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1 Introduction 

1.1 Purpose of the assessment 
 
1.1.1 The assessment of land availability makes an important contribution in the 

preparation of local plans. The Council’s Local Plan must be based on a sound 
evidence base and Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments 
(HELAA) are a central piece of evidence used to inform the allocation of sites 
and setting housing and economic targets.  

 
1.1.2 In October and November 2014, the Council published the Strategic Housing 

Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) in three separate parts: a Phase 1 
assessment of urban sites and a Phase 2 assessment of sites outside urban 
areas to determine their suitability, availability and achievability for housing 
development; and a Phase 3 assessment of potential windfall development to 
be expected between 2017 and 2031 based upon historical trends. These 
assessments informed the Local Plan Consultation Document 2015 which 
consulted on possible site allocations within the borough. Since the SHLAA was 
published in 2014 additional sites have been promoted to the Council, other 
sites have been amended by site promoters, and some sites have been 
withdrawn. 
 

1.1.3 This HELAA combines and updates the three separate SHLAA documents 
published in 2014, incorporating the assessment of Gypsy and Traveller sites 
and employment sites. It forms part of a suite of documents which inform the 
allocation of sites for development and will be a key consideration in the 
Council’s plan preparation, ensuring that a supply of suitable land is identified to 
help meet the housing and employment needs in the borough over the plan 
period1, in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  

 
1.1.4 The primary aims of this HELAA are to: 
 

 Combine the assessment of urban and Green Belt sites and windfall into a 
single document; 

 Incorporate an assessment of Gypsy and Traveller and employment sites; 

 Update the methodology for assessing the suitability of sites following 
representations made during the Local Plan Consultation 2015 and to better 
align it with Planning Practice Guidance; 

 Assess the suitability of sites with potential for development; 

 Assess if sites are available for development; 

 Determine if the sites have any viability or other achievability issues that 
could impact on delivery; 

 Assess if sites are deliverable within the first five years of the Local Plan’s 
adoption, or are developable later in or beyond the plan period. 

 
1.1.5 It is important to note that the HELAA will not make definitive judgements on 

which sites should be allocated in the Local Plan. Instead it identifies sites with 

                                                        
1
 Taken as 2013-2032 for the purposes of this HELAA 
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potential for development to inform policy decisions about the strategy for future 
growth in the borough. Decisions on site allocations will also be informed by a 
Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Documents, which 
combines the HELAA conclusions with other evidence base study conclusions 
to arrive at overall appraisal of sites. 

 
1.1.6 It is also important to note that this is a strategic assessment and therefore, 

consistent with PPG, the level of assessment is proportionate. This means that 
whilst many issues have been considered, the SHLAA does not go to the level 
of detail expected with a planning application. 

 
1.2 Spatial context 
 
1.2.1 Welwyn Hatfield borough is located centrally within Hertfordshire and covers an 

area of approximately 130 square kilometres.  It is bordered by Hertsmere to 
the southwest, St Albans to the west, North Hertfordshire to the north and East 
Hertfordshire and Broxbourne to the east. The very south of the borough 
borders the London Borough of Enfield. The Metropolitan Green Belt covers 
79% of the borough. The borough has two main towns, Welwyn Garden City 
and Hatfield. Both are new towns and Welwyn Garden City is one of two garden 
cities in the UK. There are also a number of smaller settlements, which are 
excluded from (not in) the Green Belt. They are Brookmans Park, Cuffley, 
Digswell, Little Heath, Oaklands & Mardley Heath, Welham Green, Welwyn and 
Woolmer Green. The borough also contains a number of small villages, hamlets 
and areas of sporadic or ribbon development, which are all located in the Green 
Belt.  

 
1.2.2 As figure 1 below shows, the borough has good rail and road links, with the A1 

(M) passing through the borough north south and connecting to the M25 to the 
south. The east coast mainline railway runs from London to the North East of 
England and Edinburgh. There are stations on this line in the borough at 
Brookmans Park, Welham Green, Hatfield, Welwyn Garden City and Welwyn 
North (located in the village of Digswell). Cuffley also has a station on the 
Hertford Loop Line, which runs from London to Stevenage via Hertford North. 
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Figure 1.Map of Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
 

1.3 Policy context 
 

National policy 
 

1.3.1 To boost the supply of housing, the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) requires local planning authorities to meet their objectively assessed 
development needs, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in 
the NPPF taken as a whole or, specific policies in the NPPF which indicate 
development should be restricted2. Such policies include land designated as 
Green Belt. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 
exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. 
Paragraphs 17, 20 and 182 of the NPPF expand upon this requirement. 

 
1.3.2 The objectively assessed need for housing in Welwyn Hatfield is set out in the 

Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)3 and the need for 
employment is set out in the Council’s Economy Study Final Report December 
20154.  To help identify if it would be possible for the Council to meet its 

                                                        
2
 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, 2012  

3
 Welwyn Hatfield Strategic Housing Market Assessment, http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/5501/Housing 

4
 Welwyn Hatfield Economy Study 2015, http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/5500/Employment 
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assessed need for housing and employment, it is important that potential sites 
are identified to inform the development strategy over the plan period. 
Regarding housing, paragraph 159 of the NPPF states that a SHLAA should be 
produced to ‘establish realistic assumptions about the availability, suitability and 
the likely economic viability of land to meet the identified need for housing over 
the plan period.’5 Regarding employment land, paragraph 21 of the NPPF states 
that ‘…local planning authorities should…set criteria, or identify strategic sites, 
for local and inward investment to match the strategy and to meet anticipated 
needs over the plan period’6. 

 
1.3.3 Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out a broad methodology for 

undertaking a Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment to identify a 
future supply of land which is suitable, available and achievable for housing and 
economic development uses over the plan period (including the assessment of 
windfall)7. Its advises local planning authorities to take a stepped approach to 
the identification and assessment of possible development sites and how the 
conclusions of this assessment should be factored into the wider evidence base 
that informs the allocation of development sites, as illustrated in Figure 2. 

 
1.3.4 National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) was issued in March 2012. 

The policy was then revised and re-issued in August 2015.  
 
1.3.5 The PPTS requires local planning authorities to set pitch targets for gypsies and 

travellers  to address the likely site accommodation needs of travellers in their 
area, and: 

 
 identify and update annually, a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient 

to provide 5 years’ worth of sites against their locally set targets; 
 identify a supply of specific, developable sites, or broad locations for 

growth, for years 6 to 10 and, where possible, for years 11-15 
 relate the number of pitches or plots to the circumstances of the specific 

size and location of the site and the surrounding population’s size and 
density 

 protect local amenity and environment; and 
 ensure that traveller sites are sustainable economically, socially and 

environmentally. 
 When assessing the suitability of sites in rural or semi-rural settings, ensure 

that the scale of such sites does not dominate the nearest settled 
community. 

 
Local policy 

 
1.3.6 The Council has been preparing a replacement to the current District Plan 

(2005). From 12 November 2012 to 31 January 2013, the Council consulted on 
its Emerging Core Strategy at the same time as the Land for Housing Outside 
Urban Areas document, which identified potential sites around Welwyn Garden 
City and Hatfield. The key point of relevance to this HELAA and past SHLAA 

                                                        
5
 Paragraph 159 of the NPPF, 2012 

6
 Paragraph 21 of the NPPF, 2012 

7
 Planning Practice Guidance, Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment, ID: 3 

Updated: 27 03 2015, http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-
land-availability-assessment/ 
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studies was that the list of settlements excluded from the Green Belt remained 
the same as the adopted District Plan (2005). However, the Council’s evidence 
indicated that the borough’s urban capacity was insufficient to meet the need for 
housing over the plan period. 

 
1.3.7 In April 2014, the Council decided to move away from the production of a series 

of separate development plan documents (Core Strategy, Site Allocations and 
Development Management policies) in favour of producing a combined Local 
Plan. A Local Plan Consultation Document was consulted on between 23 
January 2015 and19 March 2015. This was informed by the SHLAA 2014 and 
set out the Council’s initial appraisal of which development sites could be 
allocated in the borough, changes to a number of strategic policies from the 
Emerging Core Strategy, a new strategic policy on movement, and the basic 
framework of Site Allocation and Development Management policies. 
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2 Methodology 
 
2.1.1 The previous SHLAA (2012) was based on the ten-stage process detailed in the 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments- Practice Guidance (July 
2007). New Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) now supersedes this and has 
been used as the basis for this HELAA. 

 

Figure 2: Methodology flow chart in PPG 
 

2.1.2 The previous SHLAA Phase 1 (Urban sites) included monitoring of the progress 
of urban sites, in terms of any planning permissions, commencements and 
completions. Going forward the HELAA will no longer include information on the 
monitoring of urban sites. Instead, monitoring of all development sites will be 
published within the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report. 
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2.1.3 Methodological changes set out at 2.4 below, new information and/or changes 

in site circumstances does mean that in some cases the decision about a site’s 
suitability, availability or achievability may differ from the previous SHLAA 
Phase 1 and 2 documents (2014). 

 
2.2 How our methodology differs from Planning Practice 

Guidance 
 
2.2.1 This HELAA assesses sites at the borough level, not across the whole housing 

market area defined in the Council’s SHMA which identifies cross boundary 
relationships with other local authority areas. The Housing Market Area 
boundaries defined within SHMA studies of surrounding local authorities 
exclude Welwyn Hatfield, although a relationship of varying degrees between 
Welwyn Hatfield and those Housing Market Areas is acknowledged. Further, 
local authorities within the Housing Market Area defined in the Council’s SHMA 
are at different stages of their Local Plan production. As result, it has not been 
possible at this stage to produce a joint document. 
 

2.3 Sites included in the Stage 1 HELAA 
 
2.3.1 The sites identified in this HELAA have come from a number of sources: 

 

 Previously put forward (but not allocated) as part of the District Plan Public 
Inquiry which was held in 2003;  

 Within potential Broad Locations identified in the Core Strategy Issues and 
Options 2009 document; or as more defined in the Emerging Core Strategy 
and Land for Housing Outside Urban Areas consultation in 2012;  

 Promoted through the original call for sites in 2007 or as suggested by the 
Council’s consultants at that time; or 

 Subsequently promoted either through a consultation event such as the 
Local Plan Consultation 2015 or direct to the Council at any time until 14 
August 2015. 

