
England are based on the need to support 
London based employment. Government policy 
should be challenged to accommodate these 
workers in London rather than spreading 
development onto green belt land.  

Do not build new 
developments on 
green belt land  

 

 

Government policy requires Local Planning 
Authorities in their Local Plan to positively seek 
to meet the needs for housing. No change.  

The site is being rushed through, development 
should take place south of Coopers Green Lane 
towards Hatfield.  

 

Remove SP24 from 
the plan. 

The site allocation has been consulted on at the 
proposed submission stage. Development is 
also proposed south of Coopers Green Lane at 
SDS5. Both sites are required for the Council to 
get close to meeting its OAN for housing.  

No change.  

The proposed location of the 10 pitch gypsy and 
traveller site may not be ideal as there is no 
containment offered by local features which may 
lead to further sprawl.  

None The Gypsy and Traveller site is proposed to be 
10 pitches. Any such increase in the site would 
require planning permission. 

No change. 

The Local Plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent with national 
policy. Allocation of SDS6 goes against the 
Local Plan’s own Green Belt and Rural 
exceptions policies and the recommendations of 
the NPPF.  

 Allocation of SDS6 removes the site from the 
Green Belt. 

No change.  
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1143, 1149, 1153,  1160, 1163, 1201, 1203, 1215, 1216, 1238, 1247, 1289, 1310, 1317, 1332, 1364, 1370, 1377, 1387, 1388, 1440, 1486, 
1523, 1533, 1541, 1542, 1557, 1578, 1634, 1647, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1667, 1669, 1691, 1695, 1697, 1701, 1702, 1707, 1714, 1715, 1718, 
1720, 1724, 1747, 1782, 1785, 1861, 1866, 1918, 1941, 1942, 1943, 2088, 2093, 2221 
 
**Symondshyde is unsustainable and isolated, with poor access to services it will generate pollution 

11, 13, 19, 22, 30, 41, 44, 52, 53, 55, 65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 77, 80, 89, 106, 110, 111, 120, 124, 129, 131, 142, 146, 150, 157, 159, 169, 175, 180, 

186, 187, 198, 200, 202, 206, 208, 216, 219, 222, 225, 234, 243, 251, 257, 266, 269, 276, 278, 279, 280, 282, 285, 286, 289, 292, 293, 297, 

298, 303, 337, 347, 381, 416, 419, 431, 439, 441, 460, 465, 467, 473, 485, 486, 526, 530, 533, 534, 537, 539, 557, 562, 570, 572, 574, 576, 

590, 598, 607, 626, 628, 634, 639, 643, 659, 670, 680, 682, 692, 695, 696, 701, 702, 703, 704, 706, 724, 727, 737, 738, 740, 742, 744, 745, 

749, 756, 762, 810, 815, 821, 823, 831, 837, 838, 840, 843, 845, 846, 847, 850, 855, 857, 858, 859, 869, 883, 885, 897, 898, 899, 908, 910, 

921, 922, 923, 929, 930, 932, 937, 954, 955, 957, 978, 979, 980, 989, 1003, 1029, 1031, 1056, 1057, 1062, 1065, 1073, 1085, 1105, 1121, 

1201, 1203, 1122, 1125, 1127, 1143, 1160, 1163, 1216, 1238, 1247, 1268, 1289, 1317, 1364, 1370, 1377, 1387, 1523, 1533, 1541, 1557, 

1578, 1634, 1647,1658, 1697, 1701, 1702, 1707, 1715, 1718, 1733, 1747, 1785, 1871, 1880, 1941, 1942, 1943, 2088, 2093, 2168, 2221 

