
Appendix A3 
 

Main Issues Soundness Summary  

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission (DLPPS) 

Chapters 7-13 (p47-128) – Topic-Specific Policies 
  



Chapter 7 – Movement 
Policy SP4 Transport and Travel and paragraphs 7.1 to 7.12 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1710 There is limited detail in the plan or the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan surrounding proposals 
for bus priority measures that will support 
sustainable travel.  

 

 

No specific changes 
sought. It is noted by the 
consultee that the 
development of detailed 
proposals may be an on-
going process. 

The Council is committed to exploring 
proposals which have potential to support 
sustainable travel. In particular, the 
Council will investigate opportunities to 
deliver bus priority measures to 
encourage sustainable travel to/from 
strategic development sites. Sustainable 
travel measures will be identified in 
masterplan SPDs, which the plan 
requires to be prepared to guide the 
development of strategic development 
sites. No change  

23, 311, 87 The plan does not plan sufficiently for cycling and 
walking. 

   

 

The plan is not effective because there is not enough 
planning of cycling infrastructure to facilitate a modal 
shift from cars to bicycles. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The plan should embrace 
a greater shift from driving 
towards cycling. 

 

 

 

 

 

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. The Council 
has identified that strategic development 
sites provide a major opportunity to 
secure improvements to cycling and 
walking infrastructure. Accordingly these 
sites will be required to deliver 
sustainable transport measures including 
the improvement of pedestrian links, 
cycle paths, passenger transport and 
community transport initiatives. The detail 
of these improvements will be set out in 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

 

 

masterplan SPDs, which the plan 
requires to be prepared to guide the 
development of strategic development 
sites. No change. 

The plan is not effective at promoting sustainable 
travel because it focuses on road improvements rather 
delivering infrastructure to encourage walking and 
cycling. 

  

The plan should require 
that new cycling and 
walking infrastructure will 
be 
provided before properties 
can go on sale. 

Developers should be 
required to sell 10% of all 
properties with a no car 
ownership obligation on 
the owners.  

Contributions should be 
required to fund routes to 
link developments to 
schools, town centres, 
station and other key local 
travel destinations.  

All new houses and 
apartments should be 
required to have cycle 
storage provision for 
every resident and for 
visitors.  

The plan takes a pragmatic approach to 
transport and travel seeking to ensure 
that the safety of highway users is 
preserved, the borough’s highway 
network functions well, and alternative 
sustainable forms of transport are 
promoted and secured. Whilst the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets out a 
number of planned road improvements, 
the plan also makes provision for a range 
of sustainable transport measures, 
particularly to support sustainable travel 
to/from strategic development sites. 
Developers will be required to make S106 
contributions to sustainable transport 
measures to make development schemes 
acceptable in planning terms. In addition, 
policy SP13 sets out the Council’s 
intention to implement CIL which will 
provide another funding stream to help 
deliver infrastructure to encourage 
walking and cycling. No change 

1601, 2213 The plan should have consideration to emerging 
proposals about the possible devolution of some 
inner suburban rail services from Department for 

None stated  The Council will monitor progress of the 
emerging proposals and liaise with 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

Transport to the Mayor and Transport for London 
(TfL). 

stakeholders as required if the proposals 
develop further. No change.  

874 The plan is based on poor modelling and flawed 
supporting data. 
 

The plan is not justified, effective or consistent with 
national policy because it is based on poor modelling 
and flawed supporting data. 

 

 

  

 

The plan has been informed by detailed 
transport modelling. The inputs and 
outputs have been agreed with the local 
highway authority (Hertfordshire County 
Council). The County Council has raised 
no objection to the methodology used or 
data which has been utilised in the 
modelling. No change. 

2180 Policy SP4 fails to identify the Borough’s 
fundamental transport issues and provide a clear 
strategy based on cooperation with key 
stakeholders for achieving sustainable growth 
over the plan period. 
 

Policy SP 4 is not consistent with national policy or 
effective because it does not identify the Borough’s 
fundamental transport issues and provide a clear 
strategy based on cooperation with key stakeholders 
for achieving sustainable growth over the plan period.  

 

 

 

 

 

Policy SP 4 should be 
amended as follows: 

“Consistent with the 
vision and objectives of 
this Local Plan, the 
Council will seek to 
support both planned 
growth and existing 
development with 
appropriate transport 
infrastructure, with the 
emphasis on promoting 
the use of sustainable 

 

 

 

 
 

The borough’s key transport issues are 
outlined in the supporting text to Policy 
SP4 (paras 7.3 and 7.4). No change.  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

modes of travel and on 
improving safety for all 
highway users. The 
Council will work together 
with the County Council 
as the local highway 
authority, Highways 
England, public transport 
operators, developers and 
other relevant bodies to 
design and fund 
improvements to transport 
infrastructure where these 
are necessary to support 
growth or to improve 
accessibility to existing 
centres, employment 
areas and community 
facilities. The Council will 
promote and seek 
opportunities to deliver an 
effective integrated public 
transport strategy that 
serves Central Herts, and 
in particular, addresses 
the lack of east-west 
connectivity across the 
County.” 

1224 The plan should give greater consideration to long 
term strategic and sustainable solutions for the 
A1(M), the East Coast Mainline, the A414 and other 
key junction hotspots. 

 

Policy SP4 should be 
widened to address long 
term strategic and 
sustainable solutions for 
the A1(M), the East Coast 

Policy SP4 sets out that the Council will 
work in partnership with key stakeholders 
to secure improvements to transport 
infrastructure where these are necessary 
to support growth or to improve 
accessibility to existing centres, 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

While the Council’s transport policies are supported, 
Policy SP4 should go further to consider long term 
strategic and sustainable solutions for the A1(M), the 
East Coast Mainline, the A414 and other key junction 
hotspots. 

 

Mainline, the A414 and 
other key junction 
hotspots. 

employment areas and community 
facilities. The supporting text to Policy 
SP4 (paras 7.6) sets out how the Council 
will implement this policy. Further detail is 
provided in the Draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan around the major transport 
issues that the Council seeks to resolve 
and proposed future actions. No change. 
 

2029 Testing of highways impacts show that some 
mitigation measures will not fully address 
congestion and delay problems.  
 

The Council has tested the highways impacts of the 
Local Plan with mitigation measures. Mitigation 
schemes tested provide noticeable congestion relief. 
Many schemes were found to work effectively but 
some schemes are limited in their scope for wholly 
addressing congestion and delay problems e.g. A1(M) 
junctions 4 and 6. Due to constraints at some 
locations, long-term aspirations need to be driven 
towards a modal shift agenda. 

  

 
 

The Council notes the findings of the 
transport modelling. It is accepted that full 
mitigation cannot be delivered for all 
proposed developments and that long-
term aspirations need to be driven 
towards a modal shift agenda. Policy 
SADM 3, in particular, seeks to 
encourage development to support 
people and businesses in using 
sustainable means of transport. As set 
out in the supporting text to Policy SP4 
and in the Draft Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan, the Council will continue to work 
with the County Council and Highways 
England to secure improvements at key 
locations on the A1(M). No change.  

2029 Work is ongoing around highways mitigation at 
some strategic locations 
 

Further work is required in order to identify appropriate 
mitigation schemes to be undertaken at some strategic 

  

 

As set out in the supporting text to Policy 
SP4 and in the Draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan, the Council will continue to 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

locations within the local area, including key junctions 
on the A1(M). 

 

work with the County Council and 
Highways England to secure 
improvements at key locations on the 
strategic road network. No change. 

1089, 1170 The plan will cause additional and unacceptable 
congestion on the strategic transport and 
movement network including the A1, A414 and 
East Coast Mainline railway.  

  

 

 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy. It will 
cause unacceptable impacts on the strategic highway 
network and fails to demonstrate how additional 
vehicle movements would be mitigated.  

 

 The Council has modelled the impacts of 
proposed development on the highways 
network. This process has been done in 
consultation with the local highway 
authority (the County Council). A range of 
highways improvements has been 
identified to help mitigate the impacts of 
new development. These are set out in 
the Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan. The 
Council has committed to continuing to 
work with key stakeholders to deliver 
appropriate mitigation schemes at some 
strategic locations. No change. 

1089 The plan does not consider additional congestion 
from development proposed in East Hertfordshire 
District. 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it does not consider additional congestion from 
development proposed in East Hertfordshire District. 

 The Welwyn Hatfield and Stevenage 
Hitchin (WHaSH) transport model 
includes development at east Welwyn 
Garden City but within East Herts in its 
assessment of future traffic flows. Growth 
within the wider East Herts District is 
allowed for through recognised standard 
assumptions on traffic growth. 

Early runs of the County Council’s 
Countywide Transport Model (COMET), 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

which contains figures for growth in East 
Herts, have not indicated any additional 
significant problems of congestion for 
Welwyn Hatfield, over and above those 
identified by WHaSH which can be 
mitigated against No change.  

1089, 1170 The plan will cause additional congestion on the 
A1(M) which will affect people or ambulances who 
need urgent access to Accident and Emergency 
Services at the Lister Hospital in Stevenage. 

  

 

 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy. The 
plan will cause additional congestion on the A1(M) 
which will cause further problems for people or 
ambulances who need urgent access to Accident and 
Emergency Services at the Lister Hospital. 

 Both the County Council and Highways 
England have been consulted regarding 
the proposals contained in the plan. 
Neither organisation has indicated that 
the proposals will compromise the safety 
or operation of the A1(M) to an 
unacceptable degree. The plan contains 
a commitment that the Council will 
continue working with the County Council 
and Highways England to secure 
improvements to traffic flow and capacity 
at key locations on the A1(M). A 
programmed improvement to the A1(M) 
between Junctions 6 (Welwyn) and 8 
(Stevenage North) in the form of a ‘smart 
motorway’ is designed to alleviate 
congestion on this busy stretch. No 
change. 

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

501, 728 The plan will further exacerbate traffic between the 
areas west of the A1(M) and Welwyn Garden City 

 

The plan is not effective because the development it 
proposes west of the A1 will further exacerbate traffic 
congestion between the area west of the A1 and 
Welwyn Garden City. 

 

 

 

Reduction in the amount 
of development planned 
to the west of the A1(M) 
by removing 
Symondshyde allocation 
(Hat15).  

 

Plan positively for 
improvements to Marford 
Road (B653) and Coopers 
Green Lane.  

 

Provide bus services 
along Coopers Green 
Lane and provide a 
segregated cycle route 
along the whole length of 
Coopers Green lane to 
encourage sustainable 
transport. 

 

 

 

The Council has modelled the highways 
impacts of development proposed in the 
plan. Where required, a range of 
mitigation measures have been 
proposed. These are set out in the Draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. To support 
the delivery of strategic development 
sites at North West Hatfield (Hat1) and 
Symondshyde (Hat15) the plan requires 
Masterplan SPDs to be prepared. The 
Masterplans will consider highways 
mitigation in detail as well as set out a 
range of measures to encourage use of 
sustainable modes of transport. No 
change. 

2029 Development of proposed sites in central and 
southern Welwyn Garden City are large scale and 
would have a significant impact on the highway 
network.  

 

 The Council has modelled the highways 
impacts of development proposed in the 
plan. Where required, a range of 
mitigation measures have been 
proposed. These are set out in the Draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As and when 
planning applications are submitted which 
would generate a significant amount of 
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traffic, in line with Policy SADM2 
applicants will be required to submit 
either a Transport Assessment or 
Transport Statement demonstrating that 
the proposal will not result in 
unacceptable impacts on the transport 
network. No change.  

2029  Proposals at North West Hatfield (Hat 1) and 
Symondshyde (Hat15) will significantly increase 
pressure on the local road network. These sites 
are isolated from rail services at Hatfield Station.  

 

 The Council has modelled the highways 
impacts of development in the plan. 
Where required, a range of mitigation 
measures have been proposed. These 
are set out in the Draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan. To support the delivery of 
strategic development sites at North West 
Hatfield (Hat1) and Symondshyde 
(Hat15) the plan requires Masterplan 
SPDs to be prepared. The Masterplans 
will consider highways mitigation in detail 
as well as set out a range of measures to 
encourage use of sustainable modes of 
transport. No change. 

2029 The delivery of measures to support sustainable 
travel will be key to ensuring that a number of the 
Local Plan development proposals can be 
considered sustainable.  

 

 The plan seeks to deliver measures to 
support sustainable modes of transport. 
Policy SADM3 sets out how development 
will be expected to help facilitate this To 
support the delivery of strategic 
development sites the plan requires 
Masterplan SPDs to be prepared. The 
Masterplans will be required to address in 
detail which measures will be employed 
to encourage use of sustainable modes 
of transport. No change.  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

781 The delivery of necessary road improvements 
cannot be guaranteed. 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because delivery 
of necessary road improvements cannot be 
guaranteed. The Borough Council is not the highways 
authority and is reliant on the County Council to 
finance and deliver highways schemes.  

 

 

 

Policies should be 
inserted into the Local 
Plan setting out the  
highways improvements 
that will be delivered and 
when, especially projects 
which are in the County 
Council's spending 
programmes.  

 

Reference should be 
made in the Local Plan to 
the County Council's 
Transport Vision for 2050, 
which will lead to LTP4, 
the review and update to 
the Local Transport Plan 
for Hertfordshire. 

 

 

 

It is noted that the delivery of road 
improvements is not the responsibility of 
the Borough Council. The Council will 
however work with partners to seek to 
ensure that necessary road 
improvements are funded and delivered. 
Developments will be expected to 
contribute through Section 106 planning 
agreements towards highways mitigation 
measures where appropriate and it is the 
intention of the Council to implement the 
Community Infrastructure Levy which will 
provide a further stream of funding to 
help deliver strategic road improvements 
which are unlikely to be funded through 
Section 106 alone. No change.  

 

Para 7.2 of the plan references the Local 
Transport Plan. Further detail is included 
in the Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
which will be updated as required to 
reflect the latest infrastructure position 
including the review and updating of the 
Local Transport Plan for Hertfordshire. 
No change.     

 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

781 The plan does not sufficiently address the impacts 
of proposed development on the local highway 
network in the North Mymms area. 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it does 
not contain proposals to adequately mitigate 
increasing pressure on highways and public transport 
networks in the North Mymms area, particularly the 
A1000.  

 

 

 

 

Policies should be 
inserted into the Local 
Plan setting out the 
highways improvements 
that will be delivered and 
when, especially projects 
which are in the County 
Council's spending 
programmes.  

 

 

 

 

In order to assess the impact of growth in 
the south of the Borough the Council has 
worked with the County Council to assess 
likely trip generation and distribution. The 
County Council has also had regard to its 
Countywide Transport Model (COMET). 
A range of mitigation measures have 
been identified in principle which in the 
view of the local highway authority would 
adequately mitigate the additional traffic 
impact of the proposed new 
developments. These mitigation 
measures would be worked up in more 
detail at the time of consideration of 
future planning applications and their 
implementation would be a prerequisite 
for development to take place.  

No change.  

 

 
 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 7 – Movement 
Policy SADM2 Highway Network and Safety and paragraphs 7.13 to 7.14 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

183, 1248 The plan does not restrict new development and the 
expansion of existing development which would 
have an adverse impact on rural roads. 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it does not restrict new development 
and the expansion of existing development which would 
have an adverse impact on rural traffic and would 
require road improvements which would substantially 
alter the character of the rural roads. Policy RA28 in 
the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005 is being 
replaced by Policies SP3 and SADM2, neither of 
which afford any protection to rural roads. 

  

 

 

Amend Policy SADM 2 
to include the following: 

New Development 
using Rural Roads 

The Council, in 
association with the 
County Council, will not 
permit developments 
which are expected to 
increase or to change 
the type of traffic on 
local rural roads where: 

(i)The road is poor in 
terms of width, 
alignment or structural 
conditions; or 

(ii)The increased traffic 
would have an adverse 
effect on the local 
environment, either to 
the rural character of 
the road or the 
residential properties 
along it. 

Policy SADM2 requires that development 
proposals would have no unacceptable 
impact on the local highway network, 
which includes rural roads, and that there 
would be no negative impact on highway 
safety. Further it requires that 
development proposals are served by safe 
and suitable means of access.  

 

The Council’s Housing and Economic 
Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 
assessed potential highways impacts of all 
of the allocations which were promoted for 
inclusion in the Local Plan. Where 
highways impacts were unacceptable and 
could not be mitigated development 
proposals have not been taken forward in 
the plan. The HELAA was prepared in 
liason with the local highway authority 
(Hertfordshire County Council) and all of 
the housing and employment allocations 
included in the plan have been included on 
the basis that the highway authority are 
confident that they can be delivered 
without unacceptable highways impacts. 
Where necessary mitigation measures 
have been identified these are included 
within either the allocating policy or the 
table of site-specific considerations which 
follows it. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

818, 904 The plans proposes development which is 
inconsistent with Policy SADM2. 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it proposes 
a new village at Symondshyde (Hat15) which does not 
comply with Policy SADM2 Highway Network and 
Safety.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Remove Hat15 
allocation from the 
Plan. 

 

 

 

 

 

The potential highways impacts of a new 
village at Symondshyde have been 
assessed in consultation with the local 
highway authority (Hertfordshire County 
Council). Subject to the developer 
satisfying the provisions set out within 
Policy SP24 it is considered that 
development at Symondshyde can be 
delivered without any unacceptable 
highways impacts and will therefore 
comply with policy SADM2. Highways 
matters will be addressed in further detail 
through the preparation of a masterplan 
SPD which will guide the development of 
Symondshyde.  

No change. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Chapter 7 – Movement 
Policy SADM3 Sustainable Travel for All and paragraph 7.15 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

317 Policy SADM3 contains insufficient detail about the 
measures which should be delivered in 
development proposals to meet the objectives of 
the policy.   

 

The principle of Policy SADM3 is commendable but it 
does not provide sufficient detail about the measures 
that developers should deliver to satisfy the policy.  

 

 

 

Examples should be 
included in Policy 
SADM 3 about what 
should be funded by 
developers. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy SADM3 sets out a range of 
sustainable measures for which 
development proposals should make 
provision where appropriate. The 
particular measures will be dependent 
upon the specifics of the proposal and on 
local circumstances. For strategic 
development sites, issues relating to 
sustainable travel will be addressed in 
detail through the preparation of 
masterplans. No change. 

1106 Travel plans are not an effective measure to 
promote sustainable travel 

 

The plan is not effective because there is no evidence 
that travel plans encourage sustainable travel.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

None stated 

 

 

Travel plans are considered by the local 
highway authority (Hertfordshire County 
Council) to provide benefits for 
businesses, staff, developers, residents, 
schools, local communities and the 
environment. These are set out in Table 
2.1 of Hertfordshire’s Travel Plan 
Guidance for Business and Residential 
Development. No change. 

 

  



Chapter 8 – Centres, Services and Facilities 
Policies SP5, SADM4 and SADM5 and paragraphs 8.1 to 8.24 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1068, 1069, 
1071, 1073, 
1074 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The importance of The Galleria in Hatfield is ignored   

The Plan is not justified because no reference is made 
to the Galleria’s effective function as Hatfield’s town 
centre.  

The retail hierarchy 
should include The 
Galleria as a town 
centre. 

The Galleria does not provide the ‘diverse 
retail offer’ required of town centres in 
para 23 of the NPPF, and para 8.2 of the 
Plan’s description of The Galleria is 
considered accurate. It was also 
concluded in the 2016 Retail and Town 
Centre Needs Assessment (RTCNA) that 
the Galleria should not be in the retail 
hierarchy. No change. 

The plan is not justified because the retail hierarchy 
overstates the role of Hatfield Town Centre. Its 
comparison and leisure offer is limited in relation to the 
Galleria. 

 

It should state that the 
town centre provides 
‘limited’ comparison 
retail and only ‘some’ 
leisure facilities. 

Policy SP20 sets out a well-established 
and well-supported strategy to regenerate 
Hatfield Town Centre. The suggested 
change would run counter to this strategy. 
No change. 

The Plan is not justified because it states incorrectly 
that The Galleria attracts visitors who might otherwise 
have visited Hatfield Town Centre. The opposite is true, 
as a 2012 survey showed that 71% of Galleria shoppers 
visited the town centre at some point during the year. 

This statement should 
be deleted from para 
8.23. 

This does not make the statement 
incorrect – a year is a long timeframe. Our 
evidence (2016 Retail and Town Centre 
Needs Assessment para 5.115) concludes 
that there are few linked trips between the 
Galleria and Town Centre. No change. 

The Plan is not justified because it merely notes the 
existence of a substantial leisure offer at The Galleria, 
and does not provide any further guidance on 
acceptable development there despite Welwyn Hatfield 
lacking various leisure uses. 

This paragraph should 
state that further leisure 
provision at the Galleria 
would be welcomed. 

Policy SADM7 is already supportive of the 
provision of new leisure facilities. Without 
any specific scheme having been formally 
promoted for consideration in the Local 
Plan, there is no basis on which the Plan 
could make a supportive reference to 
provision at The Galleria. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1183, 2005 

 

Retail need has been overestimated   

The Plan is not justified or effective because the 
calculated retail need for the borough fails to reflect 
changes in consumer behaviour with online retail.  

 

None stated. Paras 3.13 and 3.36 of the RTCNA 
consider this, and note that switches to 
‘multi-channel’ retail models could actually 
mean retailers’ websites driving demand to 
shops. However, it also acknowledges that 
retail capacity assumptions further into the 
future will become less accurate. This is 
reflected in the How much Growth chapter 
of the Plan where it is stated that evidence 
on retail capacity will be kept under review 
during the plan period. No change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective because it says 
nothing about the large number of charity shops in 
Welwyn Garden City Town Centre, which make it 
difficult to attract new tenants. 

None stated. The planning system is unable to have 
much influence on charity shops, which fall 
into Use Class A1 in the same way as any 
other shop. No change. 

759, 1183 Plan should make reference to partnership working   

The Plan is not positively prepared because it makes 
no reference to the role of Town Teams. 

 

 

 

 

The plan needs to 
specify who will decide 
what types of shop the 
proposed new 
floorspace will 
comprise.  

The planning system is unable to influence 
the types of shops to be developed, and 
can only control broader use classes. With 
regard to Town Teams, Hatfield does have 
one in place and Welwyn Garden City now 
has a Business Improvement District. No 
change. 

The Plan is not justified or effective because there is 
no reference to the proposals of the Welwyn Garden 
City Town Centre Partnership, which is seeking to 
achieve Business Improvement District (BID) status. 

Reference should be 
made. 

Para 14.20 in the Welwyn Garden City 
chapter recognises that the Council will 
work with the Town Centre Partnership. 
Now that the BID has been approved, a 
minor modification will be made to para 
14.20 to reflect this. 



Chapter 8 – Centres, Services and Facilities 
Policy SADM 6 Shopfronts, Advertisements and Signage and paragraph 8.25  

DLPPS no. Main issues Changes sought WHBC comment 

1185 Advertising control in Welwyn Garden City    

 The plan is not effective because the Council’s 
guidance note ‘The Welwyn Garden City Guide to 
Shopfront and Advertising Design’ is not reinforced by 
Article Four Directions. 

Article Four Directions 
should be implemented 
as soon as possible.  

 

 

Advertisements are controlled under the Town 
and Country Planning (Control of Advertisements) 
(England) Regulations 2007. An Article 4 
Direction, under the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Order 1995, 
cannot be applied to advertisements or signage. 
No change. 

 The plan is not effective because the SADM6 policy 
wording is unclear in regard to advertisements in 
Welwyn Garden City Town Centre. 

SADM 6 should be 
reworded to say that no 
advertising is permitted 
within Welwyn Garden 
City on hoardings, 
buildings, roundabouts, 
windows above 
shopfronts with the 
exception of Campus 
West. 

SADM6 applies boroughwide but highlights the 
need for further consideration of design principles 
within WGC and refers to the Welwyn Garden 
City guide to shopfront and advertising design 
which will be a material consideration in the 
determination of any planning application or 
advertisement consent. No change.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 8 – Centres, Services and Facilities 
Community Services and Facilities - SP6, SADM7, SADM8 and paragraphs 8.26 to 8.38   

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

88, 611, 
612, 

Robustness of the evidence base 

The policy is considered to be justified by the Council’s 
evidence base relating to sport. 

 Noted. 

 The evidence base needs to be kept up to date in order 
for the Plan to be sound. 

A commitment in the 
plan to an early review 
of the evidence base 
for sport (and other 
community facilities if 
applicable) following 
adoption of the plan.  