 
2.3.2 In a process still consistent with the current guidance, many of the sites were 

initially identified by desktop and survey work undertaken in 2007 by the 
Council’s consultants. The consultants used digital mapping, a review of sites 
already in the planning process and a call for sites to identify potential broad 
locations and sites. The sites and areas around the two towns and eight villages 
inset from the Green Belt formed the basis of the Broad Locations for Growth 
identified in the Core Strategy Issues and Options consultation (2009). The 
consultants also looked for housing opportunities in smaller villages within the 
Green Belt such as Northaw, Essendon, Lemsford and Newgate Street.  All 
these areas identified from the desktop review were surveyed, together with a 
general examination of other areas. 

 
2.3.3 Further to this initial work, the sites were reviewed in 2011 (incorporating sites 

promoted during the Issues and Options Consultation, 2009 or subsequently) to 
inform the SHLAA Phase 2 for land outside urban areas, which was published 
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in 2012. The SHLAA Phase 2 review (2014) updated this work and incorporated 
any new sites promoted between 31 August 2012 and 30 April 2014. 

 
2.3.4 Sites submitted or amended by site promoters between 1 May 2014 and 14 

August 2015 have been assessed as part of this HELAA. 

 
2.4 Differences to previous site assessment methodology 

 
2.4.1 A number of changes have been made to the methodology for assessing the 

suitability and development potential of sites within this HELAA in contrast to 
previous SHLAA studies published by the Council. These are summarised 
below. The changes have been made to aid transparency on the how the 
Council has used the various evidence base studies to inform its overall 
appraisal of sites. 

 
Stage 1 Assessment 

 
2.4.2 Sites which are partially or wholly within a designated Employment Area now 

fail the Stage 1 Assessment, whereas previously the loss of employment land 
was a Stage 2 suitability consideration. This change reflects the development 
strategy set out in the emerging local planning policy to protect existing 
employment land in order to provide for future economic needs, and the 
evidence set out within the Economy Study 2015 which indicates all existing 
Employment Areas will be required to meet assessed needs over the plan 
period. 

 
Stage 2 Assessment 
 
Green Belt purposes 
 

2.4.3 Previous SHLAA Phase 2 studies have incorporated the findings of the 
Council’s two Green Belt Studies8 when considering the suitability of sites. This 
has been removed from this HELAA and is instead factored into the overall 
appraisal of sites within the Housing and Employment Site Selection 
Background Documents. 

 
Green Belt boundaries 

 
2.4.4 Previous SHLAA Phase 2 studies included sites adjoining the urban boundary, 

or which were close to but not adjoining the urban boundary, where the 
potential existed to redefine Green Belt boundaries in locations which are using 
physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent. 
Whilst such sites have still been assessed in the Stage 2 Assessment of this 
HELAA, identifying and assessing the potential new Green Belt boundaries is 
now a separate consideration contained within the overall appraisal of sites set 
out in the Council’s Housing and Employment Site Selection Background 
Documents. 

                                                        
8
 Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment, November 2013, http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/5488/Green-

Belt-Review; Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Review: Stage 2 (Sites), October 2014, 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/greenbeltreviewstage2  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/5488/Green-Belt-Review
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/5488/Green-Belt-Review
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/greenbeltreviewstage2
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Landscape Capacity and Sensitivity 
 

2.4.5 Previous SHLAA Phase 2 studies have incorporated the findings of the 
Council’s Landscape Capacity and Sensitivity Study when considering the 
suitability of sites. This aspect has been removed from this HELAA and is 
instead factored into the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal of sites and the 
overall appraisal of sites within the Council’s Housing and Employment Site 
Selection Background Documents. 

 
Non-site specific infrastructure (schools, traffic) 
 

2.4.6 Previous SHLAA studies have taken into consideration any significant 
infrastructure constraints (notably primary and secondary school capacity) the 
Council was aware of at the time the respective SHLAA was being prepared. 
This aspect has been removed from this HELAA and is instead factored into the 
overall appraisal of sites within the Housing and Employment Site Selection 
Background Documents. 

 
Proximity and connectivity to services and amenities 
 

2.4.7 Previous SHLAA studies have taken into the extent of services and amenities 
available within the local area and the site’s proximity to them. This was 
informed by the respective settlement’s position within the settlement hierarchy 
and the Council’s Community Facilities Study9. This aspect was also considered 
within the Council’s Sustainability Appraisal. This aspect has now been 
removed from the HELAA, and is instead dealt with via the Sustainability 
Appraisal and factored into within the Council’s overall appraisal of sites via the 
Council’s Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Documents. 

 
Design constraints 
 

2.4.8 Previous SHLAA Phase 1 studies have considered the possible impact 
development of a given site may have upon the character and appearance of 
the surrounding area. Whilst this is a valid planning consideration, it was 
considered that detailed design matters were inappropriate for a strategic level 
study such as the HELAA, and that these matters would be better considered at 
any subsequent planning application stage. However, certain environmental 
constraints, such as noise or air pollutions, will influence detailed design of 
considerations as part of mitigation measures. This is explained further in 
section 2.6. 

 

2.5 Stage 1 Assessment 
 
2.5.1 Any site which falls into one of the categories below fails the Stage 1 

Assessment on the basis that there are significant policy or environmental 
constraints which mean the site would not be consistent with adopted District 

                                                        
9
 Welwyn Hatfield Community Facilities Study, October 2012, 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/4694/Community-Facilities-Study  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/4694/Community-Facilities-Study
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Plan policy or with the emerging local plan, as set out in the Emerging Core 
Strategy 2012 and Local Plan Consultation Document 2015: 
 
 The site is not within or adjoining a settlement excluded from the Green 

Belt: This reflects the settlement hierarchy set out in the emerging local 
planning policy on the basis that settlements excluded from the Green Belt 
are all considered to be sustainable locations and have a better level of 
facilities and public transport links than the smaller villages, hamlets and 
countryside washed over by the Green Belt which are more likely to be 
deficient in or remote from existing services.  
 
Exceptions to this have been made for sites capable of forming a new 
excluded settlement and for Gypsy and Traveller sites due to the limited 
number of Gypsy and Traveller sites promoted to the Council coupled with 
the requirement to meet evidenced need. In addition, for Gypsy and 
Traveller sites, the national PPTS allows for the insetting of sites within the 
Green Belt. 
 

 The site is partially or wholly located within a designated or proposed 
Employment Area: This reflects the development strategy set out in the 
emerging local planning policy to protect existing employment land in order 
to provide for future economic needs, and the evidence set out within the 
Economy Study 2015 which indicates all existing Employment Areas will be 
required meet employment land needs over the plan period. 

 
 All or the majority of the site is designated as a Special Area for 

Conservation or Special Protection Area, Site of Special Scientific Interest, 
Registered Historic Park and Garden, Local Nature Reserve and/or Local 
Wildlife Site: This reflects the approach set out within the NPPF and 
emerging local planning policy to protect nature conservation or historic 
assets of national or local importance. 

 

 The entire site is designated as Flood Zone 3: This reflects the NPPF and 
local planning policy to protect the functional floodplain and avoid locating 
development is areas of high flood risk. 
 

 There is a significant physical or legal barrier to development e.g. physical 
point of access or legal right of access 

2.5.2 A list of all the sites which fail the Stage 1 Assessment can be found in 
Appendix D and site maps can be viewed in Appendix F. 
 

2.5.3 Sites which have other particular policy constraints, such as Urban Open Land, 
are taken forward into the Stage 2 Assessment to test whether such constraints 
would make sites unsuitable or affect their development potential. 

 

2.6 Stage 2 Assessment 
 

2.6.1 The suitability, development potential, availability, and achievability of sites 
which pass the Stage 1 Assessment have been considered. This constitutes the 
Stage 2 Assessment, which is described below.  
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Suitability  
 

2.6.2 When assessing the suitability of a site for housing and/or employment, a 
number of policy constraints, physical constraints and potential environmental 
impacts have been taken into account. This was informed by a wide range of 
information and evidence. A summary of the types and sources of information 
that were used in the assessment is provided at Appendix A. 
  
Policy constraints  
 

2.6.3 PPG advises that assessing the suitability of sites or broad locations for 
development should be guided by the development plan, emerging plan policy 
and national policy. At the national level, the NPPF and PPG include a number 
of provisions, criteria and guidance on matters, such as nature conservation, 
heritage and flood risk. Sections of the NPPF have been cited within the ‘policy 
constraints’ section of the HELAA site assessments where they apply. 

 
2.6.4 Current and emerging local plan policy, including any policy designations (such 

as Urban Open Land) has also been considered when assessing sites within 
the HELAA. This principally consists of: 

 
 Saved policies from the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan (April 2005)  
 Draft strategic policies within the Emerging Core Strategy 2012, or where 

revised within the Local Plan Consultation Document 2015. 
 Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan 2007 
 Hertfordshire Waste Development Framework (Core Strategy 2012 and Site 

Allocations 2014) 
 Site specific SPDs where they exist 

  
2.6.5 In practice, considering policy constraints is effectively implemented when 

making an assessment of any physical constraints or potential environmental 
impacts associated with development of the site. This is largely a consequence 
of the Stage 1 Assessment which removes those sites which face a national or 
local plan policy constraint where the principle of certain types of development 
is general unacceptable (e.g. designated nature conservation site, within an 
employment area). However, there are four policy considerations that are 
matters of principle which differ in this respect. These are whether the site 
provides a community facility, is designated as Urban Open Land, is within an 
identified Minerals Resource Block, or is an allocated waste site: 

 

 Community facility: If the site provides a leisure or community facility 
(including allotments), and it has not been demonstrated that the facility is 
no longer needed, can be relocated elsewhere, or that partial 
redevelopment is required to safeguard the facilities future, then the site is 
considered to be unsuitable.  
 

 Urban Open Land: If a site would result in the loss of Urban Open Land 
(whole or partial) then the site is considered to be unsuitable, unless it can 
be demonstrated why the designation is no longer valid or how the loss of 
the Urban Open Land could be overcome. 
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 Minerals Resource Block: If development of the site would prejudice the 
extraction of minerals for general use and the Minerals Planning Authority 
object to this, then the site is considered to be unsuitable. 
 