 
***There is insufficient infrastructure capacity to support the development 
4, 8, 11, 13, 14, 16, 19, 27, 29, 32, 33, 34, 41, 44, 53, 56, 58, 59, 62, 64, 65, 67, 68, 69, 70, 73, 77, 79, 84, 89, 99, 100, 102, 106, 110, 120, 
131, 142, 144, 145, 147, 150, 151, 158, 168, 169, 173, 177, 186, 188, 189, 192, 195, 198, 200, 202, 205, 206, 208, 209, 213, 214, 216, 219, 
222, 223, 225, 241, 244, 247, 251, 254, 257, 258, 261, 263, 266, 269, 276, 278, 279, 283, 285, 289, 294, 297, 299, 310, 324, 328, 331, 337, 
347, 374, 381, 399, 400, 403, 404, 406, 416, 419, 431, 438, 441, 446, 460, 465, 473, 475, 477, 485, 486, 498, 518, 526, 533, 534, 537, 544, 
546, 557, 562, 571, 574, 576, 590, 593, 600, 603, 607, 628, 634, 639, 643, 657, 660, 661, 663, 670, 671, 677, 682, 695, 696, 702, 704, 706, 
724, 725, 726, 734, 736, 737, 738, 740, 741, 742, 748, 749, 751, 762, 811, 816, 821, 824, 828, 837, 843, 845, 846, 847, 850, 858, 859, 885, 



893, 898, 899, 910, 914, 921, 922, 923, 928, 929, 932, 937, 940, 942, 953, 955, 957, 971, 977, 978, 979, 989, 998, 1003, 1029, 1031, 1056, 
1057, 1065, 1066, 1085, 1105, 1123, 1125, 1127, 1143, 1153, 1160, 1163, 1203, 1247, 1268, 1317, 1332, 1364, 1370, 1387, 1418, 1440, 
1486, 1523, 1533, 1541, 1542, 1578, 1634, 1660, 1701, 1861, 1871, 1880, 1942, 1943, 2088, 2093, 2168, 2221 
 
****Development will have a negative impact on wildlife and habitats 
12, 13, 14, 17, 29, 31, 32, 43, 34, 35, 52, 53, 55, 56, 58, 59, 64, 67, 70, 75, 78, 80, 84, 101, 102, 106, 110, 111, 128, 129, 140, 142, 146, 147, 
150, 154, 156, 158, 159, 163, 168, 169, 173, 175, 181, 186, 187, 188, 194, 195, 196, 200, 202, 205, 209, 213, 214, 216, 234, 241, 244, 247, 
254, 263, 266, 279, 282, 286, 289, 292, 296, 297, 298, 299, 303, 310, 324, 328, 331, 336, 345, 374, 381, 403, 416, 419, 441, 446, 454, 460, 
465, 485, 486, 497, 526, 530, 533, 537, 540, 546, 557, 562,  570, 571, 574, 590, 603, 626, 628, 634, 639, 643, 655, 657, 660, 661, 663, 677, 
680, 698, 702, 706, 724, 727, 736, 741, 749, 750, 751, 762, 810, 816, 823, 824, 826, 827, 828, 831, 832, 843, 846, 850, 857, 859, 869, 898, 
908, 910, 914, 921, 922, 923, 929, 932, 937, 940, 942, 953, 954, 955, 977, 978, 979, 982, 998, 1003, 1029, 1031, 1037, 1057, 1065, 1073, 
1085, 1105, 1123, 1125, 1149, 1153, 1160, 1163, 1201, 1238, 1247, 1317, 1364, 1370, 1418, 1486, 1523, 1541, 1542, 1557, 1647, 1658, 
1667, 1691, 1697, 1718, 1720, 1941, 1942, 1943, 2088, 2093, 2221 
 
*****Development will result in harm to landscape and the loss of recreation 
10, 12, 13, 14, 17, 27, 30, 32, 34, 41, 44, 53, 55, 56, 59, 64, 65, 68, 69, 71, 75, 77, 80, 89, 99, 101, 102, 110, 111, 120, 128, 129, 142, 143, 
147, 150, 154, 156, 157, 158, 169, 173, 177, 186, 187, 188, 192, 194, 200, 202, 208, 213, 214, 216, 225, 234, 243, 247, 248, 254, 255, 266, 
269, 276, 278, 279, 282, 286, 293, 296, 298, 299, 303, 313, 324, 328, 331, 336, 345, 374, 403, 406, 407, 416, 431, 439, 441, 446, 454, 465, 
473, 475, 477, 486, 496, 526, 530, 533, 537, 546, 557, 562, 570, 571, 593, 600, 603, 607, 626, 628, 634, 642, 657, 659, 660, 661, 671, 677, 
680, 698, 701, 702, 703, 704, 706, 722, 724, 726, 727, 736, 737, 738, 741, 742, 744, 748, 762, 823, 828, 831,832, 837, 840, 843, 845, 846, 
850, 855, 857, 859, 869, 885, 898, 921, 922, 923, 932, 937, 942, 953, 954, 955, 957, 971, 977, 978, 979, 982, 989, 997, 1003, 1029, 1031, 
1037, 1057, 1062, 1065, 1073, 1085, 1105, 1125, 1143, 1149, 1153, 1160, 1163, 1201, 1203, 1216, 1238, 1247, 1317, 1370,  1377, 1418, 
1523, 1533, 1557, 1578, 1647, 1658, 1659, 1660, 1667, 1669, 1695, 1697, 1701, 1702, 1715, 1718, 1720, 1724, 1747, 1866, 1871, 1918, 
1941, 1942, 1943, 2093, 2221 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 25 – Rural Areas 
Policy SP25, Policy SADM34 and paragraphs 25.1 to 25.16  

