Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 1 (Duty to Cooperate)

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Question 17

Evidence in this section:
 Q17e DCLG response on new garden cities March 2015
 Q17e WHBC letter to DCLG on new garden cities January 2015







Q17f Hertfordshire Leaders Group presentation – ‘Joining up the dots’
Q17f HIPP Planning for Herts beyond 2031 – January 2017
Q17f HIPP Planning for Herts beyond 2031 – March 2017
Q17f Herts Planning Group Minutes September 2016
Q17f Report to Herts Planning Group – Growth beyond 2031
Q17f WHBC presentation to Herts Planning Group May 2017
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Cllr Roger Trigg
Executive Member for Planning
Reply to: address as below
Date: 7 January 2015
Direct Tel: 01707 357239
Email: c.haigh@welhat.gov.uk

Eric Pickles / Brandon Lewis / Grant Shapps / Bob Kerslake
Department for Communities & Local Government
2 Marsham Street
London
SW1P 4DF
Dear xxx

New Garden Cities and New Towns
I am writing to let you know that Welwyn Hatfield is working hard in accordance with NPPF
guidance to prepare a Local Plan for the borough that seeks to meet the development needs
of the area.
Over the last few months we have presented housing and employment evidence to our
Planning Panel which indicates an objective need for about 12,500 dwellings and 12,000
new jobs by 2031, plus further growth in our wider housing market area. We anticipate that
about 4,900 homes can be built on brownfield sites which means that up to 7,600 may have
to be directed to green belt locations.
We have hosted two very well attended Panel meetings to consider all of the urban and
green belt sites that have so far been promoted for inclusion in the forthcoming Local Plan.
It was at these meetings that councillors and members of the public queried the potential for
new Garden Cities or New Towns as a preferable way of meeting housing needs, rather than
the continuous expansion of towns and villages into valuable and much-loved green belt
land. Expansion of our towns inevitably makes them less sustainable as they sprawl
outwards and in fact conflicts with Garden City ideals. There is increasing frustration within
our communities but the reality is that we have no genuinely alternative growth options.
Welwyn Hatfield has the experience of both Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield New Town as
a way of providing high quality homes, job opportunities and associated infrastructure and
services all with green and pleasant environments. The desirability of these communities as
places to live and work indicates their merit as a development model, and is indeed
recognised by the NPPF.
The Council appreciates the Government’s view that new Garden Cities should be “locally
led” but is constrained by the fact that there are no local aspirations or site opportunities
within this area to accommodate a new community of sufficient critical mass. We also have
strong doubts about the planning and political ability to deliver new settlements through cooperation with surrounding authorities. The nearest plausible locations are outside of our
housing market area and would very likely be unsupported by the relevant local authority.
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We consider that new communities can only be delivered if the Government takes a
prominent and pro-active role in partnership with local authorities, statutory bodies and all
other interested parties. We note for example recent announcements for Garden Cities at
Ebbsfleet and Bicester.
Given we have within our borough what is widely regarded as the finest Garden City in
existence, we are willing and able to offer experience to help ensure that any new Garden
Cities are exemplar 21st century interpretations of the concept.
We now look to the Government to help us facilitate this.
Yours sincerely

Cllr Roger Trigg
Executive Member for Planning, Housing and Community
cc:

Rt Hon Eric Pickles
Brandon Lewis MP
Grant Shapps MP
Sir Bob Kerslake
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Joining-up the Dots
Hertfordshire Beyond 2031
Cllr Mandy Perkins
Chair of Herts Infrastructure & Planning Partnership

436

Planning for Hertfordshire beyond 2031
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Purpose of the presentation
HIPP was tasked by Leaders Group to look at
long term Planning issues…
Current issues with Planning across
Hertfordshire

Future challenges
A better way forward
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Hertfordshire
Polycentric county of some 30 distinct towns/villages

Mid-order facilities but no dominant settlement, so defers somewhat to
London and to a lesser-extent Cambridge for higher-order jobs and facilities
Strong radial road and rail routes enable concentric patterns of commuting,
but weaker east-west routes create congestion hotspots
Leafy suburban image and cautious mindset that favours limited, incremental,
proportionate growth

Delivered two gardens cities and three new towns in 20th century
Accusations of economic complacency as investment leapfrogs further north

General prosperity masks pockets of deprivation and challenges around
quality of life, viability and housing affordability
Currently 1.1 million people in county - rising to 1.4 million by 2031
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Where are we now?
Most councils have reached at least pre-submission stage of Local Plans
to 2031
Some have started early Reviews to 2036
93,500 new homes and 92,000 new jobs proposed up to 2031
Forecast 20% increase in traffic by 2031
For whatever reason, nationally some councils have failed
Duty to Co-operate
… and the process is going to get harder
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Current local plans
Broxbourne

Target for 7,100 homes to 2031. Aiming to submit in 2017.

Dacorum

Core Strategy target for 11,300 homes to 2031. Early review.

East Herts

Target for 16,400 homes to 2033. Aiming to submit in 2017.

Hertsmere

Core Strategy target for 3,400 homes to 2027. Early review.

North Herts

Target for 15,950 homes to 2031. Aiming to submit in 2017.

St Albans

Target for 8,720 homes to 2031. Legal appeal re duty to co-operate.

Stevenage

Local Plan target for 7,600 homes to 2031. Examination underway.