Standards for the provision of community 
services and facilities are mostly contained 
in the Council's evidence base. 

Minor modification to para 8.28 to 
include a commitment to an early review of 
the evidence base for sport and other 
community facilities following adoption of 
the Plan.  

513 Loss of air sports facilities. 

The plan is unsound due to the loss of the air sports 
facility at Panshanger, which is contrary to Policy SP6 
and NPPF paragraphs 28, 74 and 70. 

Addition of a Policy to 
restore an airstrip and 
associated facilities. 

The airfield is privately owned and as 
such, the LPA cannot ensure that a 
working airstrip is provided. However, 
Policy SP18 states that the Masterplan will 
allow the opportunity for a realigned grass 
runway on land to the north of the Green 
Belt boundary.  

No change. 

615 Policy SADM7 is justified by the evidence base. 

Development management policy (SADM7) is 
welcomed as it takes a positive and appropriate 
approach to community facilities particularly sport 
and recreational facilities.  The policy is considered to 
be justified by the Council’s evidence base. 

 

None Noted. 

No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1356 Cemetery should not be extended. 

Land should not be allocated to extend the 
cemetery due to environmental impacts, namely 
potential impact on Water End SSSI, ground water 
contamination, impact on adjacent wildlife site and on 
biodiversity on site. 

 

No justification for the need to provide further 
cemetery space has been provided in the Evidence 
Base. 

Remove CEM01 from 
the Local Plan. Consult 
with residents to 
establish if there is a 
need and in which 
areas of the Borough.  

Include this in the first 
review of the Local 
Plan. 

The site has been assessed in the 
Sustainability Appraisal (page 82 Annex 1, 
Policy SADM 8) and in the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment Report (SADM 8) 
and no likely significant adverse effects 
have been identified.  

The Emerging Core Strategy 2012 
indicated that additional burial space 
would be required and an updated position 
was set out in the Local Plan Consultation 
2015.  A study considered how much land 
would be required for burial space 
together with site options within or just 
outside the borough. Site CEM01 emerged 
as one of the top two sites against 
specified criteria and, subsequent to the 
2015 Local Plan Consultation, as the 
preferred site. No change. 

2126 Cemetery should be extended. 

Supportive of the allocation of land for a cemetery 
extension, adjacent to housing site HS11 

 Noted. 

No change  

365 General comments 

Existing medical facilities are inadequate. Welwyn 
Garden City requires a fully functional hospital to meet 
the health needs of the growing population. 

 

 

 

The Local Plan cannot include a policy to 
train more doctors. East and North Herts 
Clinical Commissioning Group’s strategic 
vision will need to consider the demand for 
and supply of healthcare infrastructure, 
and will plan services accordingly.  

No change 

 

 



 

 

Chapter 9 – Housing 
Policy SP7 Type and Mix of Housing and paragraphs 9.1 to 9.27, including Tables 4-6 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 Housing Mix   

2170 Support the intention to ensure that 
sustainable developments are 
created of mixed and balanced 
communities 
  

None Noted 

 

1847, 1971, 
1972 

Proposal to promote varied yet 
cohesive and sustainable 
communities to meet local needs via 
a range of tenure, size and type 
options is welcomed. 

Table 4 is indicative but ambiguous. 

 

Apportion table 4, within 
paragraph 9.17, into no. 
of bedroom categories to 
correlate with Table 5 for 
Affordable Housing. 

Table 5 reflects the total need for affordable housing by 
number of bedrooms. It is derived from a different set of 
data to table 4, which is an indication of the likely 
requirement for all housing. The tables will not correlate.  

The SHMA will be updated to consider the latest SNHPs 
and as para 9.17 states, the tables are likely to be 
reviewed over time and are not intended to be prescriptive. 

No change 

1957 The policy is well based but would 
benefit from a minor amendment to 
reflect up to date evidence base. 

 

Policy should acknowledge 
household aspirations to reflect the 
government’s intentions to encourage 
more opportunities for home 
ownership. 

Revise Policy SP7:  
Proposals for 11 … will 
reflect the council’s latest 
evidence of housing 
need and market 
demand and contribute 
towards meeting the 
varied needs and 
aspirations of different 
households ….  

The Plan has been informed by the Council’s evidence 
base which will continue to be reviewed and updated 
throughout the plan period. The Policy already mentions 
need and market demand, which will address the varying 
government initiatives and changes to guidance and policy 
that may arise over the plan period. 

No change 
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2170 The plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy 
because  
 
The policy wording suggests 
developers must follow an identikit 
approach across the whole Borough 
 
 

Change the wording to 
Housing Mix to the 
following: 
“Proposals for 11 or 
more new dwellings 
should demonstrate how 
the mix of tenure, type 
and size of housing 
proposed on sites has 
had regard to will reflect 
the council’s latest 
evidence of housing 
need…….” 

 

Para 9.17 states that tables 4 and 5 are likely to be 
reviewed over time and are not intended to be prescriptive. 

Acknowledged that to ‘reflect’ implies to mirror, and that ‘to 
have regard to’ more accurately reflects the intention. 

Minor modification to the second paragraph of Policy SP7 
so that proposals ‘have regard’ to the latest evidence of 
housing need, rather than ‘will reflect’.  

388 Development viability has not been 
considered 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy because the 
housing mix should be dealt with on a 
site by site basis, to maintain 
flexibility 

 
 
 
The policy should be 
amended to provide for 
flexibility and for 
development viability to 
be a key consideration. 

Para 9.17 states that tables 4 and 5 are likely to be 
reviewed over time and are not intended to be prescriptive. 

Policy SP7 already states “Subject to viability, affordable 
housing will be sought … residential or residential led 
mixed use schemes).” 

Viability is already a policy consideration and no further 
clarification is considered necessary to make the Plan 
sound.  No change 

74, 1277  Assessed needs for affordable 
housing will not be fully met 
 
A target 20% as affordable (80%) of 
market rents and half of that to be 
social housing is inadequate.  
How will the Council ensure the 
affordable and social housing is built 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The Council estimates that affordable homes will account 
for 20% of all homes delivered in the borough. This takes 
account of viability evidence which informs on-site delivery 
targets of between 25% and 35% depending upon 
locations (where viability is weaker/stronger). The tenure 
need is assessed in the SHMA and will be negotiated on a 
site by site basis in light of the overall evidence. Policy SP7 
will ensure delivery in light of other material considerations. 
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The plan is not positively prepared 
or effective because the Council’s 
20% affordable housing delivery 
estimate against the housing target 
compares very poorly with the OAN 
for affordable housing.  
 
Strong efforts should be made to 
enhance the delivery of affordable 
housing including an increase in total 
housing numbers. 
 

Amend the policy to 
clarify that substantial 
positive weight will be 
given to proposals which 
can deliver in excess of 
the affordable targets.  
 
The proposed wording in 
paragraph 9.19 in terms 
of an estimated delivery 
percentage should be 
revisited as it 
fundamentally conflicts 
with the objectively 
assessed need. 
 

The OAN as assessed in the SHMA, takes into account the 
need for affordable housing. Case law has clarified (EWHC 
2464 Admin – Kings Lynn BC) that neither the NPPF nor 
NPPG suggest affordable housing needs have to be met in 
full when determining the OAN.  
 
The 20% overall delivery estimate takes account of the 
variable on-site delivery rates across the borough (25% to 
35%), which are linked to viability, and the fact that some 
sites are too small to contribute towards affordable housing 
provision.  
 
The on-site delivery targets would not in themselves 
prevent a scheme on an allocated or windfall site that 
proposes higher affordable housing delivery rates provided 
the housing mix meets the overall policy objective of 
delivering sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities.  
 
No change 

783, 1847 Affordable Housing (on-site 
delivery rates) 

 

35% affordable housing in 
excluded villages is acceptable 
and is supported 

 

 

 

None 

 

 

 

Noted 

783, 1404, 
1847 

 

 

 

 

Deliverability of affordable housing 
 
The plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy 
because there is too much reliance 
on section 106, on which the 
percentage of affordable housing is 

 
Insert new paragraph 
after 9.4 on Housing for 
Younger Age Groups. 
This would make 
reference to the need to 
target these groups 
which find it hardest to 

S106 agreements are a key planning delivery tool for 
affordable housing provision. The varying on-site targets 
reflects viability testing. Any proposed variation to these 
targets will need to be robustly demonstrated at planning 
application stage.   

The SHMA does consider the need to make an upward 
adjustment for the formation of younger households. 
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2095 

often reduced by developers on the 
grounds of viability. 
 
Younger age groups, will be the over-
whelming group of newly forming 
households, but have been hardest 
hit by worsening economic 
conditions. Hasn’t been considered in 
the SHMA. 
 
No mention of Stater Homes, which 
will not be affordable by lower income 
buyers 
 
Paragraph 9.19 is not firm enough in 
requiring that affordable housing 
delivery targets are met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Over the plan period, responding to 
external and internal influences will 
impact on housing need and delivery 
over the short and longer term. The 
Plan should reflect  
 

enter the housing 
market. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Para. 9.4 (Last 
sentence): Account will 
be taken of market 
conditions and the 
impact and growth of 
the councils own 
affordable housing 
programme, which are 
likely to vary over the 
plan period. , and t The 

Paragraph 9.3 of the Plan states that a mix of housing will 
be required to reflect demographic trends and the needs of 
different groups in the community. 

Over the plan period, it is likely that new initiatives will 
emerge. The Housing White Paper clarifies that starter 
homes, which are aimed at younger households, should be 
delivered as part of a mixed package of affordable homes. 
It will be for local areas to work with developers to agree an 
appropriate level of delivery of starter homes, alongside 
other affordable home ownership and rented tenures. The 
government intends to update the NPPF but this has not 
yet been actioned. The SHMA considers the affordability of 
Starter Homes relative to household incomes. 

Para 9.19 explains how the policy will be implemented: No 
change 

 

Minor modification to paragraph 9.3 to mention the types 
of groups this may include (e.g. young households, families 
with children, older person households). 

Minor modification to paragraph 9.17 to mention young 
(and other types of households) 

 

A minor modification is proposed below to paragraph 9.18. 
It is not considered necessary to make a similar minor 
modification to paragraph 9.4 as well. 
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precise mix, tenure and 
type of housing 
proposed on sites to 
be delivered on sites 
may vary through 
negotiation and the 
evidence supporting 
such variations. 
 
Para 9.18: (Last 
sentence): Proposals 
should … latest evidence 
of need and information 
available in relation to 
the council own 
affordable housing 
programme and include 
a mix of dwelling sizes; 
not just one size of 
affordable dwelling 
 
Para. 9.19 (Second 
sentence): The Council 
estimates … around 20% 
of all new homes …, 
although the precise 
level of delivery may be 
subject to external and 
internal influences (that 
include the Council’s 
own Affordable 
housing programme) 
and viability. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Minor modification to paragraph 9.18 so that the 
Council’s affordable housing programme may be taken into 
account when agreeing the mix to be provided on other 
allocated or windfall sites. (e.g. where the Council’s own 
development programme is shown to be delivering certain 
tenures, size or types of dwelling, then this will be taken 
into account to ensure a balanced approach to provision in 
light of the overall need).  

 

 

 

Minor modification made to Paragraph 9.18 (see above), 
which takes into account the Council’s own affordable 
housing programme. 
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1957,1939 Omission of reference to 
affordable housing tenures 
 
The plan is not positively prepared 
or effective because there is no 
specific recognition of the different 
affordable housing tenures including 
Rent to Buy. 
 
 

Specify the tenure mix 
within the policy 
 
As an alternative to a 
commuted sum it would 
be worthwhile indicating 
that rent to buy housing 
could be used as an on-
site affordable housing 
tenure as it does not 
require up-front capital 
expenditure by housing 
associations.  
 
 

Policy SP7 does not seek to specify the tenure of 
affordable housing. Sites of 11 or more new dwellings are 
to provide a mix of tenures. At planning application stage, 
account will be taken of the evidence of need, supply, and 
delivery of the Council’s affordable housing programme, 
any changes in national policy and any viability issues, all 
of which may impact on the precise mix. It is not 
considered appropriate to specify a tenure mix in a Policy 
which may change over time.  
Paragraph 9.4 states that there will be a need for a range 
of tenures, including intermediate housing options such as 
shared ownership. At the present time, the NPPF does not 
include Rent to Buy within its definition of Affordable 
Housing. The Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken 
housing market’ includes at Box 4, a proposed definition of 
affordable housing. Included, as part of the Intermediate 
definition is Rent to Buy. This is however a proposal; the 
NPPF has not yet been amended and not all government 
proposals are carried forward. In light of the fact that the 
Plan already allows for a mix of tenures including 
intermediate housing options, it is not considered that a 
change is required to make the plan sound. In the event 
that the proposed definition in the White Paper is carried 
forward into the NPPF, it would be captured (based on the 
White Paper) within the definition of Intermediate housing. 
In such circumstances, it may then form part of an 
intermediate mix on-site; it will not be an alternative to a 
commuted sum (which is only to be considered where 
robustly justified as an alternative to on-site provision). 
No change 
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1847, 2050, 
2170 

 

 

 

 
 

 

General support for policy 
approach 

 

 

 
 

SP7 is supported as it clearly sets 
out the Council’s position on 
affordable housing and its objective to 
deliver affordable housing over the 
plan period  

None stated. 

 
 
 
 

Noted. No change 
 
 
 

The provision of affordable housing 
(and well-considered, high quality 
community facilities) is supported 

None stated. 
 
 

Noted. No change 
 

The specific reference to the 
importance of viability in the context 
of affordable housing is supported 

None stated 
 

Noted. No change 
 
 

1939, 1401, 

1973 

Viability of affordable housing and 
flatted schemes 

The plan is not justified because it is 
clear that schemes including 
apartments and social rented 
affordable housing will struggle with 
viability. 
 

It is questionable how target rates of 
25% and 30% affordable housing in 
Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City are 
sustainable.  

 

Proposal for more than 50% of the 
affordable provision to be for social 
rent (notwithstanding the 
acknowledged affordability issues) 

It is recommended not to 
pursue this policy 
requirement especially in 
the more challenging 
areas of the borough 
such as Welwyn and 
Hatfield. 

 

Consider a reduction of 
this percentage and 
adding a proposed level 
for affordable rent as well 

Para 1.9 of the WH Combined Policy Viability Study 
Update 2016 acknowledges that SP7 is not prescriptive as 
to the tenure mix of schemes to allow the Council to be 
able to consider delivery on a case by case basis. 
Maintaining this approach will lighten the ‘scale of 
obligations and policy burdens’ (Para 174 of the NPPF) to 
ensure that sites are able to be developed viably.  

The viability study does indicate that wholly housing 
developments and schemes incorporating houses are more 
viable when compared to fully flatted schemes. In general, 
developments including flats demonstrate challenging 
viability, more so for densely developed flatted schemes 
than less dense flatted schemes.  

The sensitivity testing of affordable housing tenures 
identified that viability can be seen to improve where rented 
affordable units are sought as Affordable Rent.  However, it 
was noted that many of the schemes tested can viably 
support 50% of the affordable housing requirement as 
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appears at odds with 9.1, 9.3 and 
9.17 

social rented units. It was considered that there was merit 
in the Council’s approach of being able to consider the 
tenure of affordable housing delivered on sites on a case 
by case basis. 

In most cases the Study shows that schemes can 
accommodate the Council’s affordable housing targets at a 
level between 25% and 35% (without grant).  The on-site 
targets are the starting point for decision making, where 
applications will be determined on a site by site basis in 
light of scheme viability and all other material 
considerations. No change 

1957 Rural Exception Sites 

Rural exception sites should not 
be limited by size 

The plan is not consistent with 
national policy because rural 
exception sites are restricted by size 
and numerical limit. 

 

Allow for small scale 
developments that 
directly address 
evidenced local housing 
needs, with cross 
subsidy where viability 
requires this. 
Remove the numerical 
reference. 

NPPF states small numbers of market homes may be 
allowed at the local authority’s discretion, e.g. where 
essential to enable the delivery of affordable units without 
grant funding. If necessary, this can be demonstrated at 
planning application stage. The Local plan does not need 
to replicate the NPPF. The NPPF defines RES as ‘small 
sites’ but does not define ‘small’. It for Local Plans to 
interpret this at a local level. In the case of WH, sites of 5 
plus are allocated in the plan for the boroughs towns and 
excluded settlements. The Plan supports RES but these 
will be in Green Belt locations where there is a general 
presumption against inappropriate development and 
generally at less sustainable locations, where there is likely 
to be a greater reliance on the car and where there are 
fewer services and facilities. It is considered entirely 
appropriate to define ‘small’ as up to 4 dwellings. No 
change 
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127 Rural Exception sites and flood 
risk 

  

 The plan is not consistent with 
national policy because Rural 
Exceptions Sites should only apply to 
areas with the lowest probability of 
flooding. 
 

Rural Exceptions Sites 
should be amended to 
state that it is only 
applicable to sites in 
Flood Zone 1. 

The NPPF makes no connection between rural exception 
sites and flood risk. Policy SADM 14 ‘Flood Risk and 
Surface Water Management’ would apply in any event. 

No change 

457, 494 Housing provision for older people    

 The plan is not justified because 
there have been too many bungalows 
allowed to be converted into houses 
reducing the housing figures for older 
people. 
 

 The Plan recognises and positively requires the provision 
of housing suitable for older people. This is intended to 
improve the number of homes in the borough specifically 
designed for older people. No change 

 The requirement for delivery at 
Strategic Development sites is 
supported but wherever possible, 
excluded villages should also 
demonstrate how the proposed 
housing mix will help meet the needs 
of older people. 
 

Amend SP7 and/or the 
supporting text to refer to 
proposals at the 
excluded villages 
contributing towards 
meeting the housing 
needs of older people. 

Paragraph two of Policy SP7 states that proposals for 11 or 
more dwellings should demonstrate how the mix of housing 
will contribute towards meeting the varied needs of 
different households including older people. This will apply 
in the excluded villages.  

Minor modification to paragraph 9.3 to mention the types 
of groups this may include (e.g. young households, families 
with children, older person households). 

Minor modification to paragraph 9.17 to mention older 
person households 
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1939 Accessible and adaptable homes 
 
Note that at least 20 [%] of new 
dwellings on schemes of 5+ are built 
to Part M (2). The Council may 
require some Part M4 (3) but hasn't 
specified how many.  
 

 
The Council should 
clarify how many homes 
it will require as Part M4 
(3) homes  
 

Para 9.24 of the Plan explains that NPPG indicates that a 
policy requirement should only be applied to M4 (3) 
‘wheelchair user housing’ where the local authority is 
responsible for allocating or nominating a person to live in 
that dwelling. As the needs for M4 (3) housing will vary 
over time, and being dependent upon needs register 
information, there is no specific policy requirement. 
Instead, where dwellings are proposed through discussion 
with the Council on schemes involving affordable housing 
delivery, to also meet M4 (3) standards, the policy 
requirement of 20% of dwellings to be built to M4(2) 
standards will varied (downwards) so that a scheme is not 
over burdened by the scale of policy obligations to ensure 
that sites are able to be developed viably.  
No change 
 

662 Quality and level of accessibility 
proposed for future housing. 
 
The plan is not effective because 
space and accessibility have not 
been adequately addressed.  
 
20% of new housing to category M4 
(2) on sites with 5 or more dwellings 
appears to be insufficient 
 
 
 

Include reference to 
national space 
standards. 
 
Require 90% to category 
M4 (2). Require 10% to 
category M4 (3). 
 
Reference should be 
made to Habinteg and 
TPCA. Refer to the 
Papworth and Habinteg 
research indicating the 
lack accessible housing 
currently available. 
 

Policy SADM 11 ‘Amenity and Layout’ (ii) requires 
dwellings to meet the Nationally Described Space 
Standards.  
The policy approach reflects the level of evidence set out in 
para 9.9 of the Plan. It is not considered that the evidence 
currently exists to demonstrate that the significantly higher 
levels of M4 (2) and M4 (3) suggested in this 
representation would be justified in this Plan.  
In addition, evidence around viability alongside all other 
policy requirements must also be taken into account.  
 
The Policy will make a positive contribution towards 
creating a stock of housing which is accessible and 
adaptable for future occupants and the justification for any 
increase in the level required will be consider in future plan 
reviews. No change 
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1974 Provision for Accessible and 
Adaptable Dwellings is supported.  

None stated. Noted.  No change 

2040 Pitch provision for Gypsies and 
Travellers 
 
Support the target for gypsy and 
traveller pitches but it is unclear 
whether this is based on the new 
definition introduced by the 
government in 2015 or on data which 
pre-dates this. 
 
 
It is unclear whether the provision 
accounts for differing needs of ethnic 
groups who no longer meet the 
government definition.  
 

 
 
 
None stated. 
 
 
 

The evidence base was reviewed in 2016 to take account 
of the new definition in the national PPTS. 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5212&p=0 

The analysis undertaken in 2016 takes a pragmatic 
approach to the new definition; consistent with other parts 
of the PPTS e.g. providing a settled base that reduces both 
the need for long-distance travelling and possible 
environmental damage caused by unauthorised 
encampments. PPTS also states that plans should ensure 
that policies ensure that children can attend school 
regularly. In addition, PPTS states that plans should "...set 
pitch targets for gypsies and travellers as defined in Annex 
1 which address the likely permanent and transit site 
accommodation needs of travellers in their area ...". Para. 
9.25 of the Plan recognises that the latest needs 
assessment will need to be reviewed during the plan period 
but the target means that the Council can plan positively 
now for additional pitch provision. No change 

50, 51 
 

Gypsy and Traveller provision is 
underestimated 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy. 
 
Difficult to accept so few families 
were willing to take part in the latest 
assessment. 
 

The figure of 61 pitches 
should be expressed as 
a minimum figure until a 
fully and robust study is 
done based on face to 
face interviews with all 
the families residing in 
the district.  
Need to make more 
provision to address 
immediate need and 
backlog that was never 

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.  
 
Sites were visited during the fieldwork and repeated 
attempts were made to seek the engagement of residents.  
The new national PPTS definition was cited by the 
community as a reason why they did not wish to take part 
(as well as lack of site provision). 
 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=5212&p=0
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It is not clear how the allowance of 22 
pitches for backlog/unauthorised 
encampments is calculated. 
 
Does not appear to be an allowance 
for household formation 
 
How was the figure of 10 reached for 
the waiting list?  
 
Appears to be no allowance for in-
migration. 
 
No mention of the family seeking 
consent at the ‘Worm Farm’ site. 
 
 

addressed since 2011/as 
well as household 
formation which appears 
to be omitted from 2016 
need assessment. 

The latest needs assessment acknowledges a backlog of 
22 pitches from 2011-2016. The 2016 assessment 
observed average levels of 22 unauthorised caravans on 
(or adjacent to) existing sites. This level of unauthorised 
activity is considered to be partly a consequence of a 
shortfall in pitch provision from the previous period, with 
households effectively finding an accommodation solution 
for themselves, albeit without to date, planning permission.  
The 2016 needs assessment noted that when 
unauthorised caravans were located on, or adjacent to, 
existing sites, the level of encampment activity in the 
borough ceased or reduced. Monitoring also suggests that 
encampment activity was related to a small number of 
households moving from site to site. 22 pitches would 
generally accommodate 44 caravans, so this would more 
than address the unauthorised caravans on sites observed 
in the borough. 
 
An allowance was made for future need (for newly forming 
households) from a number of sites. Para 5.13 of the 2016 
needs assessment states it is difficult to predict at this point 
in time whether households that will form in the future as a 
result of demographic growth will choose to lead a nomadic 
habit of life consistent with the national definition. 
Nevertheless, in conclusion, an assumption is applied on 
the basis that the need for pitches will continue at similar 
rates to that assessed in the short to medium term. 
 
The waiting list shows an average number of 15 applicants 
where Holwell is their 1st preference. This data was 
interrogated further. An allowance was made for 4 pitches 
for those currently living in bricks and mortar, 2 pitches for 
households wishing to move from another HCC site (in-
migration from other Herts authority areas), 2 pitches for 
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those living on a permanent site outside of Hertfordshire 
(in-migration from outside the county) and 2 pitches for 
those typically living on the roadside. 8 pitches would free-
up other pitches or bricks and mortar accommodation. 
There are other sites in Hertfordshire, expressing a 1st 
preference does not automatically mean that other sites 
would not be considered if a pitch became available.  
 