 

DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

452 SADM 34 and its supporting text fail to address all 
the exceptions contained within the NPPF 
 
The plan is not consistent because SADM34 does not 
correspond to all the exceptions contained in para 89 ( 
NPPF), relating to the presumption that the construction 
of new buildings is inappropriate  

Include a new sub-
heading within the Policy 
SADM 34 as follows: 

“Limited infilling & 
Redevelopment of 
previously developed 
sites (insert final bullet 
point of para 89, NPPF)  

Amend the justification 
text in Para 25.6, and the 
word retained“ in 
respect of this and 
where partial or 
complete 
redevelopment of 
previously developed 
sites are proposed 
they” should not have.. 

All the exceptions mentioned in the 
NPPF (Para 89) have been adequately 
covered by Policy SADM34. The second 
paragraph of the policy includes text 
relating to “development on previously 
developed land” and this would apply to 
the construction of new buildings. 
 
No change 
 
 

452 Supporting text of SAD34 focusses on residential 
buildings and fails to consider other uses/buildings 
 
The plan is not consistent because the supporting text 
is relating to extensions, alterations and replacement of 
buildings is solely focused on residential uses and fails 
to reflect the full guidance of the NPPF (.i.e. para 89 
bullet points 3 & 4) that applied to all uses/buildings. 
This is likely to undermine the NPPF and it may fail to 
deliver sustainable development.   

Additional wording will be 
required to the 
paragraphs 25.8-25.12 of 
the justification text to 
the policy to clarify that 
the extension, alteration 
and replacement of 
buildings relates to all 
building types and not 
just dwellings 

Agree the supporting text should be 
amended to better relate to the policy.  
 
Minor modification to paragraphs 25.8 
and 25.9 



DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

1980 Retaining the major developed site designation for 
Queenswood school in SADM 34 is contrary to the 
national guidelines.  
 
The Plan is not consistent because the Queenswood 
school was designated as a major developed site 
(MDS) in the district plan, in line with the guidelines of 
PPG2 that no longer apply. The main reasons are the 
NPPF focuses on providing more general guidance for 
redevelopment/ infilling. Development on previously 
developed land (PDL) in the Green Belt is appropriate, 
if it does not result in a greater harm to its openness.  
 
The Schools MDS boundary has been drawn tightly 
around a group of buildings, even though a larger area 
is considered PDL, contrary to the PDL definition in the 
NPPF.  
 

The definition of MDS 
boundaries is unsound 
and they should be 
deleted.  
 
If MDS boundaries are 
maintained for the 
school, they will need to 
be reviewed, to include 
all of the land at the site 
that is previously 
developed. Although less 
preferred, it would allow 
for a consistent 
application of 
development 
management and better 
reflect national policy.  

The boundaries of the Queenswood 
MDS were defined when the Green Belt 
policy was initially formulated in the 1998 
Limited Alterations to the District Plan. It 
would not be appropriate to include areas 
to the west (.i.e. hard/soft tennis courts 
and other small buildings) of the school 
within the MDS boundary because they 
are not intensely developed and 
proposals here are likely to run contrary 
to the aim of maintaining the openness of 
the Green Belt.  
 