 Waste Site Allocation: If a site is allocated for waste development within the 
Waste Development Framework, and there is no evidence that the 
allocation is likely to change during the plan period, then the site is 
considered to be unsuitable. 

 
Physical constraints  

 
2.6.6 A number of issues are taken into account when assessing physical or 

environmental constraints affecting the suitability of a site, and whether 
mitigation measures such as landscaped buffer zones, reduced developable 
areas and certain design approaches can be implemented to make a site 
suitable.  
 
 Access: opportunity and suitability of vehicular access to the site. 

 
 Noise and air pollution: whether healthy internal and external environments 

can be achieved taking account of sources of noise and air pollution, such 
as roads, railways and land uses. 
 

 Contaminated land: whether a site is contaminated and if remediation is 
feasible. 

 
 Land stability: whether a site has known land stability issues and if 

remediation is feasible. 
 

 Topography: Whether a site is too steep or undulating for development to 
be feasible, or would significantly constrain the opportunity for development 
to take place. 
 

 Flooding: Whether the majority of the site is subject to significant fluvial or 
surface water flood risk, considering the vulnerability of the proposed use, 
and whether flood risk could be mitigated and managed to an acceptable 
level. 
 

 Site specific infrastructure: Any known infrastructure problems associated 
directly with the site, such as wastewater. 
  

 Hazardous risks: If there are any known hazardous risks to human health. 
 

 Groundwater protection: Whether, without appropriate measures in place, 
development would result in unavoidable and unacceptable risk of 
groundwater pollution.  

Environmental impacts 
 
 Landscape (features and characteristics of the site): Impact on notable 

landscape feature or characteristic within a site. 
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 Nature conservation: Impact of development on a designated nature 
conservation site or habitat(s) or species in general. 
 

 Heritage: Impact on designated heritage assets.  
 

 Residential amenity: If the site would give rise to or be subject to impacts 
upon residential amenity. 

 
Development potential 

 
2.6.7 In line with guidance in PPG, the development potential for each site is guided 

by existing and emerging plan policy. Within Welwyn Hatfield, this is comprised 
of Policy H3 of the adopted District Plan (2005) and policy CS9 of the Emerging 
Core Strategy (2012). 
 

2.6.8 The HELAA adopts slightly different approaches to assessing the development 
potential of urban sites and Green Belt sites, and sites promoted for housing, 
employment and Gypsy and Traveller development.  

 
2.6.9 The development potential of sites referred to in this HELAA are net following 

are loss of units or floor space through demolition. Gross to net development 
potential for individual sites, where this applies, are described in more detail in 
the individual site assessments in Appendix G. 

 
2.6.10 Sites which have a net development potential for housing of less than 10 

dwellings in Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City, and less than 5 dwellings in the 
excluded villages, have been included as making a contribution to the 
aggregate development potential at the settlement and borough-level.  

 
Green Belt housing sites 
 

2.6.11 A net density of 40 dph is considered appropriate as a starting point for Green 
Belt sites, as it is the mid-point of the density range recommended in existing 
and emerging plan policy. However, to allow for the principle that the gross 
housing density on larger sites tends to be lower than on small sites due to the 
need to deliver a level of social and physical infrastructure unlikely to be 
required on smaller sites, the following gross to net densities have been 
applied: 

 
Table 1 Green Belt housing site density assumptions 

Site size (hectares) Gross density Net density 

Less than 2ha 40 dwellings per ha (dph) 40 dwellings per ha (dph) 

Between 2 and 6ha 30 dwellings per hectare (dph) 40 dwellings per ha (dph) 

More than 6ha 25 dwellings per ha (dph) 40 dwellings per ha (dph) 

 
2.6.12 The gross density of sites smaller than 2 hectares is the same as the net 

density, but the gross density of larger sites will be lower because more space 
will be needed to provide associated supportive infrastructure such as roads, 
play space, schools, shops and other facilities. This approach is based on 
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research carried out on behalf of the government by URBED and Llewellyn 
Davies10.  
 
Urban housing sites 
 

2.6.13 By contrast to the Green Belt housing sites, the urban housing sites are located 
in a wide variety of existing development contexts. Characteristic density 
around the borough varies significantly, from less than 10dph in parts of the 
larger villages to well over 100dph in parts of Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. 
Both the NPPF and policies in the District Plan and emerging Local Plan require 
development proposals to make the most effective possible use of urban land. It 
would for example be highly unrealistic to only assume a maximum density of 
40dph for a site in a highly sustainable location with surrounding density at least 
twice that – accordingly, it is necessary to use a range of density scenarios for 
urban sites. 
 

2.6.14 This is consistent with the approach taken for previous Phase 1 (Urban) SHLAA 
reviews, at which time Tribal Architects produced a range of design case 
studies based upon possible development layouts for 9 urban sites around the 
borough. These were devised taking into account a range of issues; from car 
parking need, the amount of open space likely to be required, and the sites’ 
surrounding character and context. This work resulted in 18 dwelling capacity 
scenarios, with site densities that ranged from 30dph to 90dph. 

 
2.6.15 Whilst it is still considered relevant to have a variety of site density options for 

urban sites in order to reflect the surrounding context of each, a number of the 
Tribal Architects scenarios were very similar and others were too tailored to 
specific situations. Now that the assessments of both urban and Green Belt 
sites are being dealt with in a single document, it is also considered necessary 
to take a more consistent approach. Accordingly, the URBED/Llewellyn Davies 
derived scenarios used for the Green Belt sites have been adopted as the 
‘baseline’ starting point scenario for urban sites.  
 

2.6.16 Three additional scenarios for urban site density have then been devised based 
on the previous Tribal Architects case studies – medium density (50dph), high 
density (70dph), and very high density (90dph). Medium density development 
would generally consist of (and be appropriate where local context consisted of) 
a mixture of houses and flats, whereas high density would be primarily flats. 
Very high density development – likely to consist entirely of flats – would only 
be appropriate in highly accessible locations, where both taller buildings and 
reduced levels of car parking would be acceptable.  
 

2.6.17 In common with the Green Belt site approach of reducing density as site size 
increases (in order to provide for serving infrastructure and green space), urban 
sites should also move one ‘step’ down the density scenarios as they exceed 2 
hectares and 6 hectares in size. For example: if a high density scenario was 
appropriate for a site by virtue of its context but the site was larger than 2 
hectares, the medium density scenario would be used. The full list of densities 
applied to urban sites by size is therefore: 

                                                        
10

 URBED and Llewellyn Davies (1999) Tapping the Potential Report 
http://www.urbed.coop/sites/default/files/Tapping%20the%20Potential%20Report.pdf 
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Table 2 Urban housing sites density assumptions 

Site size (hectares) 
Appropriate density scenario 

Baseline Medium High Very high 

Less than 2 ha 40dph 50dph 70dph 90dph 

Between 2 and 6 ha 30dph 40dph 50dph 70dph 

More than 6 ha 25dph 30dph 40dph 50dph 

 
2.6.18 In addition, development options for some urban HELAA sites are already well 

established as a result of their progress through the planning process. Some 
already form adopted policy as a result of the site’s appearance in a 
Supplementary Planning Document, whilst others are already the subject of 
planning applications. Rather than attempting to impose an artificial and 
ultimately nominal capacity on these sites, the HELAA has carried forward the 
established dwelling numbers and resultant densities for them as ‘special case’ 
scenarios. 

 
Employment sites 
 

2.6.19 The HELAA applies the plot ratios that are set out within Council’s Economuc 
Study 201the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister’s Employment Land Reviews 
– Guidance Note (2004)11,, which are: 
 

Table 3 Employment land plot ratio assumptions 

Use Class Plot ratio (floor space to site area) 

B1a/b  75% of site area 

B1c  40% of site area 

B2  40% of site area 

B8  50% of site area 

 
2.6.20 For example, a 10 hectare site promoted for B1 use would have a potential 

employment floor space of 7.5 hectares or 75,000sqm. It is noted within the 
ODPM Guidance Note that plot ratios are highly specific to site circumstance 
and proposed development type (e.g. a high rise office block in a dense urban 
area may have a much higher plot ratio that 75%). Therefore, the HELAA 
assessment of development potential within employment sites should be read 
as indicative only and subject to further refinement since the specifics of a 
development proposal (e.g. precise nature of the use, number of floors, 
servicing requirements) were not available at the time of assessment. 

 
Gypsy and Traveller sites 
 

2.6.21 Previous practice published by the Department of Communities and Local 
Government (DCLG)12 advised that there are no one-size-fits-all measurements 
of a ‘standard’ pitch or site. Account should be taken of the accommodation 
needs of different sized households but as a general guide, an average family 
sized pitch should be capable of accommodating a hard standing for 1 large 
mobile home, a hard standing for 1 touring caravan (trailer), parking spaces for 

                                                        
11

 ODPM Employment Land Reviews – Guidance Note (20014) 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/employment-land-reviews-guidance 
12

 DCLG Designing Gypsy and Traveller Sites - Good Practice Guide (2008), 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/designing-gypsy-and-traveller-sites-good-practice-guide 
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2 vehicles with suitable surface, 1 small amenity block, a lockable storage shed, 
a drying area and a small garden area. The guidance also advised that for 
reasons of health and safety, such as fire prevention measures, certain 
minimum distances should be planned for.  
 

2.6.22 The Council commissioned the preparation of a model layout which illustrates 
the layout of a 15 pitch site designed with reference to the CLG best practice 
guidance. Whilst the DCLG guidance was since been withdrawn, the principles 
enshrined in the model plan are still considered to be valid and appropriate to 
apply within the HELAA.  
 

2.6.23 The model layout included a mix of pitch sizes (to accommodate single, 
average family and large family households). The layout indicates that the 
average (gross) pitch area would require 678sqm of land, which takes into 
account the need to provide access and circulation within the site, a play area 
and a small site office (which could also be used as a shared community 
building). Smaller sites may not require a site office or play area and individual 
pitch sizes (net areas) vary from 240sqm for single pitches to 662sqm for large 
family pitches. Based on the Council’s model layout, the average sized family 
pitches range from 350sqm to 560sqm (net).  The Council has also reviewed 
the average size of pitches on existing sites in the borough, which range from 
an average (gross) pitch size of 298sqm to 940sqm.  