The ’Worm Farm’ site (now known as Emmanuel Farm) 
has been granted temporary planning permission and the 
site is occupied. 
 
It is not considered appropriate to express the 61pitch 
target as a minimum as this pre-judges the outcome of 
future needs assessments. No change 

366, 754, 
1169 

Gypsy and traveller pitch 
allocations 
 
The plan is not justified or effective. 
 
No proportionate, credible or robust 
evidence to support the geographical 
allocation of gypsy and traveller 
pitches.  
 
No details of alternatives presented 
(why are there no proposals in the 
north or south of the borough?) 
 
No evidence of working with 
neighbouring authorities 
 
Where is the evidence that the 
Panshanger site is a location the 

A proper engagement 
exercise.  

A proportionate evidence base exists. The Council is aware 
of the views of the Gypsy and Traveller community and the 
settled community through various consultation events and 
assessments. 
 
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.ashx?id=4228&p=0 
Urban extensions were the preferred option for delivery. 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0 
Consultation responses also highlighted the need for 
smaller sites (generally not exceeding 15 pitches). (Issues 
and Options Consultation Statement). 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=4228&p=0
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
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travelling community or the local 
community would favour? 
 
Concerned at proposals for Birchall 
(15 pitches: 4 for East Herts and 11 
for Welwyn Hatfield’s need) to 
contribute towards the needs of both 
authorities. 
 
Together with the Holwell and 
Barbaraville sites, an additional site at 
Birchall will dominate the local settled 
community. 
 
No Gypsy and Traveller provision on 
brownfield sites e.g. Broadwater 
Road.  
 
 
 
 

Residents of one of the borough’s long established Gypsy 
and Traveller site also responded at Emerging Core 
Strategy stage.  
 
Joint provision will be made with East Herts to meet needs 
arising from both authorities. A number of promoted sites 
promoted for Gypsy and Traveller development are 
proposed for allocation in the Plan. One site is in the north 
of the borough (HS32) and two are in the southern half of 
the borough (HS35 and GTLAA03). Other sites are either 
in more rural areas or in association with the Strategic 
Development Sites (SDS), which are of a significant scale 
and should deliver a mix of housing types and tenures.  
The precise location of the Gypsy and Traveller site at 
Birchall will be addressed at the master planning stage, 
which will form part of a SPD. The Birchall site is separated 
from the Holwell site by the dual carriageway of the A414.  
 
Alternative sites were considered following the Call for 
Sites in the Gypsy and Traveller Land Availability 
assessment 2014 but no other sites were considered 
suitable for allocation in the plan 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=9623&p=0 
 
Development at the Broadwater Road West SDSs will 
comply with a pre-existing Supplementary Planning 
Document 2008. Part of the area is already developed and 
the vision is for a high density mixed use scheme. From a 
current planning application, it is known that viability of this 
site is highly challenging with only very low levels of 
affordable housing likely to be delivered. At the time the 
SPD was prepared, it was not considered to be a suitable 
site to include provision for Gypsy and Traveller pitches 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=9623&p=0
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given the requirement for the site to deliver high density 
mixed use development. 
No change 

1169 Gypsy and Traveller pitch 
definition 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, 
effective or consistent with 
national policy because the plan 
does not quantify what constitutes a 
traveller pitch.  
 

None stated. A Gypsy and Traveller pitch is clearly defined in the 
Glossary of the plan as an area of land where a Gypsy or 
Traveller household can reside. A pitch may typically 
include sufficient space for a large trailer and touring 
caravan, a small amenity building, a small garden area and 
parking space. This may vary depending on size of 
individual families, their particular needs and the extent to 
which facilities are shared. 
No change 

783, 1848 Proposed number of Gypsy and 
Traveller sites and pitches for 
Welham Green is disproportionate 
 
The plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy 
because compared to other sites in 
table 6, 12 pitches at site HS35 
(GTLAA01) in Welham Green is 
excessive.  
 
Site HS35 (GTLAA01) in table 6 is 
too small to accommodate the 
additional pitches indicated and 
together with an existing travelling 
show-peoples’ site would be 
disproportionate on the village. 

 Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller community, and 
bodies such as the Police highlighted the need for smaller 
sites (generally not exceeding 15 pitches). The 12 
proposed pitches at site HS35 (GTLAA01) would effectively 
expand an existing authorised site for 3 pitches, taking the 
total to 15 pitches. This is not considered to be excessive. 
It is significantly smaller than Holwell and will be similar to 
the (expanded site) at Barbaraville. It will have less pitches 
than proposed for Four Oaks and is slightly larger in pitch 
numbers than the number of pitches proposed in 
association with SDS2 and SDS5. 
Site HS35 (GTLAA01) has been assessed in the HELAA 
as suitable for 12 additional pitches. The site lies within 
close proximity to a travelling show-peoples’ site but this 
permission is for 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). No change 
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1169 Disproportionate Gypsy and 
Traveller requirement for Welwyn 
Hatfield  
 

  

 The plan is not positively prepared, 
effective or consistent with national 
policy because Gypsy and Traveller 
pitch requirement for Welwyn Hatfield 
is much higher than the neighbouring 
East Hertfordshire district’s 
requirement 

 
None stated. 

Welwyn Hatfield has a higher Gypsy and Traveller 
population (155) than East Hertfordshire (57) (Census 
2011). Needs assessments have been carried out for the 
respective authorities. The conclusions of the East Herts 
assessment do not mean that pitch requirement for 
Welwyn Hatfield should necessarily be lower. 
 
No change 

2170 Gypsy and Traveller site provision 
is not adequately evidence based 
 
The plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy 
because there is no evidence to 
suggest Gypsy and Travellers wish to 
be located beside large new 
developments. 

An appropriate trajectory 
should be agreed. 

Early consultation was carried out in plan preparation. (The 
Core Strategy Issues and Options 2009 Consultation 
Statement) 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.ashx?id=7693&p=0 
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.  
 
Table 6 sets out the delivery requirements over the plan 
period. It provides a degree of flexibility but the Council will 
need to be mindful of the need to maintain a 5 year land 
supply. No change  
 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7693&p=0
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2170, 2181 
2193 

Gypsy and Traveller provision for 
SDS6 (Hat15) and site HS34 
(GTLAA09) 
 
The plan is not adequately justified.  
Acknowledge the plan needs to make 
adequate provision to be found sound 
but concerned that current proposals 
are disproportionate and unhelpful to 
the delivery of SDS5 and SDS6. 
Concerned about the proximity of 11 
pitches at SDS5 and 10 pitches at 
HS34 (GTLAA09). Both are likely to 
fail to meet the needs of Gypsy and 
Travellers given they would be 
located on the edge of large urban 
extensions. 
 
Gypsy and Traveller provision for 
SDS5 (Hat1) 
 
The Council have failed to justify the 
appropriateness or deliverability of 
the proposed provision of 11 pitches 
for SDS5 (Hat1 
 

Allocations should be 
deleted and the 
requirement substituted 
within the policy seeking 
an appropriate financial 
contribution to alternative 
off-site gypsy and 
traveller provision.  
 
The representor is 
committed to working 
with the Council to 
ensure alternative 
provision can be made 
on more suitable sites. 

It is understood that whilst the promoter considers the 
allocations would lead to an overconcentration of Gypsy 
and Traveller sites, they will be made available should it be 
required for the plan to be found sound. 
 
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 

 Table 6 – Gypsy and Traveller Sites 
and pitch provision 

  

1608 The proposed additional traveller 
pitches within the Borough over the 
plan period until 2032 is supported 
provided the Council: 

None Noted. 

Accommodation needs will be reviewed over the plan 
period as set out in paragraph 9.25 of the Plan. 
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 Review accommodation 
needs over the plan period.  

 Continues to monitor new 
gypsy and traveller provision 
along with unauthorised sites 
within the borough and the 
five year supply of gypsy and 
traveller accommodation 
along with the number of 
vacant plots. 
 

Monitoring of unauthorised sites, site provision and number 
of caravans on authorised sites is carried out and will 
inform plan reviews and the evidence base as it is updated. 
 
No change  

51 The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy. 

Future need is not addressed in 
Table 6. There are no new social 
sites proposed. Allocations are 
welcome but will not address 
immediate needs and needs post 
2017 seem uncertain.  

Need more flexibility for 
residential/transit sites 
and to make social 
provision. 

 

Table 6 sets out an indication of when pitch provision could 
be phased over the plan period. In some instances, pitch 
provision is related to the delivery of strategic development 
sites (SDS). The pitch total meets the identified need and 
phasing allows for some flexibility. Management options at 
the SDS may include private or social provision, subject to 
detailed discussions at master planning and planning 
application stage. No change  

51, 1002, 
1849 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) 

 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) Foxes Lane 
should not be relied upon. It appears 
to have stalled. No guarantee this site 
can be delivered. 

 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) and 
applications for this site include an 
element of transit provision which is 
not mentioned 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Include transit provision 
 
 
 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) has been assessed in the HELAA. 
Table 14 of the DLPPS sets out site specific 
considerations. A planning application has been received. 
The Council considers the site is capable of being 
delivered.  

The Gypsy and Traveller Land Availability Assessment 
2014 clarifies that the promoters of site GTLAA01 have 
indicated that an element of private transit provision could 
be made. The planning application for this site also 
confirms an element of transit provision. As a matter of 
principle, the Council has no objection to a mix of 
residential and transit pitches.   
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Minor modification to paragraphs 9.13 and 9.25 to clarify 
flexibility for transit pitches. 

The plan is not positively prepared 
or consistent with national policy 
because as a gateway development, 
HS35 (GTLAA01) is very visible when 
entering Welham Green.  

Remove HS35 
(GTLAA01) from the 
local plan. 
 

Site HS35 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 

Consultation with the Gypsy and Traveller community, the 
wider community and bodies such as the Police and HCC 
Gypsy and Traveller Unit highlighted that sites should 
generally not exceed 15 pitches. Site HS35 (GTLAA01) 
adjoins an existing site with permission for 3 pitches. This 
is not considered to be excessive in scale. No change 

The GTLAA 2014 explores the sizes of pitches and site 
GTLAA01 was assessed as suitable therein. The site was 
further assessed in the HELAA as suitable for 12 pitches. 
The site lies within close proximity to a travelling show-
peoples’ site but this permission is for a limited number of 
caravans. Together, it is not considered the sites will result 
in a scale of development which will dominate the nearest 
settled community and does not place undue pressure on 
local infrastructure (NPTS 25). No change. 
 

12 pitches at site HS35 (GTLAA01) in 
Welham Green is excessive. 

As above 

Site HS35 (GTLAA01) in table 6 is 
too small to accommodate the 
additional pitches indicated and 
together with an existing travelling 
show-peoples’ site would be 
disproportionate on the village. 

As above 

51 Site HS32 (GTLAA04) ‘Four Oaks’ 

 

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

Cannot guarantee extra pitches will 
be provided at this site. Some of the 
provision appears to be designed to 
meet an immediate need and will not 
address need arising elsewhere. 

Need to make more 
provision to address 
immediate need and 
backlog that was never 
addressed from 2011 to 
2016 as well as 
household formation 

Site HS32 (GTLAA04) is available now. It is an existing site 
with planning permission for 5 pitches. The allocation ion 
the DLPPS would have the effect of increasing the 
occupancy (number of caravans/pitches) of the site. A 
planning application has been received which if permitted, 
would increase the number of caravans on this site. It is 
allocated for delivery early in the plan period and forms part 
of the overall plan provision. Without it, insufficient sites 
would be allocated in the Plan. (Comments above explains 
the position on backlog). No change 
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51 Gypsy and Traveller sites 
proposed in the Green Belt 

The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy because if they 
are not inset from the Green Belt 
there is no certainty that permissions 
will be delivered. 

 
 
Inset any proposed sites 
from the Green Belt. 

 
Site HS35 ‘Foxes Lane’ is to be allocated and removed 
from the Green Belt.  GTLAA03 and HS32 ‘Four Oaks’ will 
be removed from the Green Belt as part of larger boundary 
reviews. HS33 is inset, as is HS34. Other sites will be 
delivered in association with strategic development sites 
(SDS). No change 

51 Omission of Thunderbridge Yard 
site 

The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy because it is not 
clear if the 2016 need assessment 
accounted for the increased need on 
this site or not. 

It is not clear where/how this need will 
be met if this site is not allocated as 
well or some additional site allocation 
is made for the family who occupy 
this site. 

 

 
 
 

Need to consider the 
merits of Thunderbridge 
Yard.  

 

 

Thunderbridge Yard was not promoted through the Call for 
Sites but it was assessed by the Council for its suitability. 
The GTLAA 2014 concluded that the site is located in 
Flood Zone 3 (high probability of flooding) and Flood Zone 
2. Caravans and mobile homes intended for permanent 
residential use are identified as a highly vulnerable type of 
development in relation to flood risk. Whilst the site was 
granted temporary planning permission on appeal, the 
Inspector considered that mitigation measures did not 
outweigh the risk and concluded that the flood risk 
implications carried significant weight against a permanent 
planning permission. 

The site was not considered suitable for allocation.  

The site has been occupied by a number of caravans in 
excess of its temporary permission, which has now 
expired.  

The GTNAA 2016 explains that the residents and other 
occupants of the site declined to take part in the fieldwork 
so a site related ‘need’ could not be established. 
Nevertheless, an allowance was made for unauthorised 
development in the needs assessment. 
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A number of sites are proposed for allocation in various 
locations.  

Residents of Thunderbridge Yard could work with the 
promoters of the SDS for example to secure provision at 
these locations should other sites not be considered 
acceptable to their needs.  

No change 

 

51 The needs of different ethnic 
groups 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy because the 
occupants (of Thunderbridge Yard) 
are Irish Travellers and their needs 
will not be met at Foxes Lane. 
 

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) 

A number of sites are proposed for allocation in various 
locations. The Foxes Lane site is just one site and will not 
meet the overall need by itself. The plan will provide for a 
number of sites and is not prescriptive around occupancy. 
Residents of Thunderbridge Yard could work with the 
promoters of the SDS for example to secure provision at 
these locations should other sites not be considered 
acceptable to their needs.  

Minor modification to paragraphs 9.13 and 9.25 to clarify 
flexibility for transit pitches. 

51 No transit provision 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, 
justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy because all 
Councils should make provision for 
transit sites to ensure Gypsy and 
Travellers can still travel to work and 
comply with the new national 
definition of Planning Policy for 
Traveller Sites (PPTS). 
 

Include transit sites 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 
paragraph 9.13 in order to clarify that a degree of transit 
provision will be welcomed. A further minor modification 
will be made to paragraph 9.25 to clarify that the 
numbers of pitches in Table 6 could include an element of 
transit provision.  
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1363 Concentrated imbalance of Gypsy 
and Traveller provision 
 
The plan is not justified or effective 
because all of the proposed sites are 
to the south west, south or east of 
Welwyn Garden City. 
It is disingenuous not to identify 
existing site provision and comment 
on the relationship to proposed sites. 
A concentrated imbalance of 
provision will occur around Holwell 
when new and existing sites are 
taken into account.  

 Consistent with PPTS and early engagement with the local 
Gypsy and Traveller community, sites should be capable of 
co-existing with the local community and should where-
ever possible, be close to public transport. 

A combination of sites, will provide distribution across the 
borough. A site will be allocated at Oaklands and Mardley 
Heath (in the north of the borough). No other sites have 
been promoted or have been considered suitable for 
allocation.  

No change 

 

2181 GTAA pitch provision identified in 
Table 6 should be on a 
proportionate basis to the delivery 
of general housing  
 
The plan is not justified, effective or 
consistent with national policy 
because there is no evidence which 
points to gypsy and travellers wishing 
to live on sites which are located 
adjacent to large new urban 
developments 
 

Reference should be 
included to timescales 
being agreed between 
the Council and 
developers relating to the 
provision of gypsy and 
traveller pitches as part 
of the delivery of housing 
allocations 

Early consultation was carried out in plan preparation. 
(Core Strategy Issues and Options 2009 Consultation 
Statement). The local Gypsy and Traveller community 
considered that sites should be capable of co-existing with 
the local community and that being close to public transport 
was important. 
 
The Issues and Options Consultation Paper set out options 
for site delivery including requiring provision at broad 
locations for growth.  
 
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.  
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Table 6 sets out the broad timescales for delivery, which 
will be further explored through the master planning 
process. 
 
No change. 
 

 
 
2170 

Houses in Multiple Occupation 
 
In paragraph 9.26, the reference to 
Article Four Direction being in place 
in Hatfield and to development being 
managed in accordance with an 
adopted Supplementary Planning 
Document (SPD) is strongly 
supported. 

 
 
The current Article Four 
Direction should be 
better policed in order for 
it to be properly effective. 

 
 
The Article Four Direction means that certain permitted 
development rights have been removed and planning 
permission must be sought for HMOs. Decisions are 
informed by a Supplementary Planning Document and the 
Council’s decision have been upheld on appeal. 
No change  

2215 Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation (PBSA) 

  

 PBSA’s fail to meet student housing 
need, have a lack of affiliation with 
the University of Hertfordshire, are 
harmful to the amenity of the local 
community and have a lack of 
pastoral support. 
 
The Council should have regard to a 
criteria based policy to require 
providers of PBSA to work with the 
university and not act as a separate 
and disengaged entity.  
 
SP 7 should require PBSA’s to 
provide adequate outdoor amenity 
space.  

Amend Policy SP7 to 
ensure that off-site 
(campus) provision is: 
 
Endorsed by a University 
and has adequate levels 
of pastoral care and 
welfare support; 
 
Demonstrate need for 
such development and 
that it meets proven 
demand from the student 
population in terms of 
price and type of 
accommodation; 

It is not considered necessary for a university to endorse a 
scheme in order for planning permission to be granted. 
Pastoral care and welfare support are services that need to 
be provided for all its students, not just those living on 
campus, in the same way that students living in HMOs or 
with friends/family require services. Universities will need to 
forge relationships with the private sector.  
 
Students are generally accommodated within on-campus 
accommodation, HMOs and off-campus purpose built 
student accommodation. Like all other forms of housing, 
the price of accommodation will vary depending on matters 
such location and quality of scheme. The University is 
unable to meet the full demand for student accommodation 
on-campus and private sector providers would not seek to 
deliver additional accommodation if it did not consider there 
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The development not 
resulting in the loss of 
existing market housing 
and affordable housing; 
 
Highly accessible to a 
main university…….; 
 
Provides sufficient on-
site parking that is in-line 
with University and 
Council adopted parking 
standards; 
 
Provide a good level of 
outdoor amenity space; 
 
If appropriate, being 
warden-controlled to 
minimize any potential 
for anti-social behaviour 
Amend paragraph 9.27 
to recognise that the 
provision of such 
accommodation will 
primarily be driven by 
‘university need and 
demand’ and not just 
‘market demand’.  

was a demand and a market for it, even where rents may 
be higher than alternative options. (Para. 2.3.26 of the 
representation refers to an appeal site).  
 
Policy SADM 9 deals with the loss of dwellings (affordable 
or otherwise).  
Policy SP7 already states that off-site (campus) provision 
should be highly accessible to a main university of college 
campus. 
 
Policies SP4, SADM2 and SADM3 will adequately deal 
with matters such as parking, transport and travel. 
 
Policy SADM11 requires all proposals to create and protect 
a good standard of amenity for buildings and open space. 
 
The ‘need’ for student accommodation is a consequence of 
supply and demand. Where the borough’s higher education 
providers are unable to supply sufficient levels of 
accommodation to meet demand, the market will intervene 
to offer alternatives. In WH, this is generally in the form of 
HMOs or more recently, PBSA.  
 
No change  
 

 
 

 



Chapter 10 – The Local Economy  
Policy SP8 and paragraphs 10.1 to 10.12 
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784, 944 Plan results in an imbalance of jobs 
to housing  

Plan is not justified or effective 
because it plans to perpetuate the 
situation of having more jobs in the 
borough than workers which is 
unsustainable because it leads to high 
rates of in-commuting and leads to a 
requirement for more housing. 

Delete reference to 
Marshmoor in 
paragraph 10.7. 

 

Rebalance jobs growth 
to reflect Hertfordshire 
LEP’s focus on 
Stevenage.  Jobs 
growth in Welwyn 
Hatfield should be more 
limited. 

The Council’s evidence shows that all designated 
employment sites are needed to meet future Class B 
requirements.  

The strategy is in line with the Strategic Economic Plan and 
is supported by the LEP.  

Stevenage is unable to meet its own job requirements and 
other local authority areas further north are planning to meet 
their needs. 

Recent analysis indicates that 12,000 additional homes will 
be sufficient to provide the labour force to support between 
15,730 and 17,360 additional jobs over the plan period. The 
strategy for 16,900 jobs falls within this range and given the 
variability of economic forecasting, this is considered to 
represent a reasonable balance between jobs and homes.  

No change. 

 

306, 1685, 
1730, 2137, 
2218 

Policy does not offer sufficient 
flexibility in the face of 
uncertainties in economic 
forecasting and the changing 
nature of employment. 

 

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

- it applies a blanket protection across 
all employment sites for the whole 
plan period without acknowledging 

Delete “Resisting the 
loss of land from Class 
B uses” and replace 
with “Maintaining 
existing Class B land”.   

 

After “At designated 
employment areas, the 
supply of land for 
industrial, office and 
warehousing uses will 
be protected against 

The Council’s evidence shows that all designated 
employment sites are needed to meet future Class B 
requirements.  No change. 

 

Criteria for allowing flexibility for changes of use out of Class 
B where sites are not viable are set out in Policy SADM10.  
No change. 

 

Any activity that creates jobs and contributes to the local 
economy is covered by the relevant stipulation in the policy.  
It is not necessary to define this further. No change. 



that in some circumstances sites may 
not be suitable or viable for ongoing 
employment (or ancillary) use; 

- it should define what other uses are 
that are ancillary to, but supportive of 
Class B uses, in designated 
employment areas 

- policy should define the non-Class B 
land uses that have an important role 
in providing and contributing to the 
local economy 

- policy should acknowledge that 
visitor accommodation might be an 
acceptable ancillary use in designated 
employment areas. 

 

Plan should allow for loss of 
designated employment land provided 
it is re-provided elsewhere in the 
borough at a comparable or higher 
quality. 

Policy should recognise the 
importance of business-university 
collaboration developments. 

 

 

 

changes of use for 
other purposes” add 
“unless otherwise 
demonstrated that the 
site is no longer 
suitable and/or has no 
reasonable prospect of 
being viably occupied 
or developed for Class 
B uses in accordance 
with Policy SADM10”. 

 

Change first bullet point 
of Policy SP8 to read 
“Resisting the loss of 
land from Class B 
unless it can be 
demonstrated that such 
loss can be re-provided 
of a comparable or 
greater quality 
elsewhere in the 
Borough”. 

In the third paragraph 
of Policy SP8, after 
“biotechnology” add ”, 
and those relating to 
the business-university 
collaboration sector”. 

 

Support for the sectors in which the university is involved is 
implicit in Policy SP8 as written.  No change. 

1892 Allocation of Marshmoor site SDS7 
should not be restricted to 
bioscience. 

 

Change commentary at 
paragraph 10.4 to 
maintain flexibility for 
other uses whilst 

Paragraph 10.4 states that the site has been promoted as a 
potential location for bioscience research.  However, it is 
has been allocated by Policy SADM10 as a mixed use site 
incorporating Class B1 uses.  No change. 



Supports allocation of Marshmoor site 
for Class B1, but this should not be 
restricted to bioscience, to maintain 
flexibility for other uses.    

accepting that it is 
unsuitable for Class B8. 

2148 Policy lacks vision for attracting 
inward investment. 

Plan is not positively prepared or 
effective;  

Policy should recognise the need for a 
strategic cross-boundary approach to 
attracting inward investment in target 
industries such as life sciences 

 

Add the following bullet 
points to the list in the 
policy: 

 

 Working with other 
local authorities on a 
joint economic and 
transport strategy 
that maximises the 
growth potential for 
Hatfield, St Albans, 
Welwyn Garden City 
and Hertford and 
creates a vibrant 
and sustainable 
economic cluster;  

 Maintaining a supply 
of a range of good 
quality housing to 
support the needs 
and requirements of 
the borough’s 
working population 

 

 

 

 

Joint strategic and transport strategy working already takes 
place through the activities of Hertfordshire LEP who have 
identified a cluster along the A1M corridor. Joint transport 
strategy working takes place with Hertfordshire County 
Council and the A1 and A414 consortiums.  