The MDS designation is in line with the 
NPPF, as it allows for infill and or 
replacement development without 
prejudicing the openness of the Green 
Belt. No change 

2062, 2162, 
2066 

The New Barnfield MDS should be removed from 
the Green Belt because it has been allocated in 
Waste Local Plan and New Barnfield and Roehyde 
should be removed from the Green Belt 
 
The Plan is not positively prepared, effective and 
consistent with national policy because the County 
Waste Site allocations document identified waste sites 
at New Barnfield, Birchall Lane (shared with East Herts) 
and Roehyde (shared with St Albans) within the Green 
Belt (GB) of WHBC. They are seeking the removal of 
these sites from the GB and the removal of New 
Barnfield as a Major Developed Site, as exceptional 
circumstances were demonstrated for this, during the 
examination of their Plan. This would ensure a 
consistent approach, as the Green Belt boundary is 

Include reference 
Hertfordshire Minerals 
and Waste Local Plans 
within Policies SADM 
1/34 and their supporting 
paragraphs. This will 
help ensure Local Plan 
decisions have regard to, 
and do not compromise 
the waste and allocations 
policies contained within 
them. 
 
Remove the New 
Barnfield and Roehyde 
sites from the Green 

The NPPF states that Green Belt 
boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances. 

In his report on the examination of the 
Waste Site Allocations document, the 
Inspector held that exceptional 
circumstances may exist to justify the 
removal of sites from the Green Belt for 
development for waste purposes only. 
Duty to Cooperate discussions have 
taken place on these sites but no 
agreement has been reached relating to 
their release from the Green Belt at the 
current time. Birchall Lane has been 



DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

amended/removed at Birchall Lane, and not at the other 
two locations. 
These actions would ensure compliance with meeting 
strategic priorities (NPPF ,Para 156) and the DTC 
 
Also concern raised that this site is designated as major 
developed site and that SADM1/34 do not provide an 
adequate context relating to the designation of this for 
waste management use/development.   
 
The County Council have confirmed that they are 
intending to review the Waste Local Plan and produce a 
master plan for New Barnfield. This would include a 
household recycling centre, residential or employment 
uses. It may also include education uses either on 
Southfield part of the site, or elsewhere.  

Belt,  in line with the 
Adopted Waste Site 
Allocations document  
This should be achieved 
by: 
- new paragraph(s) 
within Policy SP1 --------- 
supporting/justification 
text relating to the Waste 
Local Plan requirements 
for waste management 
development/uses to be 
facilitated at New 
Barnfield, Birchall Lane 
and Roehyde and 
facilitatory Green Belt 
boundary changes, along 
with consideration of 
specific additional 
wording within Policy 
SP1. 
- similar paragraph(s) 
relating to Green Belt 
boundary changes 
(possibly in a new 
paragraph after current 
paragraph 6.6) 
supporting Policy SP3, 
along with consideration 
of specific additional 
wording within Policy 
SP1; 

released from the Green Belt as this 
relates to a wider release in this location. 

New Barnfield: is allocated in the 
Hertfordshire Waste Local Plan for waste 
management uses and is a designated 
Major Developed Site however planning 
permission was refused for an energy 
from waste facility. Whilst the site 
remains allocated in the Waste Local 
Plan the County Council have 
announced that they have commenced a 
review of the Plan and should the site not 
be required for waste management 
purposes they consider it could come 
forward for housing, employment and /or 
a primary school. These proposals would 
need to be assessed as part of a review 
of the Plan. 

Given the uncertainty over the sites 
future the Council do not consider that 
there are exceptional circumstance for 
the site to be removed from the Green 
Belt at this time and it should therefore 
retain its designation as a Major 
Developed Site. 

The waste allocation is shown on the 
Policies Map. However there is a need to 
add some supporting text to the Policy 
referring to Major Developed Sites and in 
particular the waste allocation. 

 

Roehyde: is split between the 
administrative areas of Welwyn Hatfield 



DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

- Removal of land from 
the Green Belt on the 
Policies Map. 
- deletion of New 
Barnfield as a Major 
Developed site in the 
Green Belt from Policy 
SADM 34 and the 
Policies Map 

and St Albans CDC. It has a long list of 
potential waste uses set out in the Waste 
Local Plan but none have come forward. 
There is further uncertainty as the 
County Council have announced a 
review of the Waste Local Plan and it is 
unclear if the site will still be required for 
waste management purposes. 

Given the uncertainty over the sites 
future the Council do not consider that 
there are exceptional circumstance for 
the site to be removed from the Green 
Belt at this time 

 

The allocation is shown on the Policies 
Map. 