 
2.6.24 For the purposes of the HELAA, and taking into account the need to ensure an 

adequate level of space per pitch as well as circulation within a site, an average 
a gross pitch size of 678sqm (500sqm net) has been applied in order to assess 
development potential. This is equivalent to 15 pitches per hectare gross. This 
approach has been discussed and agreed with the Head of the Hertfordshire 
County Council Gypsy and Traveller section.  

 
2.6.25 It should be noted however, that at a detailed planning application stage, a 

higher or lower number of pitches may be more appropriate for each site 
depending on pitch and site layout and the level of facilities to be provided. It 
should also be noted that transit pitches are generally smaller than residential 
pitches. 

 
Adjusting the development potential of a site 

 
2.6.26 The methodologies for assessing the development potential of all sites provide 

a good indication of potential site capacity. However, in some cases the 
development potential of a site has been adjusted in parallel to assessing a 
site’s overall suitability to take of account any site-specific factors. This may be 
because the site promoter has specific intentions for the site (such as the 
design or provision of significant green infrastructure) which need to be taken 
into account, or the site faces policy constraints, physical constraints and/or 
potential environmental impacts that would need to be addressed in order for 
the site be considered suitable.  

 
2.6.27 This adjustment to development potential is achieved by reducing the 

developable area of the site and/or reducing the gross density for the site to a 
level deemed appropriate based upon the information and advice available to 
the Council. 
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Availability 
 
2.6.28 The Council needs to be certain that the land within a site is available for 

development, as well as being suitable and achievable, before it can pass the 
Stage 2 Assessment of the HELAA and be considered for allocation in the Local 
Plan, particularly for Green Belt sites. The majority of sites within the HELAA 
have been promoted by landowners and/or agents. In many cases, details of 
landownership have been provided by those promoting sites. Where site 
ownership information is missing or unclear, land registry searches have been 
undertaken. Multiple land ownership has also been taken into account as part of 
the assessment, with evidence that all landowners support the site’s promotion 
being requested. 
 
A site may be considered unavailable if land registry records and site promotion 
information indicate that landowners do not support its promotion, or there are 
restrictive rights, covenants or agreements relating to the land that give rise to 
significant uncertainty that development could take place and no evidence has 
been provided to indicate that these can be overcome. 

 
Achievability 

 
2.6.29 A site is considered achievable for development where there is a reasonable 

prospect that development will take place on the site at a particular point in 
time13. Essentially this is a test of economic viability, which is dependent on two 
factors: market values and the cost of developing the site.  

 
2.6.30 In 2010, the Council commissioned a Development Economic Study which 

concluded that development across the borough was generally viable subject to 
variation around affordable housing provision. The Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) will be key to ensuring development is viable as rates will be set in 
accordance with the different value areas across the borough.  

 
2.6.31 The Council then commissioned a combined viability study in 2014 to test the 

ability of a range of development types throughout the borough to viably meet 
the requirements of emerging planning policy and other relevant policies. In 
summary, the study utilises the residual land value method of calculating the 
value of a range of development typologies. This method is used by developers 
when determining how much to bid for land and involves calculating the value of 
the completed scheme and deducting development costs (construction, fees, 
finance, sustainability requirements, Section 106 contributions and developer’s 
profit). The residual amount is the sum left after these costs have been 
deducted from the value of the development, and guides a developer in 
determining an appropriate offer price for the site.   

 
2.6.32 This study demonstrated that, subject to allowing for flexibility in matters such 

as the Council’s sustainability policy, affordable housing, the necessary 
infrastructure and the need for landowners and developers to achieve 
competitive returns, as required by the NPPF; sites across the borough were 

                                                        
13

 Planning Practice Guidance, Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessments, Paragraph: 021 
Reference ID: 3-021-20140306, http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/blog/guidance/ 
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able to be developed viably and thus facilitate growth throughout economic 
cycles.  

 
2.6.33 To inform the viability study, residential values were shown by sub-market area. 

These highlighted that average market values varied across the borough from 
around £350 per sq ft to £245 per sq ft. The lower values are achieved in and 
around Hatfield, and the higher values area achieved in and around villages 
such as Brookmans Park, Little Heath and Essendon. Figure 3 illustrates these 
value areas as they were in 2014. The Council has commissioned an update to 
the 2014 combined viability study, however the update had not reported at the 
time this HELAA was published. 

 
2.6.34 In addition to a market assessment, the costs associated with a particular 

development can also impact achievability. Costs could be in relation to the 
following issues: 

 Site- specific factors: topography, access, flood attenuation, noise or 
landscape mitigation, contamination, power lines and infrastructure 
improvements. 

 Strategic infrastructure improvements (i.e. improvements to the A1 (M), 
waste water treatment, sewerage and school upgrades) 

 Ownership- legal and ownership costs relating to multiple landowners. 

2.6.35 Most costs are to be expected as part of the normal development process but 
there may be circumstances where the possibility of abnormal costs could arise. 
Where there is reasonable cause to suggest that an abnormal cost may affect a 
development, these have been noted. For each site specific viability issues are 
discussed and used to decide whether a site is considered to be achievable and 
when it can be delivered.  

 

Figure 3: Value areas per sq ft in Welwyn Hatfield. Source: BNP Paribas (2014).  



19 
 

Deliverability 
 

2.6.36 Each site which passes the Stage 2 Assessment is identified as being either 
deliverable, developable, or not currently developable within the plan period14, 
in line with the NPPF15:  

 
 Deliverable (within five years of adoption of the Local Plan):  

Site is available now, offers a suitable location for development now, has a 
realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on the site within five years, 
and development of the site is viable. 
 

 Developable (within the 6-15 years of adoption of the Local Plan):  
Site is in a suitable location for development and there is a reasonable 
prospect that the site is available and could be viably developed at the point 
envisaged. 

 
2.6.37 For some sites, the HELAA may conclude that overall deliverability is uncertain 

due to the constraints or circumstances that affect them. Where this is the case, 
an estimation of what period the site could be developed within (e.g. 6-10 
years) has been made on an assumption that the constraints and 
circumstances could be overcome.  
 

2.6.38 The HELAA has also broken down the potential period of deliverability of sites 
into a greater number of categories. This was done to better reflect the nature 
of sites and constraints affecting sites that were being assessed within the 
HELAA in order to arrive at a more representative estimate of deliverability than 
the standard 6-10 and 11-15 categories are capable of providing. The 
categories are: 
 

 0-5 years of plan adoption (deliverable) 

 0-10 years 

 0-15 years 

 6-10 years (developable) 

 6-15 years (developable) 

 11-15 years (developable) 
 

2.6.39 When making this assessment, the HELAA takes into account policy, legal or 
physical constraints or other circumstances affecting a site. Where constraints 
are identified consideration is given to how these may be overcome and how 
this might impact on timescales. Where there are uncertainties these have been 
acknowledged. 
 

2.6.40 Third party land outside of a site required to enable development of the site has 
also been taken into account. If there is no evidence that third party landowners 
are willing to work with site promoters to enable the development this may be 
considered to render a site not currently developable. 

 

                                                        
14

 Year of adoption for the Local Plan has been taken as 2017 for the purpose of this HELAA, with 
year one being 2017/2018. The plan period is taken as 2013 – 2032 for the purpose of this HELAA 
15

 Paragraph 47, footnote 11, NPPF 2012 
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2.6.41 Whilst the NPPF defines deliverable and developable in terms of housing, the 
HELAA has applied them for employment, mixed use and Gypsy and Traveller 
sites as the principles and factors which influence deliverability are broadly 
equivalent. 

 
2.7 Stage 3 Assessment: Windfall housing sites 

 
2.7.1 Whilst the HELAA makes every endeavour to identify suitable development 

sites throughout the plan period, it is inevitable that some other sites will come 
forward unexpectedly. Such sites are referred to as ‘windfall’ and can arise for 
various reasons: 
 
 Landowners may not have been aware of the Local Plan process or known 

that they could promote their sites as part of it 
 Landowners who knew about the Local Plan process may not have 

considered it timely, necessary or worthwhile to promote their site, 
particularly where sites are small 

 Sites may not be allocated in the Local Plan, for example because they are 
too small or otherwise unsuitable for allocation, but nevertheless meet 
criteria in the Local Plan or NPPF which enable them to be developed 

 Changes in circumstances and/or the passing of time may result in sites 
which were never previously considered for development coming forward 

 
2.7.2 The NPPF allows planning authorities to include windfall sites in their land 

supplies, where there is ‘compelling evidence that such sites have consistently 
become available in the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source 
of supply’16. Windfall has formed a significant component of housing land supply 
in Welwyn Hatfield in recent years – whilst the proportion of total development 
which is windfall is likely to decrease in the future now that a significant supply 
of suitable sites has been identified elsewhere in this HELAA, windfall will 
continue to be a significant component of supply in numerical terms. This 
section establishes what that supply is likely to be. 
 

2.7.3 The first stage of the process towards calculating potential future housing 
windfall supply is to assess the historic delivery of development across a 
number of different former land uses. In accordance with national Planning 
Practice Guidance, the geographical location of historic windfall is also taken 
into account – figures are broken down between towns, villages, and the Green 
Belt. The former land uses into which historic completions have been grouped 
are: 

 
 Agriculture and other rural buildings 
 Business – Offices 
 Business – Manufacturing 
 Business – High technology 
 Business – Warehousing and distribution 
 Community facilities 
 Education 
 Leisure – Culture and entertainment 

                                                        
16

 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF 2012 



21 
 

 Leisure – Golf and country club 
 Leisure – Public house 
 Leisure – Public open space and recreation 
 Parking and garages 
 Residential garden land 
 Residential redevelopment17 
 Residential institution 
 Retail – General 
 Retail – Motor trade 
 Utilities 
 Vacant land 

 
2.7.4 The period over which historic windfall has been assessed is the 15 monitoring 

years from 2001/02 to 2015/16. This is considered to be a suitably long period, 
allowing reliable historic averages to be calculated and historic trends to be 
established. In order to simplify the calculation, all of the completions on a site 
have been counted in the year in which the entire site was completed. Historic 
completions over this period have been counted as windfall if they were not first 
identified (i.e. rather than being included at a later date following a grant of 
planning permission) in one of the following documents: 
 
 1999 Urban Capacity Study 
 2005 District Plan 
 2009 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (Phase 1 – Urban) 
 2012 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (Phase 2 – Green 

Belt) 
 2013 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (Phase 1 – Urban) 
 2014 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (Phase 1 – Urban) 
 2014 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (Phase 2 – Green 

Belt) 
 

2.7.5 The second stage of the methodology is to consider whether or not the 
historically observed windfall trends for each former land use are likely to 
continue at a similar rate, play a smaller role or no role in the supply of land in 
the future, or increase above their historic rate. Decisions about the future 
windfall allowance for each former land use are based on professional 
judgement, informed by local knowledge about the availability of particular land 
uses in the future, and existing and emerging policy that will affect the 
availability of some former land uses for development in the future. 
 