 

It is implicit in other policies, including SP1, SP2, SP7, SP9, 
SADM11 and the SADM policies throughout the plan that 
allocate housing sites across the borough, that the Plan 
seeks to supply a range of good quality housing to meet all 
requirements.  No change. 

1272 Brownfield employment sites 
should be allocated for housing. 

Plan is not consistent with national 
policy because it prevents the 
development of employment sites for 

Council should assess 
all brownfield sites and 
allocate them for 
housing before building 
in the countryside. 

The Council’s evidence indicates that all existing 
employment sites are required to meet future economic 
needs.  No change. 



housing and allocates land for housing 
in the Green Belt  

1744 Requirement for employment 
development to contribute towards 
training facilities is onerous, 
inflexible and unclear 

Clarity should be provided on the size 
of developments from which 
contributions towards training facilities 
will be sought. 

 

 

None 

 

 

More detail on this matter will be provided in a future update 
to the Council’s Planning Obligations Supplementary 
Planning Document.  

No change. 

1685 Adverse consequences for the 
Green Belt. 

Paragraph 10.7 is not justified or 
consistent with national policy 
because the justification for this scale 
of employment growth has not been 
set out given consequences for the 
Green Belt. 

 

 

None. 

 

The scale of employment provision set out in the Plan is 
justified by the evidence including the Economy Study 
Update, 2015 (and the subsequent Updated Economic 
Analysis Note 2017) and the Employment Sites Selection 
Background Paper 2016. No change 

2135 Strategic importance of London 
Luton Airport to the economy 
should be acknowledged. 

Supports the strategy, but the plan is 
unsound because it does not 
incorporate policies to protect the 
airport’s ongoing and future 
operations. 

 

 

Change text to mention 
strategic importance of 
London Luton Airport. 

 

 

The close proximity of Luton and Stansted airports is 
acknowledged in Figure 1 of the Plan.  

No change. 

1228,1990, 
1991, 367 

General comments 

 

Policy SP8 is supported.  

Reinstatement of Panshanger airfield 
would increase jobs in the borough. 

 

None 

 

None 

 

Welcome support. No change  

 

Noted. No change  



 

 

Chapter 10 – The Local Economy  
Policy SADM10 Employment Development and paragraphs 10.13 to 10.15 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1766 Policy is unnecessary  

 

Many of the provisions of the policy have already been, 
or are about, to be overtaken by changes to the General 
Permitted Development Order, so it is unsound. 

 

 

 

 

None stated National policy requires local authorities 
to plan proactively to meet the needs of 
business and support a successful local 
economy. The council’s evidence 
indicates that to meet the jobs growth 
target of 16,900, it is important existing 
reserves of employment are, as far as 
possible, protected for B class uses. 

There have been losses of B1(a) 
employment land since the changes to 
the GDPO in 2013. This emphasises 
how important it is for the council to take 
a proactive policy approach to protect B 
class uses when planning permission is 
required. No change 

1729, 1734 Parts of EA1 Welwyn Garden City Employment Area 
should not be designated as employment land 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy because 
the outdated offices, 51 Bridge Road East, could be 
redeveloped to contribute towards the housing 
requirement.  

 

Remove the site from 
EA1 and develop for 
residential. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has justified the need to 
retain and allocate land for employment 
uses. WGC Objective 3 in the Local Plan 
(paragraph 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. 

No change  

The Economy study (2014) identifies 
EA1 as a good quality site that should be 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

The plan is not justified and effective to restrict the 
change from employment to other uses at and adjacent 
to 56 Bridge Road East because land to east of the road 
is more mixed in character. Employment uses have 
been lost to other uses in this area. 

Review boundary of 
EA1 to exclude land to 
the east of Bridge 
Road East 

protected and therefore the council 
wants to maintain the employment area. 
Since 2013 EA1 has been significantly 
affected by permitted development 
changes from office to residential. The 
council will consider introducing an 
Article 4 Direction and improvement plan 
in this location to prevent further loss.  

No change. 

1214, 1255 Part of EA9 Sopers Road, Cuffley should not be 
designated as employment land. 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy because 
although allocated as an employment site buildings 
within it are being converted to residential use under 
prior approval - Everest House and Media House 

 

 

 

 

 

Prior approval process 
needs to be re-thought. 

 

 

 

 

Changes to the General Permitted 
Development Order means that the 
Council can often no longer prevent 
conversion of offices to residential uses 
within employment areas.  The Council 
will consider putting in place Article 4 
Directions to prevent this process. 
However, it should be noted that prior 
approval for Media House has been 
refused because it was in B2 use prior to 
2013.  No change 

The Plan is not justified, effective and consistent with 
national policy because EA9 includes Everest House, 
which has prior approval for conversion from office to 
residential. As such this part of the site does not meet 
employment needs. 

 

 

Amend site boundary 
to omit Everest House 

The Council has decided to keep 
residential conversions within the 
employment area, to allow for flexibility 
and the possibility that they could be 
converted back to offices in the future. 
No change.  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

237, 267, 
274, 351, 
522, 561, 
579 732, 
779, 796, 
1026, 1098, 
1307, 1308, 
1329, 1334, 
1360, 1366, 
1382, 1395, 
1405, 1408, 
1409, 1449 
1482, 1562, 
1570, 1586, 
1618, 1624, 
1626, 1649, 
1651, 1653, 
1673, 1675, 
1842, 1896, 
1905, 1933, 
1949, 1984, 
2111 

Part of EA10, London Road in Woolmer Green 
should not be designated as an employment area 

 

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

The Entech House site (part of EA10) should not be 
allocated as employment land.  It is not an economically 
viable site because it is in an inappropriate location and 
lacks suitable transport links and service support. Even 
if it is not allocated for housing it will eventually be 
developed because it is not a viable employment site. 

 

Site is under-utilised, with only 5 employees and many 
vacant buildings. Would require complete 
redevelopment requiring huge investment that is unlikely 
to be forthcoming in a village location because most 
businesses favour towns. The council’s evidence base 
indicates parts of EA10 perform poorly and are not 
suitable for intensification / regeneration.   

 

Mixed use development (housing, employment and a 
convenience store) will be more beneficial to the local 
community and could prevent development of Green 
Belt land. 

 

Another part of the employment site EA10 (Marshalls 
Garage) is also being promoted for housing. 

 

  

 

 

Re-designate part of 
EA10 (Entech House 
and Marshalls sites) for 
housing or mixed use 
development. 

 

Re-draw site EA10 to 
exclude these sites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council has justified the need to 
retain and allocate land for employment 
uses. 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.  

No change 

There is no evidence that robustly 
demonstrates the site is unviable for 
employment. The Economy Study (2014) 
identifies EA10 as a good quality site, 
which should be protected for 
employment uses. 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 target and the 
OAN. No change 

 



 

Policy is inflexible for redundant sites and against 
national policy that seeks to prevent long term 
protection of employment land when there is no 
prospect of it coming forward. Evidence is not robust or 
up to date because the site’s value as an employment 
site has not been fully assessed. Site should not have 
failed stage 1 of the HELAA assessment on the basis of 
a proposed inappropriate employment designation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No sustainability assessment has been undertaken to 
consider the current use and state of the Entech House 
site. 

 

Amount of employment land allocated in Woolmer 
Green is disproportionate. Residents’ views have been 
ignored and they don’t expect to work in the village. 
Large scale businesses are not suitable for small 
villages, cause disruption for the village like parking 
problems. Small scale businesses are more appropriate. 

 

 

 

 

Greater sustainability 
assessment of 
brownfield sites to fully 
appraise employment 
site’s viability and 
regeneration potential 

 

The Council has justified the need to 
protect its employment land in order to 
meet job growth targets. 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.  As a proposed 
allocated employment site, the Council 
wants to protect the B-class uses on 
EA10 so in justified in not assessing the 
site for housing. The policy is considered 
flexible. It sets out marketing 
requirements so that if truly redundant for 
employment uses, sites can come 
forward for other uses. No change 

 

As EA10 is already existing employment 
land it has not been subject to further 
SA. No change 

 

The allocation of employment land in 
Woolmer Green is considered 
appropriate for the settlement and relates 
to existing employment uses. 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 
employment land provision for the 
borough.  No change  

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

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

 

 TPOs and polluted land may impact on 
capacity and viability but do not generally 
prevent development.  It is the site’s 
status as an employment site that is the 
key issue. No change. 

307, 1014, 
1107, 2096, 
2097, 2098, 
2099 

Other site specific issues relating to the designated 
employment sites 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy because 
the policy restricts the undeveloped parts of Hatfield 
Business Park (EA6) to B1, when it should be in 
accordance with schedule 1 of planning permission, 
which allows B2, hotel and Sui Generis.  

 

The Plan is not effective because the B class 
designation on EA8 Travellers Lane, Welham Green, is 
too restrictive. The site is underused and has poor 
quality buildings, which are likely to become vacant in 
the future. 

 

 

EA6 part 2 
‘Undeveloped parts of 
Hatfield Business Park’ 
be amended to allow 
units in accordance 
with Schedule 1 of that 
planning permission. 

 

A more flexible 
approach should be 
identified to allow a 
variety of land uses 
which may be 
appropriate in 
designated 
employment areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

The Council’s evidence shows that to 
meet predicted growth in employment, 
loss of land from Class B uses should be 
minimised. However SP 8 and SADM 10 
both provide some flexibility allowing 
ancillary uses and also alternative uses 
when it is demonstrated that employment 
land is genuinely unfit or not needed to 
meet employment requirements in the 
plan period.  No change. 

Plan is not justified or effective. Cawdor stone on site 
EA10 Woolmer Green is being restricted by inadequate 
space. There is no room for expansion within the 
employment area. 

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 is not available for 
employment use as an extension to the 
employment site referred to in this 
representation. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

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 Highways Authority and the Council 
has no objection in principle, but such 
arrangements would need to be 
negotiated with land owners/developers 
of HS15 (WGr1) and determined at 
planning application stage.  

No change 

Considers the Plan is sound because EA11 is also an 
allocated waste site and employment and waste uses 
are complementary. 

 Support noted. No change  

785,  833, 
1116, 1685, 
1851, 2218 

Issues relating to the mixed use development sites 
(SDS5/Hat1, NW Hatfield and SDS7/WeG4b, 
Marshmoor) 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective, or consistent with national policy because 
exceptional circumstances do not exist for development 
of the Green Belt at, North West Hatfield (SDS5/Hat1) 
and Marshmoor, Welham Green (SDS7/WeG4b). 

 

 

 

Remove SDS5 (Hat1) 
and SDS7 from the 
Local Plan 

 

The Council’s evidence base justifies the 
release of sites (SDS5/Hat1 and 
SDS7/WeG4b) from the Green Belt and 
allocations for employment. The 
Employment Site Selection Paper (2016) 
identifies the sites as suitable for 
allocation. No change 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy because 
the amount of B1 floorspace proposed at SDS7 
(WeG4b) Marshmoor is disproportionate to Welham 
Green, especially when limited residential development 
is being taken forward. 

 

The Plan is not justified because the sole new strategic 
site is located in Welham Green, in defiance of the 
proposed objectives, which overwhelmingly favour this 

Deliver more housing 
within Welham Green 

Site SDS7 (WeG4b) Marshmoor is of 
strategic importance to the borough. As a 
potential location of bioscience research 
it will provide a significant number of jobs 
and contribute to the growth strategy. Its 
accessibility and borough-wide 
importance justifies its allocation.  

No change 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

type of development in Welwyn Garden City and 
Hatfield 

The junction with the A1000 is congested at peak times 
so an upgrade is supported.  However, road safety 
crossings must be incorporated, so facilitate pedestrian 
and cyclists.  

 

 Consistent with Policy SP 23, a 
supplementary planning document will 
be prepared to guide the development of 
SDS7 (WeG4b), which will consider the 
safety of pedestrian and cyclists.  

No change 

 

Support allocation for Class B1. It represents an 
opportunity to “co-brand” with a BioPark re-provided on 
the UH campus 

 Support noted. No change 

1116, 1117, 
1119, 2111 

Additional employment site proposed 

 

Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy because Roehyde 
is not considered as a site for allocation for a 
pharmaceutical, bioscience, engineering and logistics 
park. Failed to cooperate with St Albans District Council 
and undertake cross-boundary plan making.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Add Roehyde as an 
Employment Site and 
produce a 
Supplementary 
Planning Document to 
guide development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Provisional government estimates (para 
5.5 of the Plan) indicate that since 2013, 
the number of jobs in the borough has 
grown to the extent that 116,400 sq.m 
should be sufficient to meet the level of 
job growth indicated in the Economy 
Study. Accordingly, 294.1 hectares of 
land has been identified to maintain a 
sufficient land supply. It is not considered 
necessary to allocate additional land for 
employment. (The Roehyde site has 
featured in ongoing DtC discussions 
between WHBC and SADC. Both 
Councils are in agreement that there is 
no evidence leading to a conclusion to 
support the site). The site was found 
unsuitable in the WHBC HELAA. 

No change 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

Mardleybury Farm has not been designated.  Designate Mardleybury 
Farm business area as 
an employment site. 

Acknowledged that Mardleybury farm 
has business units as part of farm 
diversification.  It has a business role, 
however, the area is outside the village, 
within the Green Belt so applications will 
be determined in line with Green Belt 
policy. Therefore designation as an 
employment area is not appropriate. No 
change.  

1098, 1685, 
1729 

Concern about the criteria that aim to maintain B 
class uses in employment areas. 

 

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

Policy is contrary to the NPPF because it is not flexible 
enough to recognise the inherent uncertainty in the 
employment forecasts. Marketing requirements and 
prevention of alternative uses cannot respond to 
changing economic circumstances and needs of 
businesses.  

 

Three years extensive marketing is excessive and 
unpractical for landowners. Council provide no evidence 
why such a long period is required. Will encourage sites 
to lie redundant. 

 

 

 

 

Delete criteria iii and v. 

 

Amend to reduce 
marketing to 6 months 
or 1 year and delete 
criteria v. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Economy Study (2014) identified 
relatively low levels of vacancy in 
employment stock in the borough, just 
enough to allow for churn in the market. 
The policy is flexible because it allows 
sites that are no longer suitable or 
required for employment purposes to be 
released for other uses as long as robust 
marketing is demonstrated. Three years 
is considered appropriate because it 
allows enough time for churn to occur 
within the employment market.  

No change 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

Paragraph 10.14 implies that developers may need 
evidence to show site cannot accommodate 
employment uses up until 2032, which is unrealistic. 
This is contrary to the NPPF. 

 

Delete reference to 
‘future requirements to 
the end of the plan 
period’ and reference 
to ‘future’ employment 
needs in criterion iii) 

Policy SADM10 outlines that land in 
employment sites can be released for 
other uses if three years of active 
marketing can be demonstrated to have 
generated no demand. There is no 
requirement that applicants need to 
demonstrate a site’s demand up until 
2032. No change 

 Plan is not positively prepared and justified because 
in criteria iii there is no justification for resisting the 
redevelopment of employment land for housing. 

 

The plan is not positively prepared and justified if a 
proposal considered under criteria v is acceptable in 
national policy terms. Exclusion of any use except 
ancillary uses is restrictive as it limits the potential 
viability of the site and reduces benefits to an area. 

Amend policy to 
facilitate change of use 
and redevelopment of 
appropriate older 
employment sites for 
housing.  

  

The council has justified the need to 
preserve existing employment land. It is 
accepted that the conversion of office to 
residential use is permitted in line with 
national policy. But, in the context of this 
loss of employment land, it is important 
to resist further redevelopment of 
employment areas beyond B class and 
ancillary uses. No change 

1098 General comments 

 

Plan is not positively prepared, justified and 
consistent with national policy because there is no 
reference to site rejuvenation in the policy. 

 

None stated 

 

Specific reference to site rejuvenation is 
considered unnecessary. The policy 
makes it clear which type of development 
(including for rejuvenation purposes) is 
permitted in development and which 
types are not. No change 

 

 
 

 

 



 

Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SP9 Place Making and High Quality Design and paragraphs 11.1 to 11.10 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1188, 760 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy does not refer to place specific design 
principles 

The Plan is not effective because there is no reference 
in the policy to Welwyn Garden City’s design principles: 
symmetry, balance and streetscape 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference should be 
made to Welwyn 
Garden City’s 
symmetry, balance and 
streetscape under the 
character and context 
heading. 

 

 

 

 

Balance and symmetry are part of Welwyn 
Garden City’s local distinctiveness, which 
is addressed by the policy requirement for 
new development to respond to character 
and context. A strategic policy should not 
refer to specific places in the borough, 
more detail will be provided in the 
Council’s Supplementary Design Guide 
and the masterplanning process for 
strategic sites.  No change. 

 The Plan is not positively prepared because there is 
no design vision and standards for the strategic sites. 

For each of the five 
strategic sites specify 
the design vision and 
standards, public 
consultation proposed 
and how the site will be 
assessed against 
design standards. 

The Local Plan sets out policies to require 
high quality design in new development 
across the borough.  The masterplanning 
process for strategic sites will address 
detailed design issues and a vision for 
these sites. No change 

 

613 Plan should identify how design can promote active 
and healthy communities 

 

 

 

Amend policy to require 
the design of new 
developments to 
promote healthy and 
active lifestyles and 
identify key design 

The role of design in promoting active and 
healthy communities is implicit throughout 
the Plan. SP10 emphasises the role of 
public spaces and the importance of 
promoting legible and accessible layouts 
that facilitate walking and cycling. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

The Plan is not effective or consistent with national 
policy as fails to address how design and layout can be 
used to make communities more active and healthy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

principles to deliver 
this. 

 

Amend supporting text 
to refer to Sport 
England’s and Public 
Health England’s Active 
Design guidance 

 

Paragraphs 11.3 and 11.4 reiterate the 
way design of places and buildings can 
impact on physical and mental health. 
Equally Policies SP6 and SADM7 promote 
easy access to community facilities and 
services, which will facilitate healthy 
lifestyles and social inclusion SADM 3 
aims to facilitate sustainable modes of 
transport in new development. Therefore, 
the promotion of healthy and active 
lifestyles in new development is 
addressed, so it is not necessary to add 
specific text to Policy SP10.  No change 

 

Minor modification to paragraph 11.9 to 
signpost strategic guidance, which would 
include the Active Design Guidance. 

Minor Modification to paragraph 11.27 
add reference to best practice guidance. 

1206, 1975 General comments 

 

Supports high density development in accessible 
locations. 

Welcome the requirement for Sustainable Design 
Statements. 

 

 

 None stated 

 

 

Support noted 

 
 

 

 



Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SADM11 Amenity and Layout and paragraphs 11.11 to 11.17 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1253 Take more account of constraints on brownfield, 
urban sites 

 

Support principle of the policy, but parts are ineffective 
and not positively prepared because viability issues 
on urban sites mean dual aspect flats and minimum 
space standards are not always feasible.   

 

 

 

Amend policy to apply 
principle of dual aspect 
to the majority not all 
dwellings. 

 

Seek C3 proposals to 
aim to meet Nationally 
Described Space 
Standard (NDSS), 
rather than require 
them to.  

Agree that policy does not acknowledge 
that dual aspect development is not 
always feasible in some instances.  

Minor modification to Policy SADM 11, 
point b to reflect that dual aspect is not 
always feasible. 

 

Policy already provides sufficient flexibility 
by allowing non-compliance with NDSS if 
there are robust feasibility and viability 
issues. No change  

 

1257 General comments 

 

The Plan is ineffective and not justified because the 
policy principles have not been implemented in recent 
local developments. 

 

 

Local Plan must be 
clear on how such 
policies will be 
implemented.  

 

 

Retrospective developments will not have 
been expected to comply with this policy. 
Paragraphs 11.8 to 11.10 set out the 
requirements for a Sustainable Design 
Statement where the applicant will have to 
demonstrate how this policy has been 
complied with and this will then form part 
of the assessment of a planning 
application. No change  

 
 

 



 

Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SADM12 Parking, Servicing and Refuse and paragraphs 11.18 to 11.20 
  

DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

312, 1254 SADM 12 should promote car free developments 

The Plan is not positively prepared, consistent 
with the NPPF because SADM 12 should go 
further by advocating the concept of car-free 
development in those locations that have greatest 
accessibility to public transport. Alternatively, it 
should require a proportion of properties to be built with 
a no car ownership stipulation This would reduce 
congestion, and deliver new/improved well-connected 
cycling and walking networks   

 

The following bullet point 
should be added after 
bullet point 3 in 
SADM12:   
 
"A combination of electric 
charging points, car 
pools and a significant 
element of car-free 
residential development 
should be considered on 
those sites with the 
highest public transport 
accessibility."  
 
Specify % of new 
dwellings that will be built 
with no car ownership, to 
make the policy more 
effective 

The Council’s parking standards will 
apply to all new developments, to 
determine how many parking spaces will 
need to be provided, on a site by site 
basis. They take into account factors like 
the type, scale, location of development 
and its accessibility to public transport 
and local facilities. They are used as 
guidance rather than maximums, and 
seek to reduce car ownership rates 
(where possible) and promote the 
increased use of sustainable modes of 
transport. They could result in new 
housing developments that may not 
include a parking space for every 
dwelling (.e.g. flats in town centre).  
 
In line with policies SP4, SADM 2 and 
SADM3, applicants may be required to 
undertake a transport assessment and a 
travel plan; to assess the impact of their 
proposals on congestion, how any 
adverse impacts may be mitigated and to 
encourage the use of sustainable modes 
of transport. Based upon this, it may be 
possible for proposals to include a 
reduced number of parking spaces/no 
provision (i.e. via car sharing)/charging 



points, depending upon the proposal and 
site characteristics. 
Other than this, there is no evidence to 
justify the inclusion of text relating to car 
free developments in SADM 12.  
No change. 
 

552 The planning department fail to consult the parking 
division, when proposals are considered  
 
The Plan is not effective because the Council’s 
planning division fail to consult the parking division in 
regards to the parking implications of new development.  

To manage parking 
demand, the planning 
division must consult the 
parking division and 
residents. They must 
take into account their 
views, in relation to the 
parking implications of 
any proposed 
developments.  
 
The planning division 
must also inform 
residents how the 
parking division’s views 
have been taken into 
account   

This representation does not relate to the 
content of the Plan.  
 
The Council has a set of adopted Parking 
Standards contained within a SPG. All 
applications are determined in 
accordance with this SPG as well as the 
relevant policies in the Local Plan, unless 
other material considerations indicate 
otherwise The Council’s planning team 
consult internal and external 
stakeholders as relevant to the nature of 
a planning application, (including HCC as 
Highways Authority), and consistent with 
regulations and the Statement of 
Community Involvement. The details of 
consultations and planning decisions are 
made available on the Council’s website 
and references are made as relevant 
within the officers’ reports. 
 
No change.    
 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SP10 Sustainable Design and Construction and paragraphs 11.21 to 11.30 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

553, 1156, 
1344 

No evidence that developments proposed in the 
plan will comply with Policy SP10 

 

 

 

 

The plan in not justified because there is no evidence 
that development proposals comply with Policy SP10 in 
terms of flood risk assessments, energy, water 
consumption, biodiversity.  No Sustainable Design 
Statements or compliance with BREEAM. 

All proposed 
development must 
provide sustainable 
drainage and flood 
mitigation, achieve a 
water consumption of 
no more than 110 
litres/person/day, 
address energy 
efficiency and 
renewable and low 
carbon energy and 
achieve BREEAM 
‘Excellent’ or ‘Very 
Good’ and Sustainable 
Homes Code Level 4.  

The Local Plan sets out the strategic 
approach to increasing the sustainability of 
new development.  Policies SP10, 
SADM13 and SADM14 address these 
different sustainable design and 
construction principles.  It is not 
appropriate for detailed evidence to be 
provided at this stage to justify proposed 
development’s compliance with these 
policies. Detailed proposals will be 
addressed at planning application stage 
and during the masterplanning process for 
strategic sites. No change 

 

The requirements in the Code for 
Sustainable Home have been 
amalgamated into building regulations. No 
change. 

24, 918, 
935 

Local Plan is failing to protect the environment 

 

The Plan is not justified, positively prepared because 
it has failed to include strong policies to protect the 
environment and reduce inequalities in society 

 

 

Reduce the carbon 
footprint of homes 

 

The council consider that policies SP10 
and SADM13 sufficiently promote a built 
environment that uses resources 
prudently. Applicants will be required to 
submit a Sustainable Design Statement to 
explain how the policy principles and 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

The Plan not justified, positively prepared because it 
does not sufficiently reduce the environmental impact of 
buildings. 