Minor modification after paragraph 
25.12 inserting a new paragraph in the 
supporting text relating Major Developed 
Sites 
 

1769 SADM 34 is failing to add anything locally specific 
guidance for managing development in the Green 
Belt 
 
The plan is not positive, justified, effective, and 
consistent because the NPPF already contains 
comprehensive policies for the Green Belt and this fails 
to add anything locally specific for the area. Also the 
text included in SADM 34 relating to changes of use 
contravenes much of the legislation in the GPDO, 
relating to the reuse of agricultural and other buildings.  
 

None stated Disagree as this provides more detail as 
to how the impacts on the Green Belt will 
be assessed. Permitted development 
rights may apply to certain change of use 
proposals in rural areas and therefore 
would not be subject to this policy. The 
issue of whether a proposal requires 
permission, or falls within permitted 
development, will be determined on a 
case by case basis.  
No change   



DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

2092 Clarification required in relation to limiting infill 
development to 4 dwellings.  
 
The plan is not justified because SADM34 should not 
be limiting infilling to 4 dwellings. 

None stated The Council is seeking to encourage 
small scale infill housing development 
(.i.e.4 dwellings) within villages, located 
in the Green Belt. It is considered helpful 
to define what small scale means. 
This is in compliance with the settlement 
hierarchy/strategy (SP3) that seeks to 
encourage higher levels of development 
in more sustainable locations (.i.e. main 
town, town, and large/small excluded 
villages) due to the level of facilities and 
services within them or accessibility to 
these, vice versa. No change   

795 
1178 

Support the major developed sites in SADM 34 
 
The Plan is considered sound. Support the Major 
Developed Sites designations for various sites 
(including the Royal Veterinary college). Suggest that 
the WHBC need to work positively with the County 
Council to identify a suitable proposal for the New 
Barnfield site. 

None Stated Support welcomed 

795 Proposals for the Royal Veterinary site may result 
in a 30% increase in its size  
 
The Plan is sound. Concern raised that the proposed 
masterplan for the Royal Veterinary site could expand it 
by 30% and reduce an important gap in the Green Belt 
between Brookmans Park, Little Heath and Potters Bar 

None stated The Council has not yet received any 
planning applications for any proposals, 
on land at the Royal Veterinary College. 
When a proposal is submitted, it will be 
assessed against the SADM34 and other 
policies in the Local Plan (including 
Saved Policies of the Adopted Plan) and 
the national guidelines (NPPF, NPPG), 
unless other materials considerations 
indicate otherwise. All the stakeholders 
will be consulted during this process and 
their comments will be taken into 
consideration. No change  



Chapter 25 – Rural Areas 
Policy SADM35 Site Allocations with the Rural Areas and paragraphs 25.17 to 25.18 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

369, 284, 
344, 288, 
290, 368, 
380, 455, 
451, 523, 
1325, 1314, 
1326, 863, 
1338, 1970, 
1613 

 

Objection to the allocation of 
Symondshyde SDS6 due to loss of 
valuable Green Belt land, which  
conflicts with national planning policy 

The Local Plan is not positively 
prepared, justified, effective and 
consistent with national policy. Building 
on Green Belt land goes against the 
NPPF. WHBC have not demonstrated very 
special circumstances, housing need does 
not outweigh harm to the Green Belt.   
Development would destroy valuable 
farmland and wildlife habitat and bring 
WGC, Hatfield and Wheathampstead 
closer together risking the creation of one 
large area of urban sprawl. Development 
would destroy the rural and historic 
character of an area of countryside 
intrinsic to the Hertfordshire landscape. It 
would lead to the loss of well used 
countryside and footpaths and thus be 
detrimental to health and wellbeing.  

Rethink and housing targets and 
proposals for SDS6.  

 

SDS6 is unethical and should not 
go ahead. Further use of 
Brownfield sites. 

 

Remove all Green belt site 
allocation from the Local Plan 

This issue has been addressed in the 
response to objections to Policy SP3 and 
SP24. Alterations to the Green Belt 
boundary can be made where there are 
exceptional circumstances. 

No change. 