2.7.6 Whilst to date there has been a relatively low number of Green Belt sites 
coming forward on that basis within Welwyn Hatfield, there are a significant 
number of landowners who have promoted Green Belt sites as part of the Local 
Plan process. Accordingly, all promoted Green Belt sites that have failed the 
Stage 1 and 2 Assessment and sites that have passed the Stage 2 Assessment 
but are too small to be allocated in the emerging Local Plan18 have been 
appraised for their windfall potential. An allowance has been made for potential 
limited infilling in villages and the redevelopment of previously developed sites 

                                                        
17

 Primarily demolition of residential unit and replacement with two or more units or intensification 
of an existing residential building through subdivision 
18

 Sites with a capacity of up to 9 dwellings within the towns or up to 4 within the excluded villages 
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in line with the new NPPF definition of acceptable development in the Green 
Belt.  

 
2.7.7 Appendix I sets out notional windfall capacities for each of qualifying green belt 

sites. This is done by applying a 20 dwellings per hectare (dph) density to the 
area of each site which is judged to either constitute limited infilling, or which is 
previously developed. The areas constituting PDL or infill were determined 
using aerial maps and GIS software. Whilst 40dph would normally be the 
HELAA density assumption for the site areas involved (all are smaller than 2 
hectares), such a density will often be inappropriately high for sites that are 
generally in an otherwise semi-rural or rural setting. As these sites are not being 
allocated, there would also not be a policy ‘stick’ by which to require landowners 
to provide higher densities even in cases where it might otherwise be desirable.  

 
2.7.8 The notional windfall figure for land within the Green Belt has been informed by 

an analysis of sites promoted within the HELAA but which fail the Stage 1 
Assessment by virtue of not being within or adjoining a settlement excluded 
from the Green Belt. These sites provide evidence to support or slightly 
increase the future windfall projections being made. The following section sets 
out those projections, taking all of the above into account. 

 

2.8 Stage 4: Assessment Review 
 

2.8.1 The development potential of sites found to be suitable in the Stage 2 
Assessment has been used to illustrate an indicative housing capacity trajectory 
which is set out in section 3 of this report. This will be used to inform a more 
refined and holistic housing trajectory within the Council’s Annual Monitoring 
Report and ongoing monitoring of housing land. 

 

2.9 Stage 5: Final Evidence Base 
 

2.9.1 The HELAA is an important part of the evidence base for the Local Plan and 
decisions on the allocation of land for development in particular. It identifies a 
supply of suitable, available and achievable development sites in the borough to 
inform the housing trajectory and the 5-year land supply and is a key element 
within the Council’s overall appraisal of development sites for allocation via the 
Council’s Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Documents. 
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3 Results 

 
3.1.1 In total, 202 potential housing (including mixed use), employment or Gypsy and 

Traveller sites have been recorded within this HELAA. This is inclusive of sites 
which have subsequently been withdrawn since the SHLAA 2014.  

 
Table 4 Summary of sites’ recorded within the HELAA 

Status Pass Fail Total 

Stage 1 Assessment 106 82 188 

Stage 2 Assessment 78 28 105 

Withdrawn  Na Na 14 

 
3.1.2 A number of sites have been promoted as alternative smaller sites within 

previously promoted sites. These were given separate site references and are 
counted as separate sites within the numbers presented in Table 4. In order to 
avoid double counting, the development potential for dwellings and/or 
employment floor space of the larger site has been used when aggregating 
development potential at the settlement and borough-level. The sites in 
question are: 
 

 Cuf10 and Cuf11: smaller promoted sites within Cuf4. 
 

 Cuf12: smaller promoted site within Cuf5. 
 

 Hat19: this is a smaller promoted site within Hat3. 
 

 Hat9 – whilst the site area is within Hat8/9/10, they are separate site 
promotions. 

 

 WeG4a: this is a smaller promoted site that overlaps with WeG4b. 
 

 WGC10: smaller promoted within WGC6. 
 

3.1.3 Optional scenarios for four sites have not been counted as separate sites within 
the numbers presented in Table 4. In order to avoid double counting, the 
scenario with the greatest development potential for dwellings and/or 
employment floor space has been used when aggregating development 
potential at the settlement and borough-level. Sites which have only been 
counted once but have optional scenarios are: 
 

 BrP12: Two options were promoted (a reduced site area with care home; 
and a larger site area with primary school) 
 

 Hat11: Three options were promoted for this site (residential, employment 
or mixed use).  
 

 WeG8: Two options were promoted for this site (residential and 
employment). 
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 WGC4/7: Three options were promoted (realign airstrip and retain current 
Green Belt boundary, loss of airstrip and retain current Green Belt 
boundary, and los of airstrip and move the Green Belt boundary) 

 
3.1.4 A summary of the results from the Stage 1 and 2 Assessments is given below.  

 

3.2 Stage 1 Assessment results 
 

3.2.1 In total, 202 sites have been considered for housing, Gypsy and Traveller or 
employment use within the HELAA. Of these, 82 failed the Stage 1 Assessment 
for the reasons set out in section 2.5. The vast majority failed because they are 
not within or adjoining a settlement excluded from the Green Belt. A breakdown 
of the results from the Stage 1 Assessment by settlement is set out in Table 5. 
 

3.2.2 Details of the sites which failed the Stage 1 Assessment are set out in Appendix 
D. Maps of the sites can be viewed in Appendix F.  

 
Table 5 Breakdown of Stage 1 results by settlement 

Settlement Failed Stage 1 Passed Stage 1 Total 

Brookmans Park  15 11 26 

Cuffley 3 11 14 

Digswell 3 2 5 

Hatfield 2 19 21 

Little Heath 1 3 4 

Oaklands & Mardley Heath 1 6 7 

Welham Green 5 14 19 

Welwyn 7 8 15 

Welwyn Garden City 2 24 26 

Woolmer Green 1 5 6 

Rural North
19

 19 2
20

 21 

Rural South
21

 23 1
22

 24 

Total 82 106 188 

 

3.2.3 There were 14 sites that have been withdrawn from the HELAA as they were no 
longer being promoted. Details of withdrawn sites are set out in Appendix E. 
 

3.2.4 The remaining 106 sites that passed the Stage 1 Assessment went forward into 
the Stage 2 Assessment. 

 

 
  

                                                        
19

 Includes Stanborough, Lemsford, Burnham Green and Mill Green 
20

 Hat15 and GTLAA09 
21

 Includes Bullens Green, Essendon, Bell Bar, Newgate Street and Northaw 
22

 GTLAA08 
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3.3 Stage 2 Assessment results 
 

Suitability, availability and achievability 

 
3.3.1 Of the 106 sites assessed at Stage 2, 31 were urban sites and 75 were Green 

Belt sites. Overall, 78 sites were found to be suitable, available and achievable 
thereby passing the Stage 2 Assessment, with the remaining 26 failing to meet 
one of these requirements.  
 

3.3.2 The majority of sites which failed the Stage 2 Assessment were Green Belt 
sites, with only 4 urban sites not considered to be suitable, available and 
achievable. A breakdown of number of site which failed and passed the Stage 2 
Assessment by settlement is set out in Table 6.  

 
3.3.3 A summary of the 106 sites within the Stage 2 Assessment is provided in 

Appendices B and C, with detailed assessments of the suitability, availability 
and achievability for each site provided in Appendix G. Maps of the sites can be 
viewed in Appendix F. 

 

Table 6 Breakdown of Stage 2 results by settlement 
Settlement Urban sites 

that fail 
Stage 2 

Green Belt 
sites that 

fail Stage 2 

Urban sites 
that pass 
Stage 2 

Green Belt 
sites that 

pass Stage 2 

Total 

Brookmans Park 0 4 0 7
23

 11 

Cuffley 0 1 2 8 11 

Digswell 0 2 0 0 2 

Hatfield 1 5 8 5 19 

Little Heath 0 0 1 2 3 

Oaklands & 
Mardley Heath 

1 0 1 4 6 

Welham Green 0 4 0 10 14 

Welwyn 0 2 0 6 8 

Welwyn Garden 
City 

2 4 15 3 24 

Woolmer Green 0 2 0 3 5 

Rural North 0 0 0 2 2 

Rural South 0 0 0 1 1 

Total 4 24 27 51  

Grand Totals 28 78 106 

 

3.3.4 Of the sites which pass the Stage 2 Assessment, the majority are located in the 
two principal towns, with Welwyn Garden City having the most at 18. Digswell is 
the only settlement which does not have any sites which pass the Stage 2 
Assessment, with Little Heath and Woolmer Green having the next fewest sites. 
The other excluded villages have a broadly similar number of sites which pass 
the Stage 2 Assessment, ranging from 5-10 sites. Rural North has one site 
promoted for a new settlement (Hat15) and as well as a Gypsy and Traveller 
site. 
 

 
  

                                                        
23

 Figure includes BrP1 at Bell Bar 
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Development potential 
 

3.3.5 A breakdown by settlement and type of site of development potential from 
suitable, available and achievable urban and Green Belt sites is set out in Table 
7, with the proportionate distribution of development potential across the 
borough’s settlements set out in Table 8. Sites which are considered to be 
suitable, available and achievable have a combined maximum development 
potential of 11,789 dwellings (including 38 Gypsy and Traveller pitches) and 
83,320sqm of employment floor space. Please see sections 3.1.3 and 3.1.4 of 
this report regarding counting the development potential from sites which 
overlap and multiple scenarios for single sites.  