 

New/existing buildings 
should be constructed 
or retrofitted to the 
highest possible 
standards 

requirements, including opportunities for 
renewable and low carbon energy and 
reduction of water consumption- will be 
implemented. Details of sustainability of 
will inform planning officers’ consideration 
of proposed developments. No change 

2031 No reference to Site Waste Management Plans 

Support the reuse and recycling of waste and materials 
in construction and design of new development. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reference to the 
production of a Site 
Waste Management 
Plan should be 
included. 

Noted. To ensure compliance with the 
Waste Core Strategy and Development 
Policies Document 2012, reference to the 
use of Site Waste Management Plans, to 
reduce construction and demolition waste, 
should be added to the supporting text.  

Minor modification proposed to 
paragraph 11.23 to signpost SWMPs as a 
useful tool for reducing construction and 
demolition waste.  

24, 935, 
1771 

The plan has failed to encourage provision of low 
carbon and renewable energy. 

  

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy as it 
does not cover proposals for new renewable energy 
development. 

 

None stated 

 

There is no need for a specific policy to 
cover every potential use. Such proposals 
will be considered on their merits based on 
criteria set out in the Local Plan and 
national policy.  Herts Renewable and Low 
Carbon Energy Study (2010) identifies that 
that most energy opportunities are in the 
borough’s Green Belt, so any proposals in 
these locations would need to 
demonstrate that there are very special 
circumstances sufficient to outweigh the 
harm to the Green Belt (paragraph 11.43). 
No change 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

The Plan is not consistent because no assessment 
has been undertaken for the sustainability of 
Symondshyde village in terms of its heating/power, nor 
a requirement for enhanced eco-friendly building 
standards for new homes 

 

New/existing buildings 
should be constructed 
or retrofitted to the 
highest possible 
standards, to reduce 
their environmental 
impact 

 

Policies SP 10 and SADM13 encourage 
the provision of low carbon and renewable 
energy in new developments and 
applicants are required to submit a 
Sustainable Design Statement to 
demonstrate how opportunities to reduce 
carbon emissions have been maximised. 
Design details and opportunities at 
Symondshyde village will be explored in 
detail during the masterplanning process. 
No change 

 

2201 

 

 

General Comments 

Paragraph 11.28 does not refer to requirement for 
BREEAM excellent as set out in policy SADM13. 

 

Refer to the required 
BREEAM ratings, as 
mentioned in SADM13. 

This would represent unnecessary 
repetition, as paragraph 11.28 already 
cross references policy SADM13.   

No change  

1976 Support the practical and realistic approach to 
promoting environmentally sustainable development. 

None stated Support noted. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SADM13 Sustainability Requirements and paragraphs 11.31 to 11.42 
 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1745, 1940 

 

 

The sustainability requirements are inappropriate 

 

The Plan is not consistent with national policy 
because it is not appropriate to require applicants to 
provide for renewable or low carbon energy supply. 
Applicants should be able to decide how to meet 
building regulations. 

 

 

 

None stated 

 

 

 

The NPPF and Local Plan’s objectives set 
out the need to address climate change. 
Given the scale of new residential 
development within the borough, buildings 
have a key role in carbon reduction. The 
policy does not prescribe how an applicant 
should meet building regulations. 
However, to encourage the reduction in 
carbon emissions it is considered 
appropriate for applicants to demonstrate 
that renewable and low carbon energy 
options have been maximised.   

No change. 

Object to requirement for non-residential development 
with a floorspace of 1,000m2  or more, to meet at least a 
‘Very Good’ BREEAM rating, on the basis of viability 
concerns.   

None stated To meet the Plan’s objective to address 
climate change and minimise the impact 
on the environment, it is important that 
both residential and non-residential 
developments address environmental 
sustainability.  
 

Whilst technical standards for residential 
development are now addressed by 
building regulations, BREEAM is a useful 
tool for delivering sustainability in non-
residential development. Not considered 
achieving a minimum ‘very good’ rating is 
too onerous. No change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

875, 935, 
1772 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fails to address low carbon and renewable energy 
development 

  

 

 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy as it 
does not cover proposals for new low carbon or 
renewable energy development. 

 

None stated Policies SP9 and SADM13 address the 
provision of low carbon and renewable 
energy in new development. However, it is 
not considered necessary to have a 
standalone policy on low carbon and 
renewable energy proposals – the Local 
Plan does not do so for other types of 
development. The Herts Renewable and 
Low Carbon Energy Study (2010) 
identifies that that most energy 
opportunities are in the borough’s Green 
Belt, so proposals in these locations would 
also need to demonstrate that there are 
very special circumstances sufficient to 
outweigh the harm to the Green Belt 
(paragraph 11.43).  No change 

The Plan not justified, positively prepared because it 
does not sufficiently reduce the environmental impact of 
buildings 

New/existing buildings 
should be constructed 
or retrofitted to the 
highest possible 
standards 

It is considered that policies SP10 and 
SADM13 sufficiently promote the prudent 
use of resources. Applicants will be 
required to submit a Sustainable Design 
Statement to explain how the policy 
principles and requirements (including 
opportunities for renewable and low 
carbon energy and reduction of water 
consumption) will be implemented, 
informing the decisions made. No change 

 

1977, 1978 

General comments 

Support the principles of the energy hierarchy as an 
integrated design approach running through the plan 

 

None stated 

 

Support noted 



Chapter 11 – Quality of New Development 
Policy SADM14 Flood Risk and Surface Water Management and paragraphs 11.33 to 11.47 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

260 

 

 

 

 

The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) is 
flawed 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, effective, 
justified and consistent with national policy because 
the SFRA only considers the area at risk of flooding 
within each site and does not consider the wider area. 
Therefore the cumulative impact of all the sites within 
the Mimmshall Brook catchment area on Water End has 
not been acknowledged. The Hamlet is prone to fluvial 
and surface water flooding.  

 

It is clear the East Coast Mainland railway line plays a 
key role in the attenuation of fluvial and surface water. 

 

  

 

 

 

Development should be 
directed away from the 
Mimmshall Valley to 
areas with lower risk of 
flooding. Any 
development within the 
Mimmshall valley 
should be on the 
eastern side of the 
railway line. 

None stated 

 
 
 
 
The SFRA has been produced in line with 
national policy and in consultation with the 
Environment Agency and the Lead Local 
Flood Authority. It has considered the 
implications of climate change upon 
flooding from rivers, and has also 
reviewed the cumulative impact of 
development in and around each 
settlement. More detailed flood risk 
assessments will be required at planning 
application stage.  
No change 
 
The Housing Selection Paper outlines that 
development potential has been excluded 
from areas Flood Zones 2 and 3 and all of 
the allocated sites pass the sequential 
test.   
No change 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

1248 Plan will increase risk of flooding at Water End 

 

The Plan is not positively prepared, effective, 
justified and consistent with national policy because 
Brp4 will put the hamlet at extreme risk of being flooded 
due to water run-off.  

None stated The use of sustainable drainage systems 
(SuDS) at site HS22 (Brp4) will be used to 
suitably manage surface water flood risk. 
The SuDS will be used to mitigate the 
cumulative impact of development and 
prevent flood risk to third party land 
elsewhere, in line with national and local 
guidance. No change 

 

 

2202 

General Comments 

 

The Plan is sound but policy does not specifically 
mention highway runoff or the sequential approach 
which is one of the main principles of managing flood 
risk 

 

 

 

 

Amend supporting text 
to refer to the 
sequential approach.  

 

 

 

Recommend that 
highway runoff is 
considered in policy 

 

 

Agree that more clarity is needed in the 
supporting text about the sequential 
approach to site selection.  

Minor Modification to paragraph 11.43 to 
add clarity in the supporting text about the 
sequential approach. 

 

The policy encompasses all type of runoff 
and it is considered too detailed and 
potentially restrictive to mention each 
runoff type specifically. The supporting text 
references the ‘SuDS Design guidance for 
Hertfordshire’ and this document provides 
guidance about different surface water 
sources including highways.  No change. 

 

 
 



Chapter 12 – Environmental Assets 
Policy SP11 Protection and Enhancement of Critical Environmental Assets and paragraphs 12.1 to 12.8, including Tables 7&8 

 

DLPPS No. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2203  

 

The text relating to a development free corridor 

(SADM14) should be included in SP11 

The Plan is sound. Suggested that bullet point B of 
Policy SADM 14 relating to a development free 
corridor along watercourses, should be included in 
SP11. This will ensure all proposals seek to meet 
this aim and not only those that require a FRA (E.A) 

Include text below into 

SP11 (from SADM14). 

“Maintain an appropriate 

development free corridor 

along watercourses and 

take opportunities to 

naturalise watercourses 

to improve their ecological 

status, biodiversity and 

habitat connectivity”. 

Ideally a buffer strip 8m 

wide should be left 

alongside rivers to 

enhance biodiversity. 

This is a strategic policy which already 

restricts development in flood zone 

3.and there is no need to repeat the 

requirements of SADM14 in this policy. 

However a cross reference could be 

made in the supporting text. 

Minor Modification: Insert a new para 
after 12.17 as follows “The borough’s 
watercourses are a rich source of 
biodiversity and are important for 
protecting, enhancing ecological 
networks. SADM14 requires proposals 
to maintain an appropriate development 
free corridor along watercourses, which 
should ideally be an 8 metre wide 
buffer strip alongside rivers. Also they 
should explore opportunities to 
naturalise watercourses and improve 
their ecological status, biodiversity and 
habitat connectivity.” 

133 The Plan should refer to biodiversity rather than 

a vague term ecological assets  

The Plan is not consistent, effective. Criticised 

SP11 for referring to ecological assets rather than 

biodiversity, even though this is not defined in the 

plan or referred to in the NPPF (Para 109). 

None stated Paragraph 12.2 defines ecological 

assets. 

No change 



559, 1843 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Unclear how no net loss/gain of biodiversity will 
be measured and achieved (.i.e. 
mitigation/compensatory measures) 
 

The Plan is not consistent, effective because 

aspirations of SP11 are not sufficiently definitive to 

deliver real measurable (and monitor) biodiversity 

gain. This will avoid a policy that merely seeks to 

retain the biodiversity of designated sites or priority 

habitats. Also It does not set out a plan for 

biodiversity at a landscape-scale across local 

authority boundaries (NPPF, 117) 

 

Suggested policy 
addition: development 
should demonstrate 
measurable net gains to 
biodiversity  

Need to protect/ enhance 
ecosystems services 
benefits that insects 
provide in the Green 
Corridor by including 
requiring bug friendly 
open spaces, green roofs, 
etc. in planning 
conditions. 

Developer should fund 
wildlife friendly gardens in 
new houses.  

At the end of para 4 of 
SP11 add ‘All 
development must prove 
adherence to the 
mitigation hierarchy and 
confirmation of no net 
loss to biodiversity.’ By 
undertaking a biodiversity 
impact assessments, 
using the locally approved 
Defra biodiversity metric.’ 

Further changes are 
proposed to paragraph 
12.16 which relate to the 
use of the biodiversity 
metric. 

The Local Plan has been informed by 
the Strategic Green Infrastructure Plan 
and the Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Infrastructure Plan. The proposals for 
the strategic green corridor are at a 
landscape scale and straddles local 
authority boundaries.  
 
The biodiversity metric is just one 
method for assessing the impact of 
proposals on biodiversity and it would 
be unduly restrictive to require this 
approach to be adopted. The 
supporting text sets out the expectation 
that best practice will be followed. 
 
Reference to the mitigation hierarchy is 
already included in SADM16. 
 
No change.    



559, 1843 Unclear how compensatory/mitigation measures 

will be assessed   

Support SP11 as it seeks to ensure no net loss in 

biodiversity. Concerned that it is unclear how 

compensatory measures for qualitative/quantitative 

assessments for biodiversity will be 

assessed/monitored to ensure no net loss/net gain 

in biodiversity. Recommend reference to; and 

application of; the Governments biodiversity metric 

in biodiversity impact assessments.  

 

At the end of para 4 of 

SP11 add ‘All 

development must prove 

adherence to the 

mitigation hierarchy and 

confirmation of no net 

loss to biodiversity.’ By 

undertaking a biodiversity 

impact assessments, 

using the locally approved 

Defra biodiversity metric’ 

Further changes are 

proposed to paragraph 

12.16 which relate to the 

use of the biodiversity 

metric. 

Information provided by the applicant 

will be assessed by the Council’s 

advisor Herts Ecology. 

 

No change  

133 Policies SP11/SADM16 fail to require proposals 

to achieve net/no loss in biodiversity on non-

designated sites 

Concerned that policies SP11/SADM 16 and the 

supporting text (.i.e. para 12.16 and 12.52) do not 

provide a robust enough requirement to achieve no 

net loss or net gain to biodiversity at non-designated 

sites. This is despite the fact that these can be 

valuable for wildlife, landscape connectivity and the 

vast majority of biodiversity occurs on these.  

 

Suggested policy 
addition: development 
should demonstrate 
measurable net gain to 
biodiversity  

SADM16 clearly states that proposals 

will be expected to maintain, protect 

and wherever possible enhance 

biodiversity.  

No change 

  

1843 Unclear how compensatory measures for the 

net loss of biodiversity will be secured/delivered 

from development  

Recommend the 

inclusion/amendments to 

12.16. ‘In order to ensure 

Agree that Para 12.16 could be 

amended to provide clarity as 

suggested in the representation  



Support Policy SP11. However, para 12.16 needs 
further clarity in relation to whether compensatory 
measures for biodiversity will be secured through 
planning obligations and conditions, as the text is 
implying that this only applies to mitigation 
measures     

that mitigation and any 

off-site compensatory 

measures are 

successfully delivered 

and maintained, financial 

and other provisions will 

be sought, where 

appropriate and 

necessary, via the use of 

planning conditions, 

planning obligations and 

legal agreements 

 

Minor modification to paragraph 

12.16 to refer to off-site compensatory 

measures 

 

2045 SP11/SADM15 fails to consider the 

protection/enhancement of unknown heritage 

assets that may be impacted by development 

and need recording 

Support policies SADM 15 and SP11. Suggest that 

these could be more effective by emphasising that 

sites may contain some unknown heritage assets 

that may be significant and worthy of 

designation/protection. Also the details of these 

should be publically available.  

 

To be more effective and 
conserve the historic 
environment (para 126, 
NPPF), SP11/SADM15 
needs to ensure 
proposals seek to identify, 
protect and make 
publically available 
information (.i.e. 
archaeological 
information) about non 
designated heritage 
assets (NPPF 141).     

Although Policy SP11 refers to heritage 

assets, the points raised are more 

relevant to policy SADM15.  

No need to refer unknown heritage 

assets in the Policy but will make a 

minor modification to the supporting 

text at paragraph 12.34 to refer to 

unknown heritage assets.  

Minor modification to paragraph 

12.34 

 

390 Protection of agricultural land(.i.e. G1/2) is 

contrary to the NPPF 

The Plan is not justified, consistent, effective or 
positively prepared SP11 seeks to protect the best 
and most versatile agricultural land and fails to 
reflect the NPPF (para 112) 

Reflect Para 112 (NPPF) 
in relation to recognising 
that there will 
circumstances when the 
use of the best and most 
versatile agricultural land 
will be necessary. 

Disagree it is considered that the policy 

is consistent with the NPPF. 

 No Change 



882 The Plan is not based upon up-to date evidence 
of the natural environment 
 
The Plan is not justified, consistent, effective 
because it is not based on up-to-date information 
about the natural environment and it does not 
appear to draw from, for example; River Basin 
Management Plans, catchment management plans, 
working with Local Nature Partnerships, and making 
assessments of existing and potential components 
of ecological networks – as required by NPPF (Para 
165).  
 

iii. Understand the full 
impacts on wildlife is 
particularly significant for 
Birchall Garden Suburb, 
as cross boundary 
cooperation will allow 
WHBC and EHDC to be 
confident that the Natural 
Environment and Rural 

 

The Plan reflects the 6 guiding 

principles developed by the Local 

Nature Partnership, data on biodiversity 

contained in the Hertfordshire 

Environmental Records Centre and 

ecological network mapping. 

No change 

 

559, 788 Support for SP11 and other comments 

The Plan is sound. Support the list of non-statutory 
assets (table 8). Emphasised that the cumulative 
effects of developments off-site can lead to harmful 
effects on assets.   
 

 
None stated  

 

Support Welcomed 

 

786, 788 The plan is sound as SP11 seeks to protect 
support critical environmental assets. 

None stated  

 

Support Welcomed 

 

134 

 

The Plan is sound. Suggested that the Mimram is 

an internationally important habitat and not a 

nationally one (Para 12.7). 

 

Amend para 12.7 to state 
'The Mimram is one of 
only 200 chalk streams in 
the world and an 
internationally important 
habitat. 

Replace word nationally with 

internationally in para 12.7, as there are 

200 chalk streams in the world and 

85% of them are located in England.  

Minor modification to paragraph 12.7 

2203 

 

 

 

Suggested that SP11 should refer to the Water 

Framework Directive (WFD) as it aims to 

enhance/protect the ecological status of water 

bodies.  

The WFD should be 
referred to more clearly 
and the local plan use 
River Basin Management 
Plans (RBMP) guidance 
within this policy 

Agree to make reference to the Water 

Framework Directive in the policy.  

Minor modification to Policy SP11 

 



555 The Plan is not supported by a flood mitigation 

and SUDS strategy, contrary to SP11/10 

The Plan is not effective because no flood 
mitigation/SUDs has been undertaken for the Local 
Plan, contrary to SP10/11.Site SDS2 that will 
increase risk downstream(in Hertford) 

All the Local Plan 

proposals (particularly 

SDS2) should be 

supported by a FRA that 

includes a flood mitigation 

and & SUDS strategy 

 

The Local Planning Authority are 

required to prepare a Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment to inform the Local 

Plan. This was updated in 2016. It is for 

applicants to prepare Flood Risk 

Assessments for their sites at the 

planning application stage and to 

include proposals for SUDS which will 

relate to the specific scheme. 

No change    

882 No evidence has been collected/analysed to 

assess how SDS2 will adversely impact a 

County wildlife site (CWS)  

The Plan is not justified, consistent, and effective 

because it has failed to assess how the proposed 

allocation of SDS2 will impact the Common Nature 

Reserve (CWS) that contains a number of protected 

species of national/international significance. Its 

diverse wildlife will be cut off from the wider 

landscape and unable to migrate and may cause 

extinction of some species, adversely impacting 

biodiversity. It may increase the number of users to 

the CSW, as well as level of domestic pets within 

proximity of this, which may adversely impact the 

wildlife of it. 

 

Undertake an ecological 
assessment of the 
existing green corridor 
from Stanborough to 
Hertford, to assess the 
impact on species/ 
habitats and the 
accumulative effect of all 
proposed development 
sites on the CWS and 
other wildlife sites.  

ii. Be open and 
transparent and use other 
sites deemed suitable for 
housing that will have a  
lesser impact on wildlife / 
the Commons LNR in line 
with SP11  

 

This issue relates to the content of 
Policies SP12 and SP19 and not this 
policy. Please see response to this 
issue set out in those sections. 
No change 
 

559 Potential contamination of site SDS2 (WGC5) 

has not been considered 

SDS 2 must be 
accompanied by a system 
of read bed marshes 
down the Eastern arm of 

This issue relates to the content of 
Policy SP19 and not this policy. Please 
see response to this issue set out in 
that section. 



The Plan is not justified, consistent, effective 

because the gravel digging site (at Birchall) is a 

former landfill site and overlaps into site SDS2. 

There is considerable leachate and methane gas 

venting from organic waste dumped in the past and 

this a major environmental hazard. This should 

have been investigated and raises questions about 

the suitability and viability of site SDS2.  

 

the Hatfield Hyde Brook 
to clean up the foul water 
exiting the former landfill 
site. The development of 
reed beds should be 
included at Stanborough 
Park and part of the 
other   proposed 
developments in the 
Local Plan (.e.g.SDS6 – 
HAT 15, SDS5 - Hat 1). 

No change    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 12 – Environmental Assets 
Policy SP12 Strategic Green Infrastructure and paragraphs 12.25 to 12.33, including Figure 8 

 

DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

616 

Clearer and stronger policy wording (and in 
supporting text)  

The plan is not effective or consistent with 
national policy. Policy intention is supported but 
need to have stronger wording to require 
developers to meet (rather than have regard to) 
the requirements of the Planning Obligations SPD 
as regards sports provision.  

 

 

Rather than stating “should have 
regard” state “will be required to 
meet” the standards of provision 
of open space set out in the 
Planning Obligations SPD 

 

 

 

SPD’s are material considerations in 
when determining planning 
applications. The standards set out in 
the Planning Obligations SPD (2012) 
will be considered alongside the latest 
national guidance. Change wording in 
Policy SP12 to “should meet”. 

Minor Modification 

Para 12.29 of the supporting text is not 
considered to be accurate. The Council’s Sports 
Facility Study and Sports Facility Strategy 
represents the evidence base for sport not the 
2009 Assessment of Open Space, Outdoor Sport 
and Recreation. 

Should refer to the Council’s 
Sports Facility Study and Sports 
Facility Strategy  

Both documents form part of the 
evidence base for policy SP12.  

Add in reference to the Sports Facilities 
Study and Sports Facilities Strategy at 
para 12.29. Minor Modification 

 

2028, 87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Detailed design of the corridor  

Recommend all paths be 3m wide. Detailed 
discussions should take place with HCC, 
stakeholders and other partners when developing 
more detailed proposals for the green corridor 
project.  

 

There should be no adverse impact upon the 
mitigation measures identified in the WHaSH 
model along the A6129 and B197. 

 

 

None 

 

It is WHBC’s intention to work with 
partners to refine proposals for the 
Green Corridor as part of a stage 2 
Framework Document. Detailed design 
elements will be agreed at this stage. 

No change.   



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

 

 

 

2204 

The plan is not effective. All barriers should be at 
least 820mm to accommodate trikes and 
wheelchairs. 

 

  

The Plan is sound, however, the EA recommend 
use of River Basin Management Plans (RBMP) 
within the policy and to refer more clearly to the 
Water Framework Directive (WFD) as WHBC 
plays a key role in safeguarding the status of the 
surrounding waterbodies under the WFD.  

Refer more clearly to the Water 
Framework Directive and River 
Basin Management Plans 
guidance 

Policy SP12 and accompanying text 
state that WHBC will work with partners 
to enable delivery of the green corridor. 
The EA would be one such partner who 
would be consulted on proposals and 
any recommendations made would be 
incorporated into the Green Corridor 
SPD. No change. 

 

 

633 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2037 

Stronger emphasis and clear proposals for 
Ellenbrook Country Park 

The plan is sound. Support the policy proposal 
but require clarification of proposals for Ellenbrook 
Country Park as references in the policy are too 
vague.  

 
Ellenbrook Country Park should 
be listed as a proposal and 
shown on the Key Diagram and 
Policies map 

 
SP12 identifies Ellenbrook Country 
Park as a key component of the 
strategic green corridor as mentioned in 
the Policy wording and the 
accompanying Figure 8. WHBC are 
working with HCC and St Albans DC to 
determine proposals for the park, post 
minerals extraction, which are yet to be 
finalised but will be included in a 
subsequent Green Corridor SPD.  

The location of Ellenbrook Country Park 
is already identified as an area of 
significant green infrastructure on the 
key diagram. No change  

Support reference made to working with HCC and 
St Albans District Council to maintain appropriate 

None  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

and safe public access to Ellenbrook Country 
Park during minerals extraction. 

 

2119, 834 

Recognition and protection of heritage assets  

Policy welcomed but the corridor should be 
widened at SDS2 to provide greater protection to 
the setting of Hatfield House Registered Park and 
Garden 

 

Widen the Strategic Corridor at 
SDS2 and make greater 
reference to the heritage values 
of the corridor. 

 

 

WHBC commissioned in independent 
Heritage Impact Assessment (Beacon 
2016) to assess the potential impact of 
development at SDS2 on heritage 
assets, the findings of which were taken 
into account when designating areas for 
development within this area.  

An EIA made as part of a planning 
application for development, will be 
used to address any further or detailed 
issues including the need for a 
viewshed analysis. 