290, 344, 
369, 380, 
455, 451, 
523, 1325, 
1326 

Objection to the allocation of 
Symondshyde SDS6 due to increased 
congestion  

Local roads do not have the capacity to 
take the increased traffic that will be 
generated by SDS6. The development will 
lead to increased traffic in Lemsford and 

Remove allocation of SDS5  This issue has been addressed in the 
response to representations to Policy SP24. 
Transport modelling work has been carried 
out which has considered the impact on the 
highway network 

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

on Coopers Green Lane and Marford 
Lane, all of which are already congested. 
Any mineral extraction prior to 
development will lead to lead to a stream 
of heavy vehicles on single track roads.  

284 Objection to the allocation of 
Symondshyde SDS6 due to presence of 
heritage assets  

The area in and around SDS6 has 
heritage value including Celtic / Roman 
remains of national importance. It 
contributes to the heritage and landscape 
of Hertfordshire 

Remove allocation of SDS6  This issue has been addressed in the 
response to representations to Policy SP24.  
No change  

288, 455, 
451, 1325, 
1314, 1326 

Objection to the allocation of 
Symondshyde SDS6 due to lack of 
infrastructure  

There is complete lack of infrastructure 
provision for SDS6. Local roads are 
narrow, health and education services are 
already overstretched in the Borough. 
There are is not enough health service 
provision, school places are limited and 
there is no public transport around the site 
which makes it unsustainable.  

Remove allocation SDS6  This issue has been addressed in the 
response to representations to Policy SP24. 

No change  

290, 451, 
1326, 1613,  

2078 

Objection to the allocation of 
Symondshyde SDS6 due to 
unsustainable isolated location and 
delivery challenges. 

The new village would be isolated from 
local communities, leisure and shops 
which increases the need to travel by car. 

Do no build on SDS6  These issues have been addressed in the 
response to representations to Policy SP24.  

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

This goes against the Local Plan’s aims to 
minimise the need to travel.  

 

SDS6 is an isolated strategic site, not 
adjacent to an existing settlement and is 
subject to significant delivery and 
sustainability challenges. It cannot 
contribute more widely to the aims of 
sustainable development, providing limited 
social and economic benefits for new 
residents only rather than for existing 
residents of the Borough.  

There are more sustainable sites 
available for development, and 
more easily delivered. Alternative 
sites should be considered 
including HELAA site WeG15.  

2223 The Gypsy and Traveller policy 
allocation for site HS34 is not 
adequately evidenced or suitably 
located.  

The Local Plan is not justified, effective 
or consistent with national policy as the 
Gypsy and Traveller pitch policy allocation 
HS34 of 10 off site pitches for SDS6 is not 
adequately evidenced. It is not fully 
apparent whether the Council’s identified 
total GTAA pitch requirement fully accords 
with the Government’s revised definition of 
gypsies and travellers as set out in the 
August 2015 revision to the Planning 
Policy for Travellers Sites  

The site is located close to SDS5 so the 
plan will seek to deliver 21 pitches within 
or adjacent to SDS5. This allocation must 
not be harmful to visual amenity and 
landscape character or contradict design 

WHBC should meet with the 
landowner to discuss G&T pitch 
provision. Greater clarity should 
be provided regarding the basis 
for the overall gypsy and traveller 
pitch requirement figure.  

Reference should be included to 
timescales being agreed between 
WHBC and developers regarding 
the provision of G&T pitches as 
part of the delivery of housing 
allocations.  

In accordance with national policy, the 
Council must plan to deliver a mix of housing 
types and tenures to address the needs of 
the wider community. This includes 
addressing the accommodation needs of 
Gypsies and Travellers. The Council has 
assessed accommodation needs and has 
carried out a Call for Sites. Early 
consultation was carried out in plan 
preparation.  (Reference: The Core Strategy 
Issues and Options 2009 Consultation 
Statement) 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx
?id=7693&p=0  

The local Gypsy and Traveller community 
considered that sites should be capable of 
co-existing with the local community and that 
being close to schools, health facilities 
and public transport was important. 
Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0


DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

principles of the landowners draft 
masterplan for SDS5.  

 

community, the wider community and bodies 
such as the Police and HCC Gypsy and 
Traveller Unit also highlighted the need for 
smaller sites (generally not exceeding 15 
pitches). The Issues and Options 
Consultation Statement set out the Councils 
intention to allocate sites and require 
provision at broad locations for growth.  