 
Table 7 Breakdown of development potential for housing and employment from sites 
which pass the Stage 2 Assessment 

Settlement 

HOUSING (dwellings) EMPLOYMENT (floor space sqm) 

Urban 
potential 

Green Belt 
potential 

Total Urban 
potential 

Green Belt 
potential 

Total 

Brookmans 
Park 

0 772 772 0 0 0 

Cuffley 14 873
24

 887 0 0 0 

Digswell 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hatfield 369 3,485
25

 3,854 0 13,900
26

 0 

Little Heath 2 185 187 0 0 0 

Oaklands & 
Mardley 
Heath 

2 43
27

 45 0 0 0 

Welham 
Green 

0 540
28

 540 0 40,500 40,500 

Welwyn 0 299 299 0 0 0 

Welwyn 
Garden 

City 
1,651 2,215

29
 3,866 17,670 0 17,670 

Woolmer 
Green 

0 190 190 0 11,250 11,250 

Rural North 0 1,145
30

 1,145 0 0 0 

Rural South 0 4
31

 4 0 0 0 

Total 2,038 9,751 11,789 17,670 65,650 83,320
32

 

                                                        
24

 Development potential of Cuf1, Cuf4, Cuf5, Cuf6 and Cuf7 
25

 Development potential of Hat11 Scenario 3 (300 dwellings) has been used in this figure. 
26

 Figure does not include notional capacity of 25,000 – 46,875sqm (B8 – B1) for Hat11 Scenario 2. 
A quantum of suitable floor space could not be determined in the absence of detailed site and 
access proposals. The development potential of the site may be less than these notional 
capacities, and in any event would be limited to the equivalent of 300 dwellings in highways terms. 
27

 Figure includes 6 Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
28

 Figure includes 13 Gypsy and Traveller pitches. Development potential of WeG4a has been 
counted within the development potential of WeG4b to avoid double counting. 
29

 Development potential of Scenario 3 (725 dwellings) for WGC4/7 has been used in this figure. 
Development potential from the safeguard land (i.e. none Green Belt land) alone is 650 dwellings 
30

 Figure includes 15 Gypsy and Traveller pitches 
31

 4 Gypsy and Traveller pitches at GTLAA08 
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Table 8 Proportion of development potential for housing (including Gypsy and Traveller 
pitches) by settlement and type of site which pass the Stage 2 Assessment 

Settlement 

HOUSING 

% of 
settlement’s 

potential 
from urban 

sites 

% of 
settlement’s 

potential 
from Green 
Belt sites 

% of Total 
urban 

potential 

% of Total 
Green Belt 
potential 

% of Total 
potential 

Brookmans 
Park 

0% 100% 0% 7.9% 6.5% 

Cuffley 1.5% 98.5% 0.7% 9% 7.5% 

Digswell 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Hatfield 9.5% 90.5% 18.1% 35.7% 32.7% 

Little Heath 1.1 98.9% <0.1% 1.9% 1.6% 

Oaklands & 
Mardley 
Heath 

4.5% 95.5% <0.1% 0.4% 0.4% 

Welham 
Green 

0% 100% 0% 5.5% 4.6% 

Welwyn 0% 100% 0 3.1% 2.5% 

Welwyn 
Garden 

City 
42.7% 57.3% 81% 22.7% 32.8% 

Woolmer 
Green 

0% 100% 
0% 1.95% 1.6% 

Rural North 0% 100% 0% 11.7% 9.7% 

Rural South 0% 100% 0% <0.1% <0.1% 

Total   100% 100% 100% 

 

3.3.6 In terms of development potential for housing, Tables 7 and 8 show that 
Welwyn Garden City has by far the greatest share of the borough’s total 
development potential from urban sites (81%) with Hatfield having a much 
lesser share of 18.1%.  
 

3.3.7 In terms of combined development potential from urban and Green Belt sites in 
the borough, Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City have a similar proportion of the 
total development potential for housing in the borough (32.7% and 32.8% 
respectively). However, the majority of development potential for Hatfield arises 
from Green Belt sites (90.5%), whereas development potential in Welwyn 
Garden City is more evenly spread across urban sites (42.7%) and Green Belt 
sites (57.3%), although the majority still arises from Green Belt sites.  
 

3.3.8 The development potential for housing associated with the excluded villages 
predominantly arises from Green Belt sites, with only 3 of the 8 villages having 
any development potential from urban sites. Of the excluded villages, Cuffley 
and Brookmans Park have the greatest share of total development potential for 
housing in the borough (7.5% and 6.5% respectively). Oaklands and Mardley 
Heath has the least share of total development potential for housing in the 
borough, at 0.4%. The proposed new settlement (Hat15) elevates the share of 
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total development potential for housing in the Rural North (and rural areas 
overall) to 9.7%. 
 

3.3.9 In terms of development potential for employment, Tables 7 and 9 show that all 
of the development potential from urban sites is located within Welwyn Garden 
City, with the remaining development potential for the borough coming from 
three Green Belt sites associated with Hatfield, Welham Green and Woolmer 
Green. The site in Welham Green represents the greatest share of 
development potential for employment across the whole borough. 

 

Table 9 Proportion of development potential for employment by settlement and type of 
site which pass the Stage 2 Assessment 

Settlement 

EMPLOYMENT 

% of 
settlement’s 

potential from 
urban sites 

% of 
settlement’s 

potential from 
Green Belt sites 

% of Total 
urban 

potential 

% of Total 
Green Belt 
potential 

% of Total 
potential 

Brookmans 
Park 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Cuffley 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Digswell 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Hatfield
33

 0% 100% 0% 21.2% 16.7% 

Little Heath 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Oaklands & 
Mardley 
Heath 

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

Welham 
Green 

0% 100% 0 61.7% 48.6% 

Welwyn 0% 0% 0 0 0 

Welwyn 
Garden 

City 
100% 0% 100% 0 21.2% 

Woolmer 
Green 

0% 100% 0 17.1% 13.5% 

Rural North 0% 0% 0 0 0 

Rural South 0% 0% 0 0 0 

Total   100% 100% 100% 

 
Deliverability 

 
3.3.10 As assessment of the deliverability of the suitable, available and achievable 

sites has been undertaken.  
 

3.3.11 Tables 10 and 11 summarise the deliverability of sites that pass the Stage 2 
Assessment. However, please note that this does not represent a detailed 
phasing or trajectory of sites. Such matters are dependent upon which sites are 
allocated within the Local Plan and other factors (as informed by the HELAA), 

                                                        
33

 Figures do not include Hat11, as it was not possible to define a suitable and achievable 
employment floor space for the site. 
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and will therefore be set out within the emerging Local Plan alongside the 
proposed site allocations.  

 
Table 10 Summary of the deliverability of all sites that pass the Stage 2 Assessment, 
by number of sites and settlement 

Settlement 

No. of 
Deliverable 

sites 

No. of Developable sites per period 

0-5yrs 0-10 yrs 0-15 yrs 6-10 yrs 6-15 yrs 11-15 yrs 

Brookmans Park 3  4 0 0 0 0 

Cuffley 1 7 0 1 0 1 

Digswell 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hatfield 4 2 1 3 1
34

 2 

Little Heath 1 2 0 0 0 0 

Oaklands & Mardley 
Heath 

3 
0 

0 
1 1 

0 

Welham Green 2 8 0 0 0 0 

Welwyn 3 0 0 0 3
35

 0 

Welwyn Garden City 5 4 1 1 3 4 

Woolmer Green 0 2 0 1 0 0 

Rural North 0 1 0 0 1 0 

Rural South 0 1 0 0 0 0 

Total  22 31 2 7 9 7 

 
3.3.12 Tables 10 and 11 indicate that 22 of sites are considered to be deliverable (i.e. 

within the first five years of adoption of the Local Plan). However, these are 
predominantly small sites and as such only represent 4.5% of total potential 
dwellings (526 dwellings).  

 
3.3.13 33 sites could come forward within the 0-10 and 0-15 year periods. These 

include a number of larger sites and therefore are capable of providing 57.5% 
(6,775 dwellings) of the total potential dwellings within the borough.  

 
3.3.14 23 sites are considered to be developable (6-10, 6-15, and 11-15 years) 

providing 4,488 dwellings or 38% of total potential dwellings. This includes 
Wel1, Wel2, Wel15 and Hat2, which although have been counted within the 6-
15 year period have a significant degree of uncertainty surrounding their overall 
deliverability.  

 
3.3.15 In terms of the deliverability of suitable, available and achievable employment 

sites, three of the five sites (Pea02b, WeG4b and WGr2) are considered to be 
capable of coming forward in years 0-10 with a combined floor space of 
58,120sqm. Hat1 is considered capable of providing 13,900sqm over the 0-15 
year period, with Pea02C providing a further 11,300sqm within years 6-15.  

  

                                                        
34

 Deliverability of Hat2 in 6-15 years is uncertain but has been included for reporting purposes. 
35

 Deliverability of Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 in 6-15 years is uncertain but have been included for 
reporting purposes 
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Table 11 Summary of the deliverability of housing sites (including Gypsy and Traveller 
sites) that pass the Stage 2 Assessment, by development potential and settlement 

Settlement 

Development 
potential 

(dwellings) 
from 

Deliverable 
sites 

Development potential (dwellings)  
from Developable Sites per period 

0-5yrs 0-10 yrs 0-15 yrs 6-10 yrs 6-15 yrs 11-15 yrs 

Brookmans Park 128 644 0 0 0 0 

Cuffley 9 798
36

 0 75 0 5 

Digswell 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Hatfield 228 320 1,650 79 1,375
37

 202 

Little Heath 2 185 0 0 0 0 

Oaklands & Mardley 
Heath 

23 0 0 20 2 0 

Welham Green 13 527
38

 0 0 0 0 

Welwyn 67 0 0 0 232
39

 0 

Welwyn Garden City 56 1,282 1,200 725 303 300 

Woolmer Green 0 150 0 40 0 0 

Rural North 0 15 0 0 1,130 0 

Rural South 0 4 0 0 0 0 

Total 526 3,925 2,850 939 3,042 507 

 
 
  

                                                        
36

 Excludes development potential of Cuf10, Cuf11 and Cuf12 to avoid double counting 
37 Deliverability of Hat2 in 6-15 years is uncertain but has been included for reporting purposes. 
38

 Excludes development potential of WeG4a to avoid double counting 
39

 Deliverability of Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 in 6-15 years is uncertain but have been included for 
reporting purposes 
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3.4 Stage 3 Windfall results 
 

3.4.1 Between 1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016, sites with 6,297 dwellings were 
completed within Welwyn Hatfield. Of this total, 4,749 dwellings were on sites 
first identified within the documents listed at paragraph 2.7.4. The remaining 
1,586 dwellings were therefore windfalls, equating to a windfall proportion of 
25.2%. Full details of historic completions by year, broken down by historic land 
use and broad location, are set out in Tables 13-31. Table12 and Figure 4 
below provide a summary of windfall over the past 15 years. 