 

Viewshed analysis will inform the 
masterplan for SDS2 in line with the 
recommendation of the Beacon report. 

No change  

The plan is not justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy. Evidence for heritage 
assets in WGC5/SDS2 and WGC4/SDS1 has not 
been taken into consideration. Although a report 
(Beacon 2016) has been prepared, rigorous 
‘viewshed’ analysis has not been undertaken and 
thus the significance of a number of Registered 
and Listed assets, as well as unlisted/unregistered 
but locally significant sites, has not been taken 
into consideration nor given due weight. This is 
contrary to NPPF Section on Using a 
Proportionate Evidence Base (Paragraph 158). 

A thorough viewshed 
analysis  and a rigorous analysis 
of the  medieval and prehistoric 
archaeology should be carried 
out, in a comprehensive report, 
to feed into a constraints 
analysis of the whole area, 
which should also include 
access and ecosystems issues 

 

 

2052 

Green Infrastructure is not interpreted widely 
enough throughout the Local Plan 

The plan does not promote the fundamental role 
of GI as a natural service providing infrastructure 
critical to delivering sustainable development. The 
interpretation of GI is not consistent with the 
definition and understanding of GI as set out in 
planning practice guidance for green infrastructure 
(updated Feb 2016). GI is not referenced in 
Chapter 2 in relation to growth and infrastructure 
or Local Plan policies regarding movement, 

 
 

Amend text to reflect the multi-
functionality of GI and promote 
GI more widely throughout the 
plan.   

 
 

Paragraph 12.25 sets out the role green 
infrastructure has in improving quality of 
life and quotes from the NPPG. 

 

Green Infrastructure is referenced in 
section 2 paragraph 2.5. The strategic 
green corridor is only one element of 
the strategy for providing green 
infrastructure. Other policies do make 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

economy and quality of development. Lack of 
understanding regarding multi-functionality of GI 
(the Green Corridor is a narrow focus of four 
projects). GI should be promoted at a range of 
scales not just ‘strategic’. 

 

 

 

reference to the provision of elements 
which make up green infrastructure e.g. 
SP9 Place Making and High Quality 
Design, SP10 Sustainable Design and 
Construction, SP13 Infrastructure. 
Whilst Policy SP12 sets out the 
approach to providing a network of 
spaces, the strategic green corridor is 
just one project that will be delivered 
through this Local Plan as is indicated 
in the policy. 

Minor Modification to paragraph 12.25 
to correct the reference to the definition 
from NPPF to NPPG 

The Hertfordshire Strategic Green Infrastructure 
Plans (2011), developed in partnership with 
neighbouring authorities are not referenced under 
paragraph 2.41 in relation to ‘strategic and cross 
boundary issues.’ 

 

Reference made to the 
Hertfordshire strategic GI plans 
in para 2.41 

Para 12.31 makes reference to the 
Welwyn Hatfield GI Plan 2011, this was 
developed alongside and feeds into the 
Hertfordshire Strategic GI Plans. Para 
2.41 is not an appropriate location for 
such reference as it discusses general 
cross boundary issues rather than 
specific documents.  

Minor modification to make reference 
to the Hertfordshire Strategic GI Plans 
in Paragraph 12.31  

20, 505, 
819, 992, 
1856, 1157, 
1175, 1093, 
1359 

The Corridor already exists; projects and links 
could be created without building on the green 
belt. None of the Green Corridor should be 
built upon, it cannot compensate for loss of 
Green Belt land. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposals for the ‘Green Corridor’ have 
been developed following consultation 
with a wide array of different parties 
and landowners. WHBC must enable 
provision of new homes and growth in 
line with the OAN. Improved 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

The policy is not positively prepared or 
effective. The proposed corridor is narrower than 
the existing green belt, proposed access links 
could be created without building on green belt.  

accessibility to green space will be an 
important quality of life factor for new 
and existing residents. Delivery of 
projects including habitat 
enhancements, new paths and access 
improvements is reliant upon funding 
being obtained from development of 
major Green Belt sites. 

No Change  

 

Proposals are not effective or consistent with 
national policy, a ‘green corridor’ surrounded by 
new development makes nonsense of national 
policy on environmental protection and the NPPF. 
These proposals are not a green corridor.  

Change the pattern of 
development to reinforce green 
belt boundaries  

 

SP12 is not justified or consistent with 
national policy as WHBC aim to ensure no net 
loss of GI yet they are proposing to build on 
Green Belt land without there being exceptional 
circumstances.  

 

The proposal is not justified or effective, you 
cannot have a green corridor that is built on and it 
does not cater adequately for wildlife or facilitate 
movement of wildlife. 

 

20, 556, 
560, 1157, 
2084, 1093 

The corridor is too narrow  

The policy is not positively prepared or 
effective. The proposed corridor is narrower than 
the existing Green Belt, and should include 
access to park and farmland surrounding Hatfield 
house as a way of compensating for what is lost 
to development. 

The plan is not effective as proposals for the 
green corridor are too narrow in places. A 
minimum width of 50m is not based on any 
evidence and is too narrow to enable protection 
let alone enhancement of the ecosystems 
services benefits from environmental assets.  

  

The A414 is a major barrier to access 
from the south and access to Home 
Park and surrounds is dependent upon 
agreement by the landowner. A balance 
needs to be struck between provision of 
the green corridor projects and enabling 
development that will fund such 
projects. 

 No change  



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

556, 560, 
1157, 2084 

Support proposals of SP12 and the principle 
of Green Corridor project, however proposals 
lack detail (including on delivery and 
maintenance) and should have a more up to 
date evidence base.  

Welcome and support the aims of SP12 to plan 
positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of networks of 
green infrastructure, in particular we welcome and 
support WHBC’s aims to protect and enhance 
the Green Corridor. However, the plan is not 
effective or justified as more detail is required 
with regards to the green corridor project 
proposals, including how projects will be, 
implemented, delivered and maintained. 
Proposals are weak on ecology, water and flood 
risk management, fishing and fish management, 
and soil erosion. The evidence base used to 
produce the Stage 1 Framework, (which informed 
the policy) needs to be more up to date.  

Provide a clear map of proposed 
footpath extensions, and more 
details on who is responsible for 
maintenance. Include provision 
of a path along the Lea between 
Bush Hall and Stanborough 
Nature Reserve. HCC should 
safeguard provision of finance 
and ensure implementation of 
S106 agreements with 
developers. Address the 
limitations of the stage 1 report 
including use of an up to date 
evidence base, identification of 
the widespread benefits of the 
Corridor and publication to 
residents. Place more emphasis 
on addressing soil erosion and 
sediment in rivers and streams. 

Details requested here are not 
appropriate for the Local Plan, 
however, it is the C’s intention to work 
with partners to refine proposals for the 
Green Corridor as part of a stage 2 
Framework Document. This stage will 
include an update of the evidence base 
as appropriate, including any ecological 
assessment and Environmental Impact 
Assessments undertaken as part of any 
planning application.   

No change  

1001, 2185, 
2186, 1093, 
1186, 1359 

Support proposal for east-west links but 
remove / amend proposals at SDS2.  

SP12 is to be applauded and supported for its 
target of the enhancement of the East/West green 
corridor across the borough. However, this 
corridor is not justified, effective or consistent 
with national policy and is jeopardised by the 
proposed large-scale mixed development SDS2 
as shown in Figure 8. SDS2 would prevent it from 
being a ‘green corridor’ in its technical sense of 
allowing biodiverse species to transit the 
development. 

SP12 is incompatible with the 
eastern part of the proposed 
SP19/SDS2 development, 
further collaboration is needed 
with East Herts DC to ensure a 
critical wildlife corridor is not 
lost.  

The Council has worked very closely 
with East Herts DC to develop outline 
proposals for SP19/SDS2 including the 
Green Corridor. There is a need to 
balance the need of provision of homes 
with the needs of wildlife and ecology. 
SDS2 will be the subject of a 
Supplementary Planning Document that 
will include more detailed proposals 
based on evidence available. Any 
planning application for development 
will be required to undertake an 
Environmental Impact Assessment, 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy as 
proposed areas of employment land in SDS2 
completely block the route of the Green Corridor 
where it extends into East Herts.  

including an up to date habitats survey. 
This information will be used to refine 
development proposals as necessary.  

No Change 

 Failure to undertake ecological assessment 
and harm to existing sites of ecological value. 

The plan is not effective as the Council fails to 
fulfil its aims to enhance and protect the natural 
environment in the borough and in particular in the 
Green Corridor between Hatfield and Hertford by 
failing to carry out a strategic ecological 
assessment of its wildlife and habitats. The 
proposed Birchall Garden Suburb housing will 
effectively plug the central part of the existing 
green corridor and will cause negative impacts on 
species movement and recovery on existing 
designated and protected sites such as The 
Commons Local Nature Reserve and 
Commonswood (county wildlife site) and to the 
east Panshanger Park, and therefore contradicts 
the Councils own green corridor stage 1 report. 
 

 

 

Carry out a full independent 
strategic ecological assessment 
of the existing green corridor 
from Stanborough to Hertford to 
assess the cumulative effect of 
all proposed development.  

 

 

Details requested here are not 
appropriate for the Local Plan, 
however, it is the Council’s intention to 
work with partners to refine proposals 
for the Green Corridor as part of a 
stage 2 Framework Document. This 
stage will include an update of the 
evidence base as appropriate, including 
any ecological assessment and 
Environmental Impact Assessments 
undertaken as part of any planning 
application for development of SDS2.   

No change 

650, 1844 Support proposals for GI and aims of SP12  

 

Overall, the tone and theme of biodiversity 
protection and enhancement running throughout 
the draft Local Plan is welcome. Strongly 
support the aim for development to achieve no 
net loss to biodiversity, adhere to the mitigation 
hierarchy and compensate for residual impacts off 
site as that adheres to approaches set out in the 
NEC Act 2006, Natural Environment white paper, 

 

 

None 

 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

NPPF, NPPG and British Standard for biodiversity 
planning.  
 

Supports the principles and priorities of draft 
Policy SP 12 in seeking to create and enhance 
strategic green infrastructure, providing 
opportunities to link existing green spaces and to 
improve public access and amenity. The promoter 
of Birchall Garden Suburb (SDS2) presents a 
well-researched, appropriate and considered 
against the Welwyn Garden City context.  

None The masterplanning of SDS2 and the 
production of a Green Corridor SPD will 
consider the how the Green Corridor 
will work through SDS2 and help 
ensure an appropriate solution is found.  

650 Object to the proposal for an SPD 

The Policy is not effective or consistent with 
national policy. Objects to the proposal for a 
Green Corridor SPD as this has the potential to 
cause significant delay to the planning process 
and delivery of SDS2 site. An SPD would add to 
the financial burdens of the site and potentially 
jeopardise the delivery within the plan period. This 
is not consistent with the NPPF para 153 or 
Planning Practice Guidance. Consultation 
involved in producing an SPD could result in 
substantial alterations to current land use 
proposals and the illustrative masterplan, which 
could significantly delay delivery.   

 

Removal of references to the 
proposal for an SPD from policy 
SP12 and supporting text.  

 

 

The Green Corridor proposal aims to 
mitigate the impact of development on 
Green Belt land and provide an 
important recreational and ecological 
resource. For the Green Corridor to 
work effectively there needs to be 
consistency in approach east to west 
across the borough. WHBC believe 
production of an SPD as part of the 
Stage 2 Green Corridor Framework 
Report will be the most effective means 
of ensuring this. The SPD will be 
developed in partnership with 
appropriate organisations and will be 
subject to public consultation. This 
approach will help to ensure 
consistency across landownership, 
which is vital to project delivery, and 
help secure long term management 
across the entire corridor. No Change. 



DLPPS no. Main issue Changes sought WHBC comment 

2185, 2186 Supports provision of a Green Corridor, 
developing and SPD, but propose minor 
amends to policy, supporting text and diagram 

 

Very supportive of GI provision within the Local 
Plan and proposals for a Green Corridor with 
associated links to existing GI and ecological 
assets, improved access and new biodiversity 
projects. Recognises the role of the Corridor in 
provision a sense of separation and supports the 
approach of preparing a supplementary planning 
document that will be incorporated into the master 
planning of sites. However, the policy is not 
consistent with national policy as it fails to 
adequately protect valuable environmental assets 
due to the proposed scale of the SDS2 allocation. 
Under current proposals the plan is not justified 
or effective as it does not represent the most 
appropriate strategy, and will not be capable of 
delivering the GI benefits required.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The extent of the Green corridor 
should be more accurately 
defined in Figure 8. It should be 
widened and the arrow 
amended to run to the north of 
SDS5 and south of SDS6. 
Reference needs to be made to 
agriculture and forestry activities 
as a means of estate 
management. Change of 
wording in policy SP12 to 
include: Proposals for 
development within or adjacent 
to the Green Corridor must have 
regard to the aims, objectives 
and projects identified in this 
document and avoid any 
negative impact upon existing 
agricultural and forestry 
operations, ecological assets, 
valuable areas of green or blue 
infrastructure and public rights 
of way. 

 

 

 

 

WHBC would be happy for elements of 
the Green Corridor to run to the north of 
SDS5, however, the route through the 
site, and links to Ellenbrook Country 
Park must be maintained as this is a 
fundamental part of the corridor 
proposal. A route through SDS5 would 
enable residents to have easy access 
to leisure and recreation opportunities 
without having to cross major roads. No 
change.  

 

 

 
 



Chapter 12 – Environmental Assets 
Policy SADM15 Heritage and paragraphs 12.34 to 12.51 

 
DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

835 Historic parks and gardens have not been 
given adequate protection. The role of 
“setting” in the determination of ‘significance’ 
has not been adequately addressed.  
 
The policy and the justification behind it is 
welcomed but it is not justified or consistent 
with national policy because the evidence for 
the heritage assets (in particular historic parks 
and gardens) in Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
(WGC5 and WGC4) has not been taken into 
consideration in the housing allocations nor given 
due weight.  Some sites have not been subject to 
‘rigorous shed analysis’ where heritage assets 
and/or their settings (including key views and 
landmarks) would be affected.   
 
The plan is not effective because policy SADM 
15 is insufficient to protect the borough’s heritage 
assets (e.g. historic parks and gardens are not 
covered).  
 
Consequently, policy SADM15 is not a positive 
strategy for the protection and enhancement of 
the historic environment.  

 
 
 
 
 
Sites WGC4 and WGC5 should 
be subject to rigorous analysis 
of the medieval and prehistoric 
archaeology, in a 
comprehensive report to feed 
into a constraints analysis of 
these sites including the wider 
green corridor.   
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

Historic parks and gardens (including 
their setting and significance) are given 
adequate protection through policies 
SP5 and SADM15. The supporting text 
sets out what contribution they make 
(see paragraphs 12.44 and 12.45).  

 

WH and East Herts District Council 
have jointly commissioned a heritage 
impact assessment to consider the 
potential impact of development at 
strategic development sites (WGC5 and 
WGC6) on heritage assets in the 
vicinity of the area. This included 
consideration of the potential impact of 
the development on the setting of 
registered historic park and gardens 
within the vicinity of these sites 
(including the Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Corridor) and the recommendations 
have informed the strategy diagram for 
SDS1 and SDS2. The shed analysis 
will inform the masterplan.  

No change 



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

2194 Policies SADM15 and SP9 are unsound and 
need redrafting    
  
The plan is not consistent with national policy 
or justified because the policies would fail to 
promote the principles of sustainable 
development (as required by paragraph 151 of 
the NPPF) and not effectively conserve and 
enhance heritage assets. 
 
 

Replace policy SADM15 with 
the following.  
 
The historic environment 
comprising archaeological 
remains, historic buildings, 
townscapes and landscapes, 
locally significant assets and 
their settings, in addition to 
registered parks and gardens, 
statutorily protected features 
and designations, will be 
valued, protected, enhanced 
and managed to uphold their 
contribution to the character 
and local distinctiveness of 
the borough. Great weight will 
be given to the conservation 
of all heritage assets in the 
borough. 
 
New development affecting a 
designated or non-designated 
heritage asset or its setting, 
including alterations and 
additions, will be expected to 
make a positive contribution 
to its character, appearance 
and significance. 
 
Proposals to alter, extend or 
change the use of a 
designated heritage asset, or 
development affecting its 

Comments are noted.  Policy SP9 
already sets out the importance of 
heritage assets and the need to protect 
and enhance them, whereas SADM15 
sets out the different weight that will be 
accorded to their protection in 
accordance with the NPPF and sets out 
the requirement for proposals to 
respect the character appearance and 
setting of the asset or historic 
environment etc.  

 

There is no need for a specific policy on 
Hatfield House and the proposed policy 
simply is a statement of intent rather a 
strategy or development management 
policy. 

 

Paragraph 12.34 of the supporting text 
will be amended to include a specific 
reference to Hatfield House and its 
parkland, as well as other aspects of 
the historic environment that make a 
significant contribution to the character 
and distinctiveness of the borough.   

 

Minor modification to para.12.34. 

 

  



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

setting, will be permitted 
where they: 
 
(a) demonstrate a clear 
understanding of the 
significance of the asset 
and/or its setting, alongside 
an assessment of the 
potential impact of the 
proposal on that significance; 
 
(b) contribute to the 
preservation of the heritage 
asset, 
 
(c) are not detrimental to the 
heritage asset’s character or 
any architectural, 
archaeological, artistic or 
historic features that 
contribute towards its special 
interest; 
 
(d) are of an appropriate 
scale, form, height, massing, 
and design which respects 
the existing heritage asset 
and its setting; 
 
(e) use appropriate materials 
and methods of construction 
which respect the character of 
the heritage asset; 
 



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

(f) have regard to the historic 
internal layout and other 
internal features of 
importance; 
 
(g) respect the setting of the 
heritage asset, including 
inward and outward views; 
and 
 
(h) have regard to the present 
and future economic viability 
or function of the heritage 
asset. 
 
Proposals to demolish all or 
part of a designated heritage 
asset will only be permitted in 
very exceptional 
circumstances. Applicants 
must demonstrate that all 
reasonable efforts have been 
made to sustain existing uses 
or find viable new ones, and 
that they have addressed the 
considerations set out in 
national guidance. Where 
appropriate, the recording of 
the building to a specified 
standard will be required prior 
to the commencement of 
demolition. 
 



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

Proposals for development 
which affect the character, 
setting, or views into and/or 
out of registered parks and 
gardens of special historic 
and their settings must not 
have a detrimental impact 
upon their overall design and 
layout, features, both built 
and natural, which form an 
integral part of the design and 
layout; and views into, 
through or out of, the park or 
garden, particularly those 
which are an integral part of 
the design. 
 
All development proposals 
should provide a clear 
justification for the works, 
especially if these works 
would harm the designated 
heritage asset or its setting, 
so that the harm can be 
weighed against any public 
benefits. 
 
The level of detail of any 
supporting information 
should be proportionate to 
the importance of the 
designated heritage asset and 
the nature of the works 
proposed. Such information 



DLPPS no Main issues Changes sought   WHBC comment 

shall be sufficient to 
understand the potential 
impact of the proposal upon 
the significance of the 
heritage asset and the 
contribution its setting makes 
to the understanding of that 
significance. 
 
Where a Conservation Area 
Character Appraisal or Heritage 
Management Plan has been 
prepared, it will be a material 
consideration in determining 
planning applications for 
development and will be used to 
guide and support the 
consideration of proposals with 
due regard being given to the 
policies it contains. 
 
The Borough Council will 
support development that 
conserves the significance of 
non-designated heritage assets 
including archaeological 
remains and locally listed 
buildings. 
 
Insert an additional policy to 
acknowledge the importance of 
Hatfield House, the Palace and 
the Park. 
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The Council is committed to 
the conservation and 
enhancement of Hatfield 
House, the Palace, and 
Registered Park and Garden 
and will work in conjunction 
with the landowner and other 
key stakeholders to further 
these aims to ensure that the 
significance of these heritage 
assets is safeguarded for 
enjoyment by future 
generations. 

1762 Policy SADM15 is unnecessary and does not 
add any specific value in a local context. 
 
The plan is not positively prepared, justified 
and effective or consistent with national 
policy as it simply repeats or duplicates policies 
set out in the NPPF.  

Delete policy SADM15 Policy SADM15 sets out the criteria 
against which proposals affecting 
historic assets will be assessed in line 
with the NPPF.  

Historic England has raised no 
objection and supports the wording the 
policy and the justification set out in the 
supporting text. No change.   

651 Policy SADM15 does not draw a sufficient 
distinction between proposals that result in 
‘substantial harm’ and those that result in 
‘less substantial harm’  
 
The plan is not consistent with national 
planning policy because policy SADM15 does 
not fully reflect the terminology set out in 
paragraph 134 of the NPPF, which applies to  

Amend policy SADM 15 as 
follows:  
 
“Proposals that result in less 
than substantial harm to the 
significance of a designated 
heritage asset will also be 
refused unless the need for, 
and benefits of the development 
in that location significantly 
outweigh that harm and the 
desirability of preserving the 

 

The distinction is that less than 
substantial harm has to demonstrate 
that the public benefits have to 
‘significantly’ outweigh the harm 
whereas substantial harm will only be 
exceptionally allowed and has to 
demonstrate that the public benefits 
‘substantially’ outweigh the harm.   

 

No change 
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asset, and all feasible solutions 
to avoid and mitigate that harm 
have been fully implemented.” 

491, 1189 Further design guidance is needed alongside 
the plan to explain the qualities of the garden 
city and how they can be achieved within all 
new developments. 
 
The plan is not justified or effective because the 
standards relating to design should be widened to 
include the "Estate Management Scheme” and 
other types of guidance (e.g. conservation area 
appraisals) and should be applied to all types of 
development - not just strategic development 
sites.   
 

 

No specific changes identified  Policy SP9 sets out principles for high 
quality design which all development 
would be expected to adhere to. 
Conservation Area Appraisals will be 
used in decision making. All new 
proposals are expected to consider 
character and context. Policy SP15 sets 
a further requirement for proposals 
within WGC.  

The principles of a garden city have 
been derived to guide the 
masterplanning of strategic 
development sites. These are also 
inherent in the policies set out in. 
chapters 11 and 12.   

However, we need to make it more 
explicit that the principles of a garden 
city will apply to all strategic 
developments (not just those within 
Welwyn Garden City). 

Minor modification: Add a cross 
reference in Paragraph 11.5 to the 
Garden City principles as set out in 
paragraph 14.6 and the associated text 
box to clarify that the principles will 
inform the masterplanning of the 
strategic sites in the borough.  
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The Estate Management Scheme gives 
control to certain types of alterations to 
residential properties within most parts 
of Welwyn Garden City. However, this 
is separate from planning permission. 
The Council is currently evaluating the 
options on the future of the scheme 
(including the use of alternative 
solutions, such as article 4 directions, 
which would remove permitted 
development rights).  For this reason, it 
is not considered appropriate to include 
a specific reference to the scheme in 
the plan.  No change 

2114, 2120 Policies SADM 15 and SP11 are welcomed but 
their remit should be widened to include sites 
which have the potential to contain heritage 
assets and non-designated assets, together 
with an explanation of how these assets will 
be assessed and identified.   
 
The plan is not consistent with national 
planning policy because the policies relating to 
the historic environment do not give sufficient 
coverage to those assets which have not been 
formally designated or identified/recorded, 
particularly at an early stage of a project. 
 
The Council should establish criteria for 
identifying non-designated assets and develop a 
local list of such assets, which, in turn, can be 
used as material planning consideration to assess 
relevant planning applications.   

The policies should explain that 
local lists are a material 
planning consideration.   

Policy SADM15 applies to both 
designated and non-designated assets 
(see paragraphs 12.4, 12.34, 12.44 and 
12.46 of the supporting text).  

 

A minor modification will be made to 
the paragraph 12.34 to also refer to 
heritage assets which have to be 
discovered but whose significance will 
mean they are worthy of protection.   

 

With regards to establishing criteria for 
a local list, the Council does not 
consider this to be a matter for the 
Local Plan. 
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General Comments 

1855 All of the surrounding countryside of the borough 
is considered a heritage asset and should be 
preserved between settlements and hamlets 
alongside tree and landscaping belts to retain the 
openness and avoid coalescence. 

 No change 
There should remain a distinction 
between heritage assets, the historic 
environment and open countryside.  

2044 
 

Hertfordshire County Council welcomes policies 
SADM15 and SP9, however consider that for 
policies to effectively mitigate the harm, provision 
should made for the analysis and publication of 
significant archaeological information in line with 
paragraph 141 of the NPPF 141). The continued 
existence of an appropriate depository for 
archives such as a museum should also be 
allowed for (NPPF 141, note 30). 