A number of promoted sites are proposed for 
allocation in the Plan. The Strategic 
Development Sites are of a significant scale 
and should deliver a mix of housing types 
and tenures. Gypsy and Traveller pitch 
provision in association with the Strategic 
Development Sites (either on site or, on a 
suitable alternative and available site) is 
proportionate to the overall size of 
development at these strategic sites.  

It is understood that whilst the promoter of 
SDS6 considers the allocation of HS34 
would lead to an overconcentration of such 
sites the site will be made available should it 
be required for the plan to be found sound. 

No change. 

1326 Mineral extraction prior to development 
will be at the detriment to wildlife.  

Remove allocation SDS6  Mineral extraction is a matter for the Mineral 
and Waste Planning Authority. Extraction is 
currently taking place on this site and is 
close to completion. No change  

 

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

2036 Support the reference to mineral 
extraction prior to development  

References to the need for the ‘Extraction 
of minerals in advance of allocated 
development’ is welcomed  

None  Noted. 

287, 451, 
1338 

Opposed to the allocation of SDS6  

 

  

 The Local Plan is not Positively 
prepared, justified or consistent with 
national policy because the excessive 
housing target is not justified and there 
has been a lack of consideration of the 
cumulative impacts of development, 
including where there is development in 
neighbouring authorities.  

 This relates to the overall strategy and 
dwelling numbers rather than the specific 
allocation. The cumulative impact of 
development has been considered as part of 
the site selection process. Duty to Cooperate 
activity with adjoining authorities has taken 
into cross boundary issues. 

No change  

Sites added to the Local Plan at latter 
stages such as this one were not 
presented to Councillors in terms of a 
structured analysis of advantages and 
disadvantages to Councillors.   

 Sites added at the latter stages of the Local 
Plan process feature in the HEELA and the 
site selection paper. The housing site 
selection background paper was presented 
to Members on 13th June 2016. These 
papers were made publically available as 
part of the Local Plan consultation process. 
No change  

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 26 – Neighbourhood Planning 
Policy SP26 and paragraphs 26.1 to 26.5 

  

 

 

 

 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

911 It is not clear what support there is for communities 
to produce a Neighbourhood Plan 

  

 The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because the 
plan fails to state what activity is being undertaken to 
support the production of Neighbourhood Plans. 

Provide more 
information on the 
support the Council 
proposes to provide to 
encourage local 
communities to produce 
Neighbourhood Plans. 

The Draft Local Plan sets out Strategic 
Policies, which Neighbourhood Plans must 
be in general conformity with, consistent 
with the NPPF. Paragraph 26.5 clarifies that 
town/parish councils or neighbourhood/ 
business forums will need to work with key 
stakeholders. The Council’s website 
provides guidance on Neighbourhood 
Planning, including what role the Council 
plays: 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/neighbourhoodpla
nning  

No change 

2166 The need for Neighbourhood Plans to have regard to 
information on local need for new homes, jobs and 
facilities for their plan area is welcomed. 

None stated Noted 

 

No change  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplanning
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/neighbourhoodplanning


Chapter 27 – Implementation & Monitoring 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

171, 363 Additional monitoring indicators or targets or 
targets are required  

  

The Plan is not effective because there is no 
mechanism to monitor the intention for development to 
maintain, protect and enhance biodiversity in Policy 
SADM16. The current monitoring targets in Indicator 
EN2 are meaningless. 

A new target should be 
introduced, monitoring 
whether the cumulative 
total of all Biodiversity 
Impact Calculator 
assessments is 
positive. 

Previous representations on this issue 
have been noted. Whilst SADM16 
specifies the use of BS42020 in planning 
applications, it was determined that any 
decision on how to offset or compensate 
biodiversity would be made on a case by 
case basis and use of the Biodiversity 
Impact Calculator is not a requirement of 
the policy. It therefore cannot form part of 
the monitoring framework, and in the 
absence of other quantitative means to 
monitor biodiversity the targets in Indicator 
EN2 are considered to be the most robust 
available. No change. 

The Plan is not effective because of the lack of specific 
targets for sustainable transport and cycling. 

13 new targets for a 
number of indicators, 
linked to suggested 
changes made to 10 
policies. 