 
Table 12 Summary of windfall between1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016 
Year Total comps Of which windfall % windfall 

2001/02 47 47 100.0% 

2002/03 77 59 76.6% 

2003/04 569 39 6.9% 

2004/05 1,266 79 6.2% 

2005/06 316 142 44.9% 

2006/07 824 27 3.3% 

2007/08 916 90 9.8% 

2008/09 751 352 46.9% 

2009/10 50 30 60.0% 

2010/11 152 39 25.7% 

2011/12 104 66 63.5% 

2012/13 277 42 15.2% 

2013/14 331 122 36.9% 

2014/15 290 268 92.4% 

2015/16 327 184 56.3% 

Average 420 106 N/A 

Total 6,297 1,586 25.2% 

 

 
 

Figure 4 Summary of windfall between 1 April 2001 and 31 March 2016 
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3.4.2 On average, there have been 106 windfall completions each year over the past 
15 years. However, it can be see that there has been a degree of variation in 
each year – with a peak of 352 windfall completions in 2008/09 and a low of 27 
windfall completions in 2006/07. Broadly speaking, the proportion of windfall 
was lower at the start of the 15 year period and has been higher more recently 
– this reflects that the majority of allocated sites from the 2005 District Plan are 
now complete, and that most sites recently identified or promoted as part of the 
Local Plan process are not yet being developed. This is considered to constitute 
the ‘compelling evidence that such sites have consistently become available in 
the local area and will continue to provide a reliable source of supply’ required 
by paragraph 48 of the NPPF, in order to be able to make a windfall allowance. 
Projections for a core windfall allowances are therefore set out below. 

 
Core windfall projections 
 

3.4.3 The following tables set out future windfall projections for each former land use 
set out in the previous section. 

Table 13 Windfall from agriculture and rural areas 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

3.1 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this 

land use 

7.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Boroughwide, within the Green Belt 

Basis for future windfall projection: Recent changes to permitted development 
rights mean that planning permission is no longer required to convert an 
agricultural building to a dwelling. The NPPF’s inclusion of previously developed 
sites within the definition of acceptable development in the Green Belt will also 
result in additional windfall from this land use – promoted sites in Appendix I 
provide evidence of this. Accordingly, an uplift of just under 4 dwellings per 
annum on the historic average windfall from this use is considered to be relatively 
conservative. 

Table 14 Windfall from business – Offices 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

13.0 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

27.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Primarily towns, limited amounts in 

villages 
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Basis for future windfall projection: Having initially been a temporary measure, 
permitted development rights meaning that planning permission is not required to 
convert offices to dwellings have now been made permanent. This has resulted in 
a dramatic increase in windfall from this use which will amount to several hundred 
dwellings per annum in the short term – whilst this rate of windfall is very likely to 
level-out, it will remain well above historic levels. The extent to which this will be 
the case is very difficult to predict, but an assumption of delivery at three times 
the historic 9 per annum average before office-to-residential came into effect in 
2013/14 (see Appendix H) is considered to be suitably conservative. 

Table 15 Windfall from manufacturing 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

1.3 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Very little windfall has been generated 
historically, and it is not considered to be reasonable to project forward the 
historic rate. 

Table 16 Windfall from business – High technology 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.6 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a reasonable 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, it was the result of a single site. It is 
therefore not considered to be reasonable to project forward the historic rate. 

Table 17 Windfall from Business – Warehousing and distribution 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.0 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 
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Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a reasonable 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, it was the result of a small number 
of sites. It is therefore not considered to be reasonable to project forward the 
historic rate. 

 

Table 18 Windfall from Community facilities 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

5.4 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

5.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Primarily towns 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst community facilities benefit from 
policy protection, proposals for their full or partial redevelopment are consistently 
approved where they are judged to be reasonable. This land use has therefore 
formed a consistent source of windfall, with 11 completions over the past 15 
years – it is considered reasonable to project forward the historic rate (rounded 
down). 

 

Table 19 Windfall from Education 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

7.4 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this 

land use 

2.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Borough wide, no specific location 

Basis for future windfall projection: Educational facilities have historically been 
a relatively large source of windfall. However, Hertfordshire County Council is 
now proactive in promoting surplus educational land in its ownership for 
development where the land is no longer required for education purposes, and 
windfall from education is therefore likely to be lower in the future. Nevertheless, 
academy schools and private educational facilities will conceivably continue to 
deliver windfall in the future – it is therefore considered reasonable to make a 
windfall projection for this land use, but at a modest level well below the historic 
rate. 
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Table 20 Windfall from Leisure – Culture and entertainment 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.0 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a reasonable 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, almost all of it was from a single 
site. It is therefore not considered reasonable to project forward the historic rate. 

 

Table 21 Windfall from Leisure – Golf courses and country clubs 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.0 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a reasonable 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, almost all of it was in a single year. 
It is therefore not considered reasonable to project forward the historic rate. 

 

Table 22 Windfall from Leisure – Public houses 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

3.3 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

4.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Towns and villages 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst pubs benefit from policy protection, 
proposals for their full or partial redevelopment are consistently approved where 
they are judged to be reasonable. This land use has formed a consistent source 
of windfall, and it is considered reasonable to trend forward the historic windfall 
rate. A small uplift has been made to 4 dwellings per annum to allow for the two 
public house sites assessed in the HELAA as suitable and available, but which 
cannot be allocated because they are below the strategic site size threshold. 
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Table 23 Windfall from Leisure – Public open space and recreation 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.5 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a reasonable 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, it was the result of a single site. It is 
therefore not considered to be reasonable to project forward the historic rate. 

Table 24 Windfall from Parking and garages 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.4 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: This land use has historically delivered a 
reasonable amount of windfall at a steady rate. However, a large number of 
vacant or surplus garage sites (which are largely within the Council’s own 
ownership) have been identified or promoted for development in the past few 
years, including as part of the HELAA. It is therefore not considered to be 
reasonable to project forward the historic rate, as most opportunities from this 
land use are likely to have been identified. 

Table 25 Windfall from Residential garden land 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

6.4 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: This land use has historically delivered a 
reasonable amount of windfall at a steady rate. However, whilst Local Plan 
policies allow for the approval of suitable schemes on garden land, the NPPF 
specifically prohibits the inclusion of garden land within windfall calculations. 
Accordingly, no future windfall projection has been made for this land use. 
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Table 26 Windfall from Residential redevelopment 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

18.0 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this 

land use 

21.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Borough wide, mostly towns and 

villages 

Basis for future windfall projection: This land use has formed the largest 
historical source of windfall. The generally large numbers of small completions 
each year also make residential redevelopment a very consistent source of 
supply, and it is considered reasonable to trend forward the historic windfall rate. 
The NPPF’s inclusion of previously developed sites within the definition of 
acceptable development in the Green Belt will also result in additional windfall 
from this land use in the future – the sites in Appendix I provide evidence of this. 
In addition there are two urban residential redevelopment sites assessed in the 
HELAA as suitable and available, but which cannot be allocated because they 
are below the strategic site size threshold. Accordingly, an uplift 3 dwellings per 
annum on the historic average windfall from this use is considered to be relatively 
conservative. 

 

Table 27 Windfall from Residential institutions 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

16.5 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a substantial 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, this was the result of a small 
number of large sites which were considered to be exceptional. It is therefore not 
considered to be reasonable to project forward the historic rate. 

 

  



38 
 

Table 28 Windfall from Retail – General 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

3.3 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

Yes 

Future windfall projection for this 

land use 

4.0 dwellings per annum 

Geographic location of future windfall Borough wide, primarily within towns 

Basis for future windfall projection: This land use has historically delivered a 
reasonable amount of windfall at a steady rate, and recent changes to permitted 
development rights mean that planning permission is no longer required to 
convert a shop to a dwelling. Accordingly, an uplift of around 1 dwelling per 
annum on the historic average windfall from this use is considered to be relatively 
conservative. 

Table 29 Windfall from Retail – Motor trade 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

1.3 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been some historic 
windfall from this land use, this was the result of a small number of completions 
over a decade ago. It is therefore not considered to be reasonable to project 
forward the historic rate. 

Table 30 Windfall from Utilities 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

7.3 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

No 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: Whilst there has been a substantial 
amount of historic windfall from this land use, this was primarily the result of a 
single large completion. It is therefore not considered to be reasonable to project 
forward the historic rate. 
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Table 31 Windfall from Vacant land 

Historic average windfall from this 

land use 

2.8 dwellings per annum 

Consistent historic pattern of 

delivery? 

Yes 

Reasonable to make a future windfall 

projection? 

No 

Future windfall projection for this land 

use 

Nil 

Geographic location of future windfall N/A 

Basis for future windfall projection: This land use has historically delivered a 
reasonable amount of windfall, relatively consistently. However, the HELAA and 
previous Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment documents have 
already proactively identified significant amounts of vacant land, and there is little 
vacant land (as opposed to greenfield land which has not previously been 
developed) otherwise left unidentified. Accordingly, no future windfall projection 
has been made for this land use. 

 

3.4.4 Of the 19 former land use categories, windfall allowances have been made for 7 
categories: 
 
 Agriculture and other rural uses 7 dwellings per annum 
 Business – Offices   21 dwellings per annum 
 Community facilities   5 dwellings per annum 
 Education    2 dwellings per annum 
 Leisure – Public houses  4 dwellings per annum 
 Residential redevelopment  21 dwellings per annum 
 Retail – General   4 dwellings per annum 

 
3.4.5 This provides for an overall core windfall projection of 70 dwellings per 

annum.  