None specified  The Council will proactively 
encourage the analysis and 
publication of the results of 
archaeological investigation (see 
paragraph 12.51 of the supporting text 
to policy SADM15) in accordance with 
paragraph 141 of the NPPF.   
 
Minor modification to Policy SADM 
15 and paragraph 12.51 to make it 
clear that such investigations should 
be made publically available.  
 

2120 

 

Historic England welcomes the policy but 
consider a minor change would be helpful for 
consistency with NPPF terminology. 
 

Scheduled Monuments should be 
referred to as such, not ancient 
monuments (paragraph 12.34) or 
Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
(paragraph 12.46). 

Agree to make changes to reflect 
correct terminology. 
 
Minor modification to paragraphs 
12.34 and 12.46 and the title. 
 

 

 

 

 



Chapter 12 – Environmental Assets 
Policy SADM16 Ecology and Landscape and paragraphs 12.52 to 12.54 

 

DLPPS no Main issue Changes sought  WHBC comments  

162, 1336, 
1845 

The plan has failed to include any quantitative 
mechanisms to measure how proposals may 
impact; or ensure they achieve no net loss/net 
gain  of biodiversity 
 
The plan is not effective because it has failed to 
include any definitive quantitative measures (.e.g. 
CIEEM guidelines that are subjective) for assessing 
how a proposal may impact biodiversity. Due to 
this, it will be difficult to objectively assess the 
level/type compensation/mitigation measures that 
may be required to achieve no net loss/gain of 
biodiversity.  
 
To address this, it has been recommended that the 
DEFRA and NE derived metrics contained in 
Biodiversity impact calculator should be used, in 
conjunction with the mitigation hierarchy.  

SADM16 should be amended 
as follows  

Ecological Assets 

‘The impacts of development 
will be quantified by applying 
the Biodiversity Impact 
Calculator (Environment 
Bank 2015 or as amended). 
Development should result in 
a neutral or net positive 
ecological unit score.’ 
 
Further changes are 
proposed to paragraph 12.16 
which relate to the use of the 
biodiversity metric. 

The policy refers to best practice. 
 
No change 

162 SADM16 fails to acknowledge the 
value/importance of protecting/enhancing the 
biodiversity of non-designated sites 
 

The plan is not effective because it fails to 
recognise the importance of protecting/enhancing 
biodiversity on non-designated sites, even though a 
significant proportion biodiversity occurs on these 
and designated sites cover a small part of borough 
area. Addressing this issue would ensure 
consistency with the supporting text (para 12.52) 
that seeks to enhance/protect the biodiversity of all 
sites. 

SADM16 should be amended 
as follows  

‘d.Net loss or harm to 
biodiversity occurring on 
non-designated sites 
unless  

o the mitigation hierarchy 
has been fully 
implemented to avoid, 
reduce and remediate 

Disagree criterion i. refers to maintaining, 
protecting and wherever possible 
enhancing biodiversity, the structure and 
function of ecological networks and the 
ecological status of water bodies which is 
clearly broader than designated assets. 
In addition, criterion ii b and ii c list a 
number of non-designated assets. 
 
No change. 
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and compensate direct 
and indirect adverse 
impacts; and 

o the need for, and 
benefits of, the 
development outweigh 
the loss or harm. 

3. Where compensation is 
required to make 
development acceptable 
within ii) above, 
necessary financial 
and/or other provision will 
be required to deliver and 
maintain ecological and 
biodiversity objectives 
over appropriate time 
scales to offset the 
ecological impact of the 
development. 

165 Fails to provide guidance on sound principles 
of development on features of ecological 
significance, both existing and designed 
 
The Plan is not effective because SADM 16 fails to 
give more definitive guidance on sound principles 
of development for existing/designated features of 
ecological significance. Recommends that priority 
and watercourse habitats should be buffered by a 
15m of complimentary habitats, to protect/conserve 
their biodiversity and allow them to function as 
open wildlife corridors. Also lighting must not be 

Add after point iii) Wildlife 
corridors through and around 
development will be expected 
to ensure permeability to 
wildlife. Corridors should 
incorporate existing priority 
habitats which should be 
buffered by a suitable margin 
of complimentary habitat to 
protect their connective 
function. Priority habitats 
should be buffered by a 

It is more appropriate to include guidance 
in a Supplementary Planning Document 
rather than the Local Plan which sets out 
policy. 
 
No change.  
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more than 1 lux in areas designated to 
mitigate/compensate ecological impacts.       

minimum distance of 15m 
and free from light pollution. 

166 SADM16 should highlight the importance of 
protected species and require surveys  
 
The Plan is not effective because SADM 16 fails 
to mention protected species or when applicants 
may be required to undertake any ecological 
surveys.   

Insert a specific policy on 
requirements for protected 
species survey after point iii) 

Where there is a reasonable 
likelihood of the presence of 
protected species, 
appropriate surveys by 
suitably qualified individuals 
to nationally accepted 
standards will be required to 
show how the proposals can 
proceed without negative 
impacting on their 
populations. Mitigation or 
compensation measures 
must be definitively stated 
and illustrated on plans.  

Criterion ii a. refers to protected species. 
A minor modification is required to 
correct a typographical error to change 
‘protect’ to ‘protected’. 
 
Minor modification to SADM 16 
criterion ii a) to correct a typographical 
error. 
 

162 SADM 16 should encourage proposals to 
incorporate biodiversity into the development 
 
The Plan is not effective because SADM16 fails to 
highlight the importance of encouraging proposals 
to incorporate biodiversity into development. This is 
contrary to the NPPF (Para 118). 
 

Include the following text in 
SADM16 

Opportunities to 
incorporate biodiversity 
into and around 
development, e.g. 
integrated bat and bird 
boxes, will be expected in 
appropriate situations. 

Policy SP10 encourages biodiversity into 
new development 
 
No change       
 

789 SADM16 should seek to mitigate harmful 
effects of cumulative developments  
 

None stated  Policy SADM16 sets out the criteria for 
considering individual planning 
applications. It is not clear what change 
to the policy is proposed which would 
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The Plan is sound. The supporting text (para 
12.52-12.54) should emphasise the need to 
mitigate the harmful effects of cumulative 
development on ecological asset or landscape. 
These effects are often associated with 
development off site.   

allow for this to be taken into account 
when assessing individual planning 
applications. 
 
No change  
 

1362 The Plan has failed to include a tree strategy for 
Welwyn Garden City 
 
The Plan is not effective because SADM 16 has 
failed to clarify whether policy CLT3 applies and no 
tree strategy has been produced for Welwyn 
Garden City, even though this has a parkland 
setting and the tree need intervention (.i.e. lifting) to 
maintain this. 

A Tree Strategy should be 
included in the draft Local 
Plan, to recognise the 
uniqueness of the garden city 

The Council has produced the Trees and 
Woodland Strategy. It 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. Policy SP15 sets 
out the requirement for protecting the 
heritage of Welwyn Garden City and its 
parkland setting is part of that heritage. 
No change    

1765 SADM 16 is repeating national guidelines 
 
The Plan is not effective, justified, positively 
prepared, consistent because it repeats the 
national guidelines, does not add anything and are 
unnecessary  

None stated Disagree. 
No change 

162 The Plan is not effective because ecological gains 
can be maximised by utilising appropriate native 
trees and vegetation communities in appropriate 
locations and to avoid contamination 

Include the following text in 
SADM16 

Native planting schemes 
utilising appropriate 
species and vegetation 
communities will be 
required in public open 
green space 
 
 
 

SP10 requires new development to 
include native trees as part of any 
scheme.  
 
No change 
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Other Comments 

1843 Suggested that SADM16 should refer to the Water 
Framework Directive (WFD) as it aims to enhance/ 
protect the ecological status of water bodies (EA).  
 

The WFD should be referred 
to more clearly and the local 
plan use River Basin 
Management Plans (RBMP) 
guidance within this policy 

A minor modification is proposed to the 
strategic policy for this section, SP11, to 
refer to the Water Framework Directive 
so there is no need for another cross 
reference here. 
No change 

2046 The transport network may impact biodiversity 
corridors and the mitigation measures may 
need to be included in the IDP 
The Local Plan is sound; Policies SP11/SADM16 
are supported. Emphasise that the IDP needs to 
acknowledge that the findings of the Biodiversity 
White Paper and Highway England’s BAP indicate 
that transport networks could sever biodiversity 
corridors, and isolate ecological communities.   

None stated This relates to the IDP rather than the 
content of SADM16. However the role of 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is to set 
out the infrastructure requirement 
associated with development in the Plan 
and does not discuss any impacts 
associated with providing new 
infrastructure. 
No change.   

2057 The plan fails to emphasise the 
importance/value of local landscapes or 
ensuring proposals assess how they may 
impact these.  
 
Concerned that SADM16 fails to highlight the 
importance of ensuring proposals protect/enhance 
locally important or valued landscapes. Also it 
should require developers to undertake landscape 
visual assessments to support their proposals. 

None Stated Policy SADM16 in the paragraph sets out 
a requirement to assess the impact of 
proposals on the landscape. Paragraph 
12.14 encourages the use of landscape 
consultants when preparing proposals so 
that any impacts can be addressed. 
Nevertheless it is considered that a 
reference to landscape visual 
assessments in the supporting text would 
be helpful. Minor modification to 
paragraph 12.54 to refer landscape 
visual impact assessments. 

2057 Landscape character areas are referred to as 
environmental assets, even though these are 
not designated  
The issue has been raised that landscape 
characters areas have been referred to as 

None Stated Paragraph 12.4 is intended to provide a 
description of assets which are not 
designated and are in addition to those 
identified the Tables 7 and 8.  
No change   
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environmental assets, alongside statutory 
designated assets, even though they are a 
description of character and provide guidance.  

135 The concept of net gain in biodiversity should 
run through the document  
 
 
The Plan is not effective, consistent because the 
concept of net gain for biodiversity should run 
through the document for consistency (12.14) 

Change 12.14 to ' The 
Council will encourage the 
use of expert ecological and 
landscape consultants in the 
preparation of proposals 
where appropriate so that the 
impact on natural assets and 
landscape is robustly dealt 
with and that measurable net 
gain to biodiversity is 
achieved 

It is considered that SADM16 adequately 
covers the concept of net gain. 
 
No change  

136 
 
161 
 

The Plan should acknowledge that 
compensation for biodiversity loss can be 
achieved onsite 
 
The Plan is not effective because it is incorrectly 
suggesting that compensation for biodiversity loss 
can only be achieved offsite (para 12.15/12.16). 
However, biodiversity loss can be replaced by a 
habitat that is equal to or a higher biodiversity 
value, if it is carefully designed/measured. 

Change the clause in 12.15 

to: 

Compensate:  This can be 

achieved via replacement 

habitat creation either on or 

off-site  that help achieve an 

overall net gain in biodiversity 

or improvements to the 

structure and function of 

ecological networks in the 

wider area.  

 
Agree biodiversity compensation could 
potentially be achieved onsite. Amend 
the final bullet point in para 12.15 as 
follows:  
 
Minor modification to paragraph 12.15 
as set out in the representation. 
 
 

820 HAT 15 will have an adverse impact on the 
landscape  
The proposed scale of development on HAT 15 will 
fail to conserve or enhance the area’s landscape, 
contrary to the aims of SADM16   
 

Remove HAT15  from the 
Plan  

This relates to the selection of sites, the 
suitability and potential impacts of the 
site (HAT15), rather than the content of 
SADM16. The impact on the landscape 
was taken into account as part of the 
assessment of the sites suitability for 
allocation. 
No change   



Chapter 12 – Environmental Assets 
Policy SADM17 Urban Open Land and paragraphs 12.55 to 12.56 
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1108,1746, Should not be designated   

 Southfield School should not be designated as 
UOL. The effect of the UOL designation is that an 
application for the school to remain on the site 
permanently would be subject to Policy SADM 17 and 
represent a departure from the Local Plan. 

 

 

 

 

Amendment of the 
boundary of UOL 169 
to remove the built area 
of the school from the 
UOL designation. 

 

 

 

The buildings of Southfield School remain 
within the boundary of the Urban Open 
Land designation, as it is accommodated 
in a number of temporary buildings, 
planning permission for which was 
renewed in July 2016 for a further 
temporary period .It is understood that no 
decision has been made by the County 
Council as to whether the school should 
be relocated back to its former site. No 
change. 

 Changes UOL80 should be amended to delete all of 
the land in the ownership of Unit D, City Park, as outline 
planning permission was granted on appeal for the 
construction of a B2/B8 (use class) on part of the UOL. 

Removal of all of the 
land in the ownership of 
Unit D from the area of 
UOL80. 

 

Planning permission was granted on 
appeal on 31/10/2013 to construct a B2/B8 
unit with offices and car parking. Whilst 
reserved matters were approved January 
2017 the site remains open and the UOL 
designation still applies. The boundary of 
this UOL has been amended elsewhere to 
take account of development that has 
taken place. No change. 

1399 

 

Allocation site should be designated as UOL 

Housing site HS7 (Hal02) in Welwyn Garden City 
should be deleted as a housing site and the boundary of 
UOL25 extended to include the proposed housing site. 

 

 

Designate site HS7 as 
an Amenity Green 
Space/UOL. 

 

 

Housing site HS7 (Hal02) has been found 
suitable for allocation for housing 
development, and selected for allocation.  

No change. 
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2057 It is not clear in the plan what status Urban Open Land 
has. 

None stated. 

 

 

It is considered that the policy wording and 
supporting text in para 12.55-12.56 is clear 
on the role and status of UOL, and how it 
will be taken into account when 
determining planning applications.  

No change. 

617, 2228 Support Policy 

Particularly criterion (iii) as this recognises the important 
role of Urban Open Land in meeting the community’s 
playing pitch and recreation facility needs. 

None. Support welcomed. 

2228 Support the designation of urban open land along 
Mosquito Way on the former Hatfield aerodrome site 
(UOL218). This forms a key part of the approach past 
the Grade II* listed hanger, offices, fire station and 
control tower. 

 

None. 

 

 

Support welcomed. 
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2135, 2138 Development proposed within areas impacted by 
aircraft noise, need to include adequate mitigation 
measures to offset this.   
 
London Luton Airport support SADM18 but suggest it 
could be strengthened by requiring proposals (.i.e. 
noise sensitive) to include measures to protect future 
occupants from any adverse impacts of aircraft noise, in 
areas affected by this (.via conditions/ obligations). This 
would be in line with the NPPF (para 123) that seek to 
ensure unreasonable restrictions are not placed on 
existing businesses due to changes is nearby uses.   

 
 
 
 
Include the following text 
in SADM18: 
 
Planning permission in 
areas affected by 
acceptable levels of 
aircraft noise, where the 
Council considers the 
proposed use to be 
particularly sensitive, will 
be subject to conditions 
or planning obligations to 
ensure an adequate level 
of protection against 
aircraft noise.’ 

 
 
 
 
There is no evidence that future 
residents of the borough are likely to be 
adversely affected by noise from London 
Luton Airport to the extent that 
adaptations would need to be made to 
new dwellings.  
 
London Luton Airport has not advised the 
Council that any of the urban extensions 
or the new settlements is likely to be 
affected by noise from the airport.  
 
No change  
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Policy SP13 Infrastructure Delivery and paragraphs 13.1 to 13.54 
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1232 Policy SP13 should commit to the development of 
partnerships to plan for, fund and deliver new 
infrastructure.  

Policy SP13 should 
commit to the 
development of 
partnerships to plan for, 
fund and deliver new 
infrastructure and the 
establishment of formal 
governance 
arrangements to 
ensure that this takes 
place in an ordered, fair 
and transparent 
manner.  

Policy SP13 already contains a 
commitment that “the Council will continue 
to work with its partners to address 
existing deficiencies and secure 
appropriate levels of funding.” This 
provides sufficient flexibility to allow  for a 
range of partnership approaches to be 
adopted as appropriate to the particular 
infrastructure issue. 

No change.  

325,791, 
507, 1035, 
1643, 2008, 
2169 

The plan does not adequately demonstrate how 
existing infrastructure deficiencies will be 
addressed and how necessary infrastructure will be 
delivered to support new development.  

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it it does 
not give certainty that necessary infrastructure will be 
delivered. It is not sufficient to say that the Council will 
work with relevant bodies to ensure that infrastructure is 
delivered.   

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it does 
not contain specific proposals for remedying identified 
infrastructure deficiencies.  

 

The plan should set out 
in detail how 
infrastructure 
deficiencies will be 
addressed and how 
necessary supporting 
infrastructure will be 
delivered.  

The plan should only 
enable new 
development to go 
ahead once a clear 
plan is in place to 
address existing 
infrastructure 
deficiencies. It must be 

In line with the requirements of the NPPF 
(para 156) the plan includes a range of 
strategic policies to deliver necessary 
supporting infrastructure to support growth 
including policies SP4, SP6, SP12, SP13 
and SP14. Development will not be able to 
go ahead unless the necessary supporting 
infrastructure can be provided. Where 
relevant this will be imposed through a 
section 106 agreement. 

 

In preparing the plan, and in accordance 
with para 162 of the NPPF, the Council 
has worked with other authorities and 
providers to assess the quality and 
capacity of a full range of infrastructure 
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demonstrated how this 
plan will be funded and 
delivered. 

The plan should be 
strengthened by 
elevating planned 
infrastructure projects 
to policy status. 

and its ability to meet forecast demands. 
Where infrastructure is required to support 
growth this has been identified in the Draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (DIDP) which 
accompanies the plan. Further the DIDP 
identifies a range of potential funding 
streams and delivery mechanisms which 
provide a reasonable prospect that the 
required infrastructure will be delivered. 

 

New development cannot be required to  
remedy existing infrastructure deficiencies 
it can only address the infrastructure 
requirements arising from the 
development itself. The approach that is 
proposed is designed to ensure that, as a 
minimum, new development does not 
further exacerbate existing deficiencies 
but, wherever possible, opportunities will 
be taken to enhance infrastructure 
capacity and fully meet identified needs.   

No change. 

507 Infrastructure delivery should be phased earlier in 
the plan period 

 

The plan is not effective because the infrastructure is 
not being delivered early enough to support new 
development.  

Necessary 
infrastructure should be 
delivered upfront so 
that it is in place when 
new development is 
delivered.  

 

 

As part of the process of assessing 
potential development sites the Council 
prepared a Housing and Economic Land 
Availability Assessment (HELAA). The 
HELAA assessed a full range of factors 
when considering whether potential 
development sites were appropriate for 
inclusion in plan. This assessment 
involved detailed consideration of 
infrastructure location/capacity. Based on 
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the assessment as a whole the HELAA 
indicates a deliverability timescale for sites 
(0-5 years/6-10 years/11-15 years). Where 
sites have been allocated in the plan they 
have been assigned a delivery period. 
This is intended to ensure that sites come 
forward for development at an appropriate 
point having regard to factors such as 
infrastructure capacity being in place to 
support development.  

 

Policy SP13 requires that “supporting 
infrastructure should be provided in 
advance of, or alongside, the 
development, unless there is sufficient 
existing capacity.” Site allocations in the 
plan have been accompanied by a table 
setting out site-specific considerations. 
The tables indicate where an infrastructure 
issue exists and applicants will be required 
to demonstrate these issues have been 
addressed in order to gain planning 
permission for allocated development 
sites.   

 

The DIDP has considered the housing 
trajectory in the whole and contains an 
infrastructure funding and delivery plan 
which sets out how and when key 
infrastructure items and projects will be 
delivered to support planned development. 
No change.   
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791, 510, 
507, 1319 

Insufficient funding is available to remedy the 
identified infrastructure deficit and deliver 
necessary infrastructure to support new 
development.   

 

The plan is not effective because there is insufficient 
funding available to address infrastructure deficiencies 
and to deliver infrastructure required to support 
proposed new development.   

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it relies 
too heavily on developers’ section 106 contributions to 
fund infrastructure. 

The Council should 
plan for a lower level of 
development as it 
cannot demonstrate 
that funding is in place 
to deliver required 
infrastructure.  

Due to the nature of most funding streams 
and the planning timescale of many 
infrastructure providers it is difficult to 
predict with certainty what will be available 
and when for projects likely to be required 
later in the plan period. Where it has not 
been possible to identify guaranteed 
funding sources, the DIDP identifies a 
range of potential funding streams and 
delivery mechanisms that could support 
delivery. It is appreciated that funding 
streams and delivery mechanisms will 
continue to evolve therefore in line with 
Policy SP13 the Council is committed to 
continuing to work with partners to secure 
appropriate levels of funding. 

 

In accordance with Policy SP13, 

developers will be required to contribute to 

the reasonable costs of enhancing 

existing 

infrastructure or providing new 

physical, social and green 

infrastructure, required as a result 

of their proposals, through either 

financial contributions (including 

planning obligations or the Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL)), or by 

direct provision of such 

infrastructure on-site within the 

development. As indicated in Policy 
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SP13 the Council is seeking to 

implement CIL. This will provide an 

additional source of funding which 

can be directed to the delivery of 

strategic infrastructure items which 

are difficult to fund through 

planning obligations.  

No change. 

315 The plan does not provide enough detail about 
infrastructure that will be delivered to support 
walking and cycling 

 

The plan is not justified or effective. Whilst it contains 
proposals for highways infrastructure it does not contain 
any detailed proposals that will support sustainable 
transport.  

 

Add examples in the 
plan about the key 
walking and cycling 
links developers will be 
expected to fund.  

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. The Council has 
identified that strategic development sites 
provide a major opportunity to secure 
improvements to cycling and walking 
infrastructure. Accordingly these sites will 
be required to deliver sustainable transport 
measures including the improvement of 
pedestrian links, cycle paths, passenger 
transport and community transport 
initiatives. The detail of these 
improvements will be set out in masterplan 
SPDs, which the plan requires to be 
prepared to guide the development of 
strategic development sites. The Growth 
and Transport Plans will provide further 
details. No change. 

889, 1256 There is insufficient capacity in the sewerage 
network to serve new housing development at 
Panshanger Aerodrome (WGC4). 

The Rye Meads 
Southern Outfall Sewer 
needs to be 
implemented before 

As part of preparing the plan the Council 
has liaised extensively with Thames Water 
Utilities regarding wastewater/sewerage. 
The DIDP contains information on existing 
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The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
there is insufficient capacity in the sewerage network to 
sustain the redevelopment of Panshanger Aerodrome 
for housing (WGC4).  

The plan is not positively prepared or effective 
because it does not demonstrate how sewerage 
capacity issues will be addressed.  

any development takes 
place. A new direct 
connection is required 
from Panshanger to the 
southern tip of Rye 
Meads waste water 
treatment works. 

 

The plan should set out 
the proposed work to 
address capacity 
constraints at 
Deephams sewage 
works.  

 

provision and future service provision. This 
is summarised in paras 13.19 to 13.24 of 
the plan.  

Thames Water has identified a number of 
issues with sewage treatment works that 
serve the borough. Plans exist to upgrade 
Deephams sewage treatment works 
during 2017 to address current 
constraints. Issues have also been 
identified with Rye Meads sewage 
treatment works. Thames Water are 
planning to deliver an interim solution by 
mid-2017 which will increase capacity to a 
level sufficient for all potential growth 
planned within the catchment until at least 
2026.  

 

In the longer term Thames Water have 
identified that to deliver growth around 
Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield is likely 
to require a number of significant 
infrastructure upgrades including a new 
direct connection to the Southern Outfall 
Sewer at Rye Meads.  

 

Thames Water are currently working with 
Welwyn Hatfield alongside other Local 
Authorities and Hertfordshire County 
Council on the Hertfordshire Water Study. 
As part of this, Thames Water are 
undertaking detailed modelling of 
proposed development sites across the 
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county. The modelling work will assess 
infrastructure capacity issues for specific 
sites and the existing sewage treatment 
works and will explore options for 
resolving any identified issues. 

 

All sites which are allocated in the plan will 
be required to provide for the necessary 
utilities infrastructure. This is explicitly set 
out in policies allocating strategic 
development sites, including Panshanger 
(WGC4).No change.   

1846  Policy SP13 is considered sound, however the 
supporting text could be expanded to provide 
additional clarity in relation to the delivery of 
wastewater network infrastructure.   