See WHBC comment on suggested 
changes to SP7 (363), SADM12 (312), 
SADM19 (320), SP16 (318/319), SP18 
(321), SP19 (322), SADM22 (352), SP22 
(354/355), SP23 (360), SP24 (356/358). 

2199 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The monitoring framework is not robust enough   

The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because it lacks a policy committing the 
Council to respond when monitoring identifies an issue. 

An Implementation & 
Monitoring policy 
should be added to the 
plan, setting out (for 
example) when the 
plan would be 
reviewed. 

The Plan already states (paras 27.28 and 
27.29) how issues identified through 
monitoring might be responded to – 
including this in a policy would not give it 
additional weight and to do so is not 
required by the NPPF or Planning Practice 
Guidance. Mechanisms which are dictated 



DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

Continued in national policy such as the need for a 
five year housing land supply provide 
sufficient impetus to respond to issues 
identified. No change. 

The Plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because the Plan does not define how 
the Council will respond when monitoring identifies an 
issue. 

Each monitoring 
indicator should have 
specific trigger points, 
and details of how the 
Council will respond if 
these are triggered. 

Such an approach would add complexity 
and significantly reduce flexibility. The 
Annual Monitoring Report should be read 
in the round – for example, a failure to 
deliver the target amount of employment 
floorspace might not amount to a need to 
act if the demand for jobs in the borough 
fell, and moreover the appropriate 
response would depend on other 
circumstances at the time. No change. 

1611 General comments   

Indicator HO12 should also monitor the five year supply 
of Gypsy and Traveller accommodation as well as the 
number of vacant plots in the borough. 

Update indicator target. The 2016/17 Annual Monitoring Report 
has already started monitoring the five 
year supply of sites at Indicator HO12.  

A minor modification will be made to 
reflect this as a target in Table 19 to 
indicator HO12.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Appendix A – Housing and Employment Trajectories 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

656, 1855, 
2178 

Estimated build-out rates for housing sites require 
amendment 

  

Whilst confirming that their sites are developable within 
the plan period, the developers of SDS2, SDS5, SDS6, 
SDS7 and HS1 requested amendments to the trajectory 
to reflect revised understandings of build-out rates on 
those sites. 

The trajectory should 
be revised on a more 
realistic basis, 
reflecting the developer 
comments made. 

Whilst this revised understanding of 
anticipated delivery will benefit ongoing 
monitoring in the AMR, the housing 
trajectory within the Plan is indicative of a 
point in time and does not require revision. 
Any such change may also necessitate a 
revised housing target. No change. 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
the housing trajectory is not robust. 

 

The trajectory should 
be amended to reflect 
deliverability issues on 
the strategic sites. 

Whilst revised understandings of delivery 
may affect the years in which development 
come forward, it is still considered that all 
proposed allocations can be delivered 
within the plan period. No change. 

1055, 1150, 
2179 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

General comments   

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because the 
capacities and anticipated delivery timescales for sites 
HS24 and HS25 are the wrong way around.  

Correct the issue. This is an error, and a minor 
modification will be made to reflect the 
correct capacities of these sites 
consistent with Policy SADM32 (100 
dwellings on HS24, 35 dwellings on 
HS25). 

It is welcomed that the trajectory recognises that site 
HS28 can be delivered very quickly, however it is noted 
that this will necessitate the approval of the planning 
application for the site during 2016/17. 

None stated. Noted. However, if the application is not 
determined in this timescale, changes to 
the trajectory within the Local Plan would 
not be necessary (see above).  

The trajectory for employment floorspace delivery on 
sites SDS5 and SDS7 is correct and achievable. 

None stated. Noted. 



 

Appendix B – Relationship of 2005 District Plan Policies to policies in this plan 

 

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

1204 

 

Omission of Tree Strategy from the Plan 

 

  

 Plan is not effective because the Tree Strategy for  

Welwyn Garden City has not been included in the plan. 

The Tree Strategy  

should be included in 
the draft Local Plan and 
should recognise the 
Garden City as being 
different 

The WH Trees and Woodland Strategy is 
boroughwide and is mainly a management 
plan but does include relevant guidance in 
section 15. However this is replicated in 
Policies SP10 and SADM16 so there is no 
need to for a cross reference to the strategy 
in the plan  

 

No change 

 

 

 
 