 
Additional windfall allowance 
 

3.4.6 This core windfall projection is somewhat below the historic average level of 
windfall delivery (106 dwellings per annum). However, because the HELAA is 
only able to assess (and the Local Plan is only able to allocate) sites which 
have been promoted at this specific point in time, the windfall projections above 
are similarly based at a specific point in time. It is likely that by the middle and 
end of the plan period the rate at which windfall arises will be higher – this has 
been observed throughout the previous plan period, and can be seen in Figure 
4. 

 
3.4.7 Accordingly, it is considered appropriate to double the windfall projection for the 

final five years of the plan period to 140 dwellings per annum. This is still well 
below the level of windfall development which has been delivered over the last 
two years, and which will be delivered in the coming few years. Indeed, over 
half of the five year housing land supply set out in the 2014/15 Annual 
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Monitoring Report40 is on windfall sites – equivalent to windfall delivery of 
around 300 dwellings per annum in the short term. This demonstrates the 
extent to which windfall continues to increase as more time passes since the 
start of the plan period. 

 
Windfall projection for Hatfield Town Centre 

 
3.4.8 In addition to generalised windfall figures above, a specific additional windfall 

projection is made for development within Hatfield Town Centre. The Hatfield 
2030+ project41, of which the Council is a part along with key Hatfield 
stakeholders such as the University of Hertfordshire and major landowners, has 
identified a variety of development opportunities within and around the town 
centre. Whilst the primary objective of these opportunities would be 
regeneration, they would nevertheless deliver a significant number of homes. 
 

3.4.9 Work on identifying sites and formulating development options for the town 
centre is ongoing, and it is not yet known which sites and options will come 
forward. It is therefore not possible to assess the suitability, availability and 
achievability of specific sites within the HELAA. However, the regeneration of 
Hatfield Town Centre is likely to form a key component of the Local Plan and on 
that basis it is considered to be appropriate to make a broad windfall 
assumption for development which will conceivably come forward there. 

 
3.4.10 Development feasibility work as part of Hatfield 2030+ has identified 8 land 

parcels within Hatfield Town Centre which could come forward for development, 
with a potential capacity of around 600 dwellings. However, this presents 
something of a ‘maximum’ scenario and deliverability would be reliant on a 
variety of external factors. The conceivable ‘minimum’ scenario is based upon 
the potential capacity of the 2 land parcels within the Council’s ownership, for 
which deliverability would be much less of a constraint. The capacity of these 
land parcels is around 125 dwellings – whilst it is possible given the number of 
other opportunities that a much higher number of dwellings could be delivered, 
this is considered to be the most reasonable basis on which to make a windfall 
projection. 

 
Windfall total and phasing over the plan period 

 
3.4.11 Windfall development is, by its nature, unexpected. Because planning 

permissions are generally valid for three years, the Council’s established 
practice is to not make a windfall allowance for the first three years from the 
point at which future housing supply is calculated. This is considered to be a 
conservative approach to estimating supply – it is still possible for homes to go 
from the point of first application to completion in less than three years, but the 
majority of homes to be completed in that time would already be known about. 
 

3.4.12 Taking a three year period from the adoption of the Local Plan (likely to be in 
2017) means that no windfall allowance will be made for the monitoring years 
2017/18, 2018/19 and 2019/20. This leaves 12 years until the end of the plan 
period (2020/21 to 2031/32) for which a windfall allowance can be made – at 
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 http://www.welhat.gov.uk/AMR  
41

 http://hatfield2030.co.uk/  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/AMR
http://hatfield2030.co.uk/
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the basic rate of 70 dwellings per annum, this provides for a core windfall 
allowance of 840 dwellings. 

 
3.4.13 As set out in paragraphs 3.4.6 and 3.4.7, it is appropriate to double the windfall 

projection for the final 5 years of the plan period (2027/28 to 2031/32). This 
results in an additional windfall allowance for 350 dwellings (70 dwellings per 
annum over 5 years). With the addition of the further 125 dwelling allowance for 
development within Hatfield Town Centre, the total plan period windfall 
allowance can be calculated as follows: 

 
Table 32 Plan period windfall allowances 

Core windfall allowance, 70 per annum 2020/21 to 2031/32  840 dwellings 

Additional allowance, 70 per annum 2027/28 to 2031/32 350 dwellings 

Hatfield Town Centre allowance, 125 over plan period 125 dwellings 

Total plan period windfall allowance    1,315 dwellings 

 
Windfall supply for employment land 
 

3.4.14 Historically there have been relatively few windfall completions of new 
employment land, and the general trend has been for employment land to be 
steadily lost over time. Permitted development rights, particularly those allowing 
the conversion of offices to dwellings without planning permission, are likely to 
continue this situation and mean that the bulk of gains in employment land will 
be on identified and/or allocated sites. Accordingly, no windfall estimate for 
gains in employment land is being made. 
 

3.4.15 Furthermore, it is necessary to reflect in the borough’s employment land supply 
where projected windfall gains in the housing supply from business land uses 
will result in losses of employment floor space. The only such land use for 
which a housing windfall projection is made, and for which an employment land 
windfall loss projection therefore needs to be made, is offices. Office-to-
residential schemes seen so far within the borough have typically comprised a 
mix of 1-bed and 2-bed flats – the lower-end Nationally Described Space 
Standard42 for new homes is 61m2. The use of the lower-end figure is 
considered to be realistic, given that office-to-residential developers are not 
actually required to comply with the standards. It is then considered realistic to 
add 10% to the 61m2 figure to allow for circulation space within buildings – 
accordingly, each office-to-residential flat is considered to occupy 67m2 of a 
former office building. 
 

3.4.16 The projected core windfall allowance of 27 dwellings per annum arising from 
offices therefore amounts to a loss of 1,810m2, increasing to 3,620m2 per year 
from 2027/28 to 2031/32 for the final five years of the plan period. Over the 12 
years of the plan period for which a housing windfall estimate is made, this will 
therefore amount to a projected loss around 30,800m2 of office floor space. 

 

                                                        
42

 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/421515/150324_-
_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/421515/150324_-_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/421515/150324_-_Nationally_Described_Space_Standard____Final_Web_version.pdf
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4 Monitoring 

 
4.1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) requires that a rolling 5-year 

land supply be identified annually, with an additional 5% or20% buffer against 
the housing requirement (moved forward from later in the plan period) to ensure 
choice and competition in the market. 

 
4.1.2 Delivery of sites will be monitored through the Annual Monitoring Report as part 

of the housing trajectory, along with the 5-year supply. 
 
4.1.3 A review of the HELAA and any new sites will be undertaken following 

consultation in 2015 to inform Local Plan preparation. 
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5 Conclusion 
 

5.1.1 The HELAA is an evidence study that aims to assess the availability of suitable 
land for housing and employment 15 years from the point of adoption of the 
Local Plan, and beyond. It does not in itself form planning policy and any sites 
will need to be allocated via the Local Plan. Site allocations will depend on the 
strategy that the Council decides to take forward and the overall appraisal of 
sites contained in the Council’s Housing and Employment Site Selection 
Background Documents. Any comments made in relation to particular sites do 
not constitute a planning brief or formal planning advice.  

 
5.1.2 This document updates and replaces previous SHLAA documents for urban 

and Green Belt sites, as well as separate windfall assessments.  
 

5.1.3 A short summary of the potential for housing and employment identified within 
the HELAA is set out below. 

 

5.2 Summary of potential housing and employment 
 
5.2.1 The HELAA has assessed 188 sites in the borough. Of these, 82 failed the 

Stage 1 Assessment with 106 going forward to the Stage 2 Assessment.  
 
5.2.2 Of the 106 sites assessed at Stage 2, 31 were urban sites and 75 were Green 

Belt sites. Overall, 78 sites (27 urban, 51 Green Belt) were found to be suitable, 
available and achievable with the remaining 28 sites failing to meet one or more 
of these requirements. Suitable, available and achievable housing sites have a 
maximum combined development potential of 11,789 dwellings, including 38 
Gypsy and Traveller pitches. Suitable, available and achievable employment 
sites have a maximum combined development potential of 83,320sqm. 

 
Housing 
 

5.2.3 The majority of suitable, available and achievable housing sites are located in 
the two principal towns, with sites associated with Hatfield and Welwyn Garden 
City representing 32.7% and 32.8% of the total development potential for 
housing in the borough, respectively. The majority of development potential for 
housing for Hatfield arises from Green Belt sites whereas in Welwyn Garden 
City it is more evenly spread across urban sites and Green Belt sites  

 
5.2.4 Digswell is the only excluded village which does not have any housing sites that 

pass the Stage 2 Assessment, with Little Heath and Woolmer Green having the 
next fewest sites. The other excluded villages have a broadly similar number of 
sites which pass the Stage 2 Assessment. The potential for housing in sites 
associated with the excluded villages predominantly arises from Green Belt 
sites, with only 3 of the 8 villages having any development potential from urban 
sites. Of the villages, Cuffley and Brookmans Park have the greatest share of 
development potential for housing, with Oaklands and Mardley Heath having 
the least. Rural North has one site promoted for a new settlement (Hat15). This 
represents 9.7% of development potential for housing in the borough. 
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5.2.5 The deliverability assessment of suitable, available and achievable housing 
sites indicates that only a small proportion of potential housing (4.8% or 560 
dwellings) could come forward in the first five years of adoption of the Local 
Plan, with the majority (57% or 6,741 dwellings) coming forward in years 0-10 
and 0-15 of the plan period. This is principally because the sites capable of 
coming forward over a 0-15 year period are large strategic sites. However, they 
may be capable of providing some housing within the first five years in addition 
to the 560 dwellings that have been identified as deliverable. A further 4,488 
dwellings could be provided on developable sites during years 6-15, although 
1,607 of these are associated with sites that have a high degree of uncertainty 
surrounding their deliverability43. 

 
Employment 

 

5.2.6 Four sites within the borough have the potential for employment floor space. 
Two of these are located within the urban area of Welwyn Garden City, one is 
on Green Belt land adjoining Welham Green and the fourth site is on Green Belt 
land adjoining Woolmer Green. The site in Welham Green would contribute the 
greatest share of potential employment floor space across the whole borough. 
  

5.2.7 58,250sqm is considered to be capable of coming forward within years 0-10, 
with Pea02C capable of providing a further 11,500sqm within years 6-15.  
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