 

The plan makes reference to infrastructure issues for 
individual sites and also makes reference to constraints 
at sewage treatment works. Thames Water are working 
with Welwyn Hatfield alongside other Local Authorities 
and Hertfordshire County Council on the Herts Water 
Project. Thames Water are currently undertaking 
detailed modelling of all the sites and all the different 
scenarios to inform the Herts Water Project. The 
modelling work being undertaken through the Herts 
Water Project will provide a more accurate assessment 
of infrastructure capacity issues for specific sites and 
the existing sewage treatment works. It is considered 
that the supporting text to Policy SP13 would benefit 
from making reference to the Herts Water Project.  

The following additional 
supporting text should 
be  added: 

"Developers will be 
required to 
demonstrate that there 
is adequate waste 
water capacity and 
surface water drainage 
both on and off the site 
to serve the 
development and that it 
would not lead to 
problems for existing or 
new users. In some 
circumstances it may 
be necessary for 
developers to fund 
studies to ascertain 
whether the proposed 

Comments noted. Insert additional para in 
supporting text after 13.20 as follows: 
"Developers will be required to 
demonstrate that there is adequate waste 
water capacity and surface water drainage 
both on and off the site to serve the 
development and that it would not lead to 
problems for existing or new users. In 
some circumstances it may be necessary 
for developers to fund studies to ascertain 
whether the proposed development will 
lead to overloading of existing 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure. 
Drainage on the site must maintain 
separation of foul and surface flows. 
Where there is an infrastructure capacity 
constraint the Council will require the 
developer to set out what appropriate 
improvements are required and how they 
will be delivered. Water and wastewater 
infrastructure requirements will also be 
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development will lead 
to overloading of 
existing 
wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure. Drainage 
on the site must 
maintain separation of 
foul and surface flows. 
Where there is an 
infrastructure capacity 
constraint the Council 
will require the 
developer to set out 
what appropriate 
improvements are 
required and how they 
will be delivered. 

Water and wastewater 
infrastructure 
requirements will also 
be informed by the 
Herts Water Project". 

informed by the Hertfordshire Water 
Study". 

Minor modification to clarify 
requirements in respect of wastewater 
infrastructure to support new development. 

1095, 2008 Proposed development will significantly add to 
pressure on local water resources.  

 

The plan is not positively prepared or consistent with 
national policy because it will exacerbate pressure on 
local water resources. Over-abstraction from the 
Mimram is already a significant environmental issue.  

 The Council has been advised by the 
Environment Agency that over-abstraction 
from the Mirmram has become a 
significant environmental issue and 
measures have already been put in place 
to address this matter. Policy SP11 states 
that the protection, enhancement and 
management of critical environmental 
assets within the borough will be sought 
commensurate with their status, 
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significance and international, national 
and/or local importance. Table 8 sets out 
that chalk river habitats are natural assets 
of national importance. The Mimram would 
fall within this category.  

 

Future supply of water has been 
considered in detail as part of the 
Hertfordshire Water Study which 
comprises the following study partners: 9 
of the county’s 10 districts, Chiltern District 
Council in Buckinghamshire, the Water 
Companies active in the county, the 
Environment Agency, Hertfordshire LEP 
and the County Council. No change.  

1162, 1199 The local road network cannot support the increase 
in traffic that would result from the Birchall garden 
suburb development (WGC5) 

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because the road network is inadequate to 
support development of Birchall garden suburb 
(WGC5).  

Reconsider the 
proposal and find 
alternative sites.  

As part of the process of preparing the 
plan the Council has undertaken a 
significant amount of modelling work to 
understand what the likely highways 
impacts of proposed developments will be 
and to explore whether impacts can be 
suitably mitigated. The Council has liaised 
extensively with the local highway 
authority (Hertfordshire County Council) 
over the Birchall Garden Suburb 
development. The County Council have 
indicated that highways issues can be fully 
addressed. In line with Policy SP19 a joint 
masterplan will be produced to guide 
development of the site. This will address 
highways matters and sustainable 
transport measures. Policy SP19 requires 
that the site provides suitable access 
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arrangements and any necessary wider 

strategic and local highway 

mitigation measures, including 

addressing impacts on the A414 in 

Hertford, the B195 and the A1(M), 

together with delivering sustainable 

transport measures including the 

improvement of pedestrian links, 

cycle paths, passenger transport and 

community transport initiatives. No 

change. 

325, 791, 
1319, 1035, 
1095, 1162, 
1199  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Healthcare facilities in the local area are inadequate 
and hard to access.  

 

The plan is not justified or effective because 
emergency healthcare facilities cannot support further 
population growth. The Lister Hospital in Stevenage is 
already under significant strain. 

 

The plan is not justified or effective because it does 
not demonstrate how healthcare facilities will be 
upgraded to serve an increased population.  

   

The plan is not justified or effective. Congestion on the 
A1 makes it difficult to access the Lister Hospital. 
Access is likely to get worse as traffic will increase as a 
result of planned development.  

 

 

A detailed plan should 
be prepared setting out 
how new healthcare 
facilities will be 
provided or existing 
facilities will be 
upgraded to cope with 
an increased 
population.  

 

 

 

The Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan sets 
out the additional health infrastructure 
which will be required to accommodate the 
growth proposed in the plan. Policy SP6 
sets out that the Council will support the 
delivery of upgraded or new community 
services and facilities where there are 
known gaps in provision, or where existing 
facilities no longer meet modern day 
requirements. Healthcare facilities 
including hospitals, doctors’ surgeries and 
dentists fall within the plan’s definition of 
community services and facilities.   

 

The Council is in dialogue with NHS 
England and the East and North 
Hertfordshire Clinical Commissioning 
Group over the delivery of additional GP 
capacity. Opportunities have been 
identified to deliver new healthcare 
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facilities at strategic development sites at 
North West Hatfield (Hat1) and South east 
of Welwyn Garden City (WGC5). The 
policies in the plan which relate to these 
sites (SP19 and SP22) provide that they 
should deliver community facilities, 
including healthcare.  

 

Proposed development in the borough will 
place increased demand on the general 
hospitals at Stevenage and Watford. NHS 
England and the East and North 
Hertfordshire Clinical Commissioning 
Group have identified a requirement for a 
funding contribution to provide services to 
meet the larger population. This is set out 
in the Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
The Council will continue to liaise with 
health providers in order to emphasise the 
importance of medium to long-term 
strategic planning, and to ensure that 
healthcare requirements are built into the 
wider strategic planning and planning 
obligations process.  

 

The Council recognises that congestion on 
the A1 has a major impact on journeys to 
the Lister Hospital at Stevenage. Both the 
County Council and Highways England 
have been consulted regarding the 
proposals contained in the plan. Neither 
organisation has indicated that the 
proposals will compromise the safety or 
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operation of the A1(M) to an unacceptable 

degree. A ‘smart motorway’ scheme 

between Junctions 6 (Welwyn) and 8 

(Stevenage North) is planned for 

implementation in 2019/20 which will 

provide more capacity on the highway.   

No change.    

2151 With respect to Birchall Garden Suburb (WGC5) the 
Council should consider how infrastructure 
contributions might be passed across 
administrative boundaries. The Development 
Services Team at the County Council is willing to 
advise further on this matter.  

 Comment noted. The Council will liaise 
with the County Council at the appropriate 
point in time. No change.  

877 The delivery of housing within the administrative 
area of East Herts but on the boundary of Welwyn 
Garden City will overload Welwyn Hatfield 
infrastructure without support from East Herts 
District Council 

 

The plan is not positively prepared or effective 
because the Council has failed to co-operate 
adequately with East Herts over the delivery of Birchall 
Garden Suburb.  

 The Council has liaised extensively with 
East Herts District Council regarding the 
planning and delivery of Birchall Garden 
Suburb. The need for supporting 
infrastructure is set out in both the Welwyn 
Hatfield IDP and the East Herts IDP. Both 
Councils are committed to working 
together to ensure that Birchall is a 
sustainable new neighbourhood supported 
by all of the necessary infrastructure.  
No change.  

1996 There is a need for continued discussion regarding 
improvements to the A1(M) and other local road 
infrastructure.  

 As set out in Policy SP4 the Council will 

work together with the County Council 

as the local highway authority, 

Highways England, public transport 

operators, developers and other 

relevant bodies to design and fund 

improvements to 
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transport infrastructure where these 

are necessary to support growth or to 

improve accessibility to existing 

centres, employment areas and 

community facilities. A ‘smart 

motorway’ scheme between Junctions 6 

(Welwyn) and 8 (Stevenage North) is 

planned for implementation in 

2019/20. As stated in para 7.4 of the 

plan, as a local authority member of 

the A1 Consortium the Council will 

continue to lobby Highways England 

and government for investment to 

improve traffic flow and capacity at 

key locations on the motorway. No 

change.  

2076 The plan has not properly considered opportunities 
for additional primary school growth in Welham 
Green.  

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy because 
it has not properly considered opportunities to plan for 
additional primary school growth in Welham Green 
which would enable the development potential of other 
sites at Welham Green assessed as suitable, available 
and achievable in the HELAA to be realised.  

 The position regarding primary school 
provision in Welham Green is detailed in 
the Local Plan Housing Sites Selection 
Paper June 2016. There is one primary 
school in Welham Green which is a small 
1 FE school and there is no opportunity to 
physically expand the school. Limited 
growth of around 80 dwellings at Welham 
Green could be accommodated by this 
school. Beyond this, additional primary 
school capacity would be required to 
address housing growth. The development 
potential on sites assessed as suitable, 
available and achievable in the HELAA 
would generate the need for around a 
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further 1FE of primary school capacity. 
Hertfordshire County Council as the 
education authority would not object to a 
new 2 FE primary school in Welham 
Green (replacing the existing primary 
school and increasing capacity by 1 FE) if 
a suitable site could be identified and 
delivered.  

No change.  

2187 Policy SP13 fails to have regard to the CIL 
Regulations.  

Policy SP13 is not consistent with national policy 
because it fails to have regard to the CIL Regulations. 

The wording of SP13 
should be amended as 
follows:  

“Developers will be 

required to contribute to 
the reasonable costs of 
enhancing existing 
infrastructure or 
providing new physical, 
social and green 
infrastructure, required 
as a result of their 
proposals, through 
either financial 
contributions (including 
planning obligations or 
the Community 
Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL)), or by direct 
provision of such 
infrastructure on-site 
within the development 
in accordance with CIL 

Comments noted. . However the policy 
does not have to specifically refer to the 
CIL Regulations in order for the Council to 
have regards to them.  
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Regulations 122 and 
123”. 

2187 The Planning Obligations SPD cannot by itself 
secure contributions towards infrastructure.  

The wording of SP13 
should be amended as 
follows:  

“…The Council will use 
grant funding the  

adopted Planning 
Obligations SPD, 
Section 106 
agreements, unilateral 
undertakings, planning 
conditions, and when 
adopted, the Council’s 
CIL Charging 
Schedule, to secure 
this…”. 

Comments noted. Amend para 4 of Policy 
SP13 as follows: “The Council will use 
grant funding the adopted Planning 
Obligations SPD, Section 106 
agreements, unilateral undertakings, 
planning conditions, and when adopted, 
the Council’s CIL Charging Schedule, to 
secure this. The adopted Planning 
Obligations SPD sets out guidance in 
relation to the negotiation of Section 106 
contributions and will be updated in due 
course to reflect the Council’s approach to 
planning obligations once the Community 
Infrastructure Levy has been 
implemented.” 

Minor modification to clarify the Council’s 
approach to infrastructure delivery. 

2187  The wording of Policy SP13 needs to be amended 
and clarified to reflect that only essential 
infrastructure needs to be provided in advance of 
development.  

The wording of SP13 
should be amended as 
follows:  

“…Essential supporting 
infrastructure should be 
provided in advance of, 
or alongside, the 
development, unless 
there is sufficient 
existing capacity. The 
appropriate phasing for 
the provision of 
infrastructure will 

In general it is expected that supporting 
infrastructure should be provided in 
advance of, or alongside, development 
unless there is sufficient existing capacity. 
However Policy SP13 provides flexibility 
around the phasing of infrastructure 
delivery where it can be robustly justified 
why the general approach is not 
appropriate. No change.  
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however be determined 
on a case by case 
basis.” 

2151, 1996  It is welcomed that an Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
sits alongside the Local Plan.  

 Comment noted 

2151 The policy commitment to ensuring that appropriate 
infrastructure is provided to support development 
as it comes forward is supported.  

 Comment noted  

 

 
 

Chapter 13 – Infrastructure 
Policy SADM19 New Schools and paragraphs 13.55 to 13.58 
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1109, 506, 
905, 793, 
425, 1951 

The plan does not meet the identified requirement 
for additional secondary education capacity.  
 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it does not meet demonstrable need 
for additional secondary education capacity. There is a 
need equivalent to three new secondary schools (20 
forms of entry) but the plan only makes provision for two 
new schools (up to 16 forms of entry in total).  
 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it does not meet demonstrable need 
for an additional 10 forms of entry secondary education 
capacity in Hatfield.  

Provision should be 
made for a 10 form of 
entry school site at 
SDS5 (Hat1) North 
West Hatfield. If it 
cannot make provision 
for 10 forms of entry 
then an additional 
school site should be 
identified within the 
plan. 

 

In the process of preparing the plan the 
Council has collaborated extensively with 
the local education authority (Hertfordshire 
County Council) regarding secondary 
education capacity. Over the course of 
discussions the need identified by the 
County Council for new secondary 
education capacity has changed on a 
number of occasions. The latest advice is 
that there is need over the plan period 
equivalent to three new secondary schools 
(20 forms of entry). This could be met 
through the delivery of two larger 
secondary schools (up to 10 forms of 
entry) or three moderately sized 
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Policy SP14 is not effective because it does not 
allocate sites to meet the full demonstrable need for 
additional secondary education capacity. Without 
appropriate allocations there is no guarantee that 
suitable sites will be found which serve the communities 
in which additional provision is needed.  
 

The plan is not effective because it does not allocate a 
site for a third secondary school.  
 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
consistent with national policy because it is contrary 
to paragraph 157 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 

secondary schools. Having regard to the 
uncertainty around school places planning 
over both the short- and long-term, the 
plan has taken a flexible approach to 
secondary school provision. Locations for 
two new secondary schools are identified; 
one at North West Hatfield (Hat1) and the 
other at Birchall Garden Suburb, east of 
Welwyn Garden City within the 
administrative area of East Hertfordshire 
District. If it is not feasible, viable or 
sustainable to deliver the full secondary 
education need on these two sites, and if 
available evidence indicates that a site for 
a third secondary school to serve the 
borough is required, Policy SP14 provides 
for a third site to come forward. It is 
acknowledged that opportunities to deliver 
a new secondary school will be limited 
within the urban area, therefore the policy 
makes provision for sites to be delivered 
within the Green Belt where very special 
circumstances exist. Identification of the 
site will be required to follow a sequential 
approach. No change.  

1951 The plan has incorrectly identified the secondary 
education total forms of entry required to meet 
demand from planned growth.  

 Policy SP14 states that the housing target 
for the plan period leads to a requirement 
for additional secondary education 
capacity equivalent to three new 
secondary schools (20FE). This is 
consistent with the latest advice received 
from the local education authority 
(Hertfordshire County Council). The 
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County Council has advised that this level 
of capacity could be delivered through two 
large or three medium sized secondary 
schools. No change.  

1110, 506, 
793, 425 

The plan does not meet the identified requirement 
for additional primary education capacity.  

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it does not meet demonstrable need 
for an additional 6 forms of entry primary education 
capacity in Hatfield. There is a 2 form of entry shortfall 
in provision.  

Policy SP14 is not effective because it does not 
allocate sites to meet the full demonstrable need for 
additional primary education capacity. Without 
appropriate allocations there is no guarantee that 
suitable sites will be found which serve the communities 
in which additional provision is needed.  

 

An allocation should be 
made for a 2 form entry 
primary school in a 
location to serve the 
needs of 
central/southern 
Hatfield.  

 

In the process of preparing the plan the 
Council has collaborated extensively with 
the local education authority (Hertfordshire 
County Council) regarding primary 
education capacity. Over the course of 
discussions the need identified by the 
County Council for new primary education 
capacity has changed on a number of 
occasions. The latest advice is that there 
is a 2 form of entry shortfall in provision in 
central/southern Hatfield. If available 
evidence during the plan period does 
indicate that a new 2 form entry primary 
school needs to be delivered then the plan 
is sufficiently flexible to enable a new site 
to be identified and delivered. As set out in 
para 13.58 of the plan, in the case of any 
additional schools being required, sites will 
be identified in accordance with Policy 
SP14. Sites would therefore need to be 
identified in accordance with the 
sequential approach with a requirement 
that additional school capacity is provided 
in a location well-related to the 
communities it is intended to serve. No 
change.  

1109, 2212, 
1951 

The strategy to provide additional primary and 
secondary school capacity is inflexible.  

 The supporting text to Policy SP14 (para 
13.58) sets out that the in the case of any 
additional schools being required, sites will 
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Policy SP14 is not effective because it does not 
provide a sufficiently flexible strategy to deliver 
increased primary and secondary education capacity, 
including need potentially over and above what is 
currently estimated.    

 

be identified in accordance with Policy 
SP14. Sites would therefore need to be 
identified in accordance with the 
sequential approach with a requirement 
that additional school capacity is provided 
in a location well-related to the 
communities it is intended to serve. No 
change. 

2212 Policy SP 14 does not make clear how schools that 
have not been allocated will be delivered. 

The plan should set out 
the mechanism through 
which additional sites 
will be identified and 
secured.  

The mechanism through which schools 
that have not been allocated is set out in 
Policy SP14 and the supporting text to 

Policy SP14. As set out in para 13.58, in 

the case of any additional new 

secondary and primary schools 

required, sites will be identified in 

accordance with Policy SP14 and will 

be secured through negotiation with 

landowners and the County Council. 

The necessary school provision will 

be brought forward through planning 

applications. No change. 

2212 The sequential approach in Policy SP 14 does not 
reflect the challenges identified within the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan in finding available, 
suitable school sites within the urban area.  

 

 

The plan should be 
amended to better 
reflect the challenges of 
finding available, 
suitable school sites 
within the urban area. 
The policy should 
explicitly recognise this 
and provide a more 
flexible approach.  

As noted in the Draft Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan, there may be issues finding 
available and suitable school sites within 
the urban area, particularly for larger 
schools. In response to this issue, the plan 
proposes a flexible approach to the 
identification and delivery of new schools 
based upon a sequential approach to site 
selection. It is considered that this reflects 
a suitable balance between the delivery of 
a sufficient choice of school places to 
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meet the needs of new and existing 
communities, which the government 
attaches great importance to, and 
protecting the Green Belt as far as 
possible consistent with national policy. 
No change.  

1111 The plan incorrectly identifies the primary school 
requirement relating to SDS5 (Hat1) North West 
Hatfield  

 

The primary school requirement relating to to SDS5 
(Hat1) North West Hatfield is three forms of entry. 

Policy SP22 should be 
amended as follows: 

 

Education facilities, 
including provision for a 
new secondary school 
and associated playing 
field facilities east of 
Green Lanes, also 
provision for four forms 
of entry at primary 
school level, in the form 
of new schools within 
SDS5 and/or linked to 
the secondary school 
as a 'through school' 
and/or in the form of an 
expansion of Green 
Lanes primary school. 

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

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 
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. 
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provision for three 
forms of entry at 
primary school level. 
 

506, 1109, 
1951 

The proposed phasing of new school provision will 
result in a shortfall of school capacity.  

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified or 
effective because it does not meet the need for an 
additional 10 forms of entry secondary school provision 
in Hatfield in the early part of the plan period.  

 

The plan is not effective because it does not make 
sufficient provision for additional school provision during 
the first ten years of the plan.  

The plan relies too heavily on strategic sites subject to 
mineral extraction which will delay the delivery of 
secondary school places. 

 

Provision should be 
made for a 10 form of 
entry school site at 
SDS5 (Hat1) North 
West Hatfield and that 
site be made available 
during the early part of 
the plan period. If it 
cannot make provision 
for 10 forms of entry or 
is unable to be brought 
forward early in the 
plan period then an 
additional school site 
should be identified 
within the plan. 

The plan should set out 
how schools capacity 
will be increased in the 
first 10 years of the 
plan to serve planned 
developments, 
particularly within 
existing urban areas.  

Policy SP22, which allocates North West 
Hatfield for development, provides that 
education facilities should be delivered on 
site, including provision for a new 
secondary school.  

 

Policy SP13 requires that supporting 
infrastructure should be provided in 
advance of, or alongside, development, 
unless there is sufficient existing capacity.  

 

The local education authority have 
indicated that based on proposed growth 
in the Hatfield area all secondary 
education  capacity in the town is likely to 
be exhausted within 5 to 7 years. In line 
with Policy SP22 and SP13 it is 
anticipated that a new secondary school at 
North West Hatfield would be delivered in 
the early phases of the development to 
provide additional capacity to meet growth 
planned in the later part of the plan period. 

 

Policy SP14 provides for the situation 
where evidence indicates that a site for a 
third secondary school is required. No 
change. 
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793, 425, 
1854, 1951 

Proposals for new and expanded schools are 
concentrated in the north of the Borough and do 
not address need in the south of the Borough. 

 

The plan is not effective because it does not propose 
additional school capacity in the villages of Welham 
Green, Brookmans Park and Little Heath to address 
existing capacity issues and serve proposed residential 
growth.   

 

 

The plan should include 
further detail around 
schools, particularly 
secondary school 
provision.  

The Council has liaised extensively with 
the County Council regarding the potential 
for primary schools in the south of the 
Borough to accommodate growth. The 
advice received is summarised in the Draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Proposed 
growth in the villages has been limited to a 
level which can either be absorbed by 
existing schools without expansion or can 
be absorbed by existing schools which 
have been identified by the County 
Council as having potential to expand. 

 

The quantum of new dwellings proposed 
in and around the southern villages do not 
justify the provision of an additional 
secondary school on these grounds alone 
and the dispersed nature of development 
at these locations means that expansion of 
existing schools, or the meeting of needs 
within new secondary schools being 
planned will represent the best way 
forward. Villages’ education requirements 
at secondary level need to be considered 
in relation to adjoining settlements 
including those beyond the borough 
boundary in certain instances. No change.   

334, 1951 The plan does not maximise opportunities to deliver 
education infrastructure through Section 106.  

 

The plan is not positively prepared, justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy 

 The Council has explored extensively 
opportunities to deliver new education 
infrastructure alongside new development. 
Four strategic development sites have 
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because it does not allocate site Cuf5 (Land at Northaw 
Road East, Cuffley) which would deliver a new 1 Form 
Entry primary school. 

 

The plan does not allocate a group of sites in Welwyn 
(Wel1, Wel2, Wel14 and Wel15) which could provide a 
deliverable secondary school site in the early part of the 
plan period.  

been allocated in the plan, each of which 
will provide new education capacity. 

 

It is noted that a Green Belt site in Cuffley 
(Cuf5) and a group of Green Belt sites in 
Welwyn (Wel14 with Wel 1, Wel2 and 
Wel15) contain proposals to deliver new 
education capacity.  

Sites Cuf5 is not considered suitable for 
allocation when balanced against 
considerations including the Green Belt, 
SA/SEA and infrastructure matters, as set 
out in the Housing Sites Selection 
Background Paper June 2016. 

 

The county council as education authority 
has confirmed that there is insufficient 
secondary school capacity to support 
additional growth in the borough.  

The proposal for a new secondary school 
is noted, however the county council do 
not support a rural location for the 
provision of a secondary school as the 
main need is focussed around the towns.  

No change.  

1951 The plan fails to take into account education 
constraints in Stevenage and North Hertfordshire.  

 In preparing the plan the Council has 
liaised extensively with the local education 
authority (Hertfordshire County Council). 
The advice given by the County Council 
with regard to school place planning is 
based on geographical education planning 
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areas (EPAs). In some cases EPAs 
extend across borough boundaries. North 
Herts and Stevenage Borough Council are 
making provision to meet educational 
requirements with in their respective plans. 
The plan therefore takes account of 
education requirements in other authorities 
where provision elsewhere has an impact 
on Welwyn Hatfield. No change.  

2212 Support that the plan and supporting Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan identify schools as necessary 
infrastructure required to help deliver sustainable 
growth in the borough. 

 Comment noted.  

2212 Specific policy support for new schools (in the form 
of Policy SP14) is welcomed. 

 Comment noted.  

 