Three Rivers

Core Strategy target for 4,500 homes to 2026. Early review.

Watford

Core Strategy target for 6,500 homes to 2031. Early review.

Welwyn Hatfield

Target for 12,000 homes to 2032. Aiming to submit in spring 2017.

Total

93,470 homes
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GLA

Bucks CC

Essex CC

Aylesbury vale

Chilterns

Hillingdon

Harrow

Barnet

Enfield

Epping Forest

Harlow

Uttlesford

South Cambs

Luton

Central Beds

Herts LEP

Herts Police

NHS & CCGs

Herts CC

HPG and HIPP

Wel Hat

Watford

Three Rivers

Stevenage

St Albans

North Herts

Hertsmere

East Herts

Dacorum

Broxbourne

Duty to Co-operate links

South
Cambs
19,000

Housing Numbers in adjacent Authorities to 2031
Central
Bedfordshire
26,000
Uttlesford
11,000

Aylesbury Vale
28,000

Luton
7,000

Harlow
6000

Chiltern
4,000

Enfield
14,000
Harrow
10,000
Hillingdon
11,000

Barnet
31,000
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Our experience
Producing a Local Plan is a tough process politically - for communities,
residents and councils - and still not over!
It costs a lot: average £350,000 per authority per year
Legislation, policy and the numbers keep changing
Significant infrastructure implications
Loss of greenfield and green belt

Higher densities
Viability and affordability challenges
Developer and landowner challenges
If this time around was difficult… where next?
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Future options
Very little co-ordinated thinking about local planning beyond 2031

New ways of working are needed to avoid having to pick from ever-decreasing
menu of future growth options:







continue as we are - joint attempt to resist major growth
reliance on much taller buildings and higher densities
urban extensions, including previously rejected schemes
merging of distinct settlements
expansions and transformation of existing settlements
entirely new settlements
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Future challenges
National agenda on growth and housing delivery

Planning system - more changes coming
Housing affordability

London Plan
Oxford - MK - Cambridge corridor
Luton and Central Beds
London - Stansted - Cambridge corridor
Growth at Stansted and Luton airports
Some authorities will have no growth options in their area beyond
2031
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Future challenges
Housing and job numbers for 2031-2050

Quality of life issues
Political pressures and pressure groups

Further loss of green belt
Access to services
Infrastructure funding
Length of time to build infrastructure
Costs of producing plans
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Is there a better way?
Need to preserve what is special about Hertfordshire
Need a strategic view to identify the best locations for future growth
Need a more joined up approach to infrastructure planning
Need to be better at getting funding for critical infrastructure

Need to respond to pressures from elsewhere
Need to keep local government in control of the planning agenda
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Growth corridors
O – MK – C
corridor
L-S-C
corridor

M1

A1(M)
A414

M25
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London Plan

Joint working options
General engagement
What’s in it for me?

HPG and HIPP
Duty to co-operate

Joint site masterplans
Joint planning documents
Joint planning teams

What’s in it for us?

Joint local plans
Joint committees
Combined
authorities
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Benefits
A better planned Hertfordshire
Share the pain, but also the benefits
A united voice for lobbying - for investment and funding
A stronger position in eyes of central government

More cost effective
Retains public sector control
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Decisions for today
Are there shared concerns about the future challenges?
Is there recognition that the current approach is not tenable in the future?
Is there appetite for joint working on a longer term vision and a different
approach to plan making?
What are the limits on the ladder of options? What is a step too far?
Approval for HIPP to explore the issues and come back in September with a
firm set of proposals?
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Planning for Hertfordshire Beyond 2031
Hertfordshire Infrastructure & Planning Partnership – 10 January 2017
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Hertfordshire
Polycentric county of some 30 distinct towns/villages

Mid-order facilities but no dominant settlement, so defers somewhat to
London and to a lesser-extent Cambridge for higher-order jobs and facilities
Strong radial road and rail routes enable concentric patterns of commuting,
but weaker east-west routes create congestion hotspots
Leafy suburban image and cautious mindset that favours limited, incremental,
proportionate growth

No longer has pioneering spirit that delivered gardens cities and new towns
Accusations of economic complacency as investment leapfrogs further north
General prosperity masks pockets of deprivation and challenges around
quality of life, viability and housing affordability
Currently 1.1 million people in county > rising to 1.4 million by 2031
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Current situation
Hertfordshire not keen to develop full co-operation…

… but willing to consider closer joint working arrangements






Local Authorities + County Council
Herts Constabulary
NHS / CCGs
Herts LEP
Greater London Authority

Duty to co-operate necessitates hundreds of interactions between bodies
HIPP provides forum for discussion – i.e. Strategic Planning Framework
Presumption that councils progress with current local plans and reviews

Slides focus on long-term planning issues and arrangements that may need to
be put in place in anticipation of joint working and decision-making
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GLA

Bucks CC

Essex CC

Aylesbury vale

Chilterns

Hillingdon

Harrow

Barnet

Enfield

Epping Forest

Harlow

Uttlesford

South Cambs

Luton

Central Beds

Herts LEP

Herts Police

NHS & CCGs

Herts CC

HPG and HIPP

Wel Hat

Watford

Three Rivers

Stevenage

St Albans

North Herts

Hertsmere

East Herts

Dacorum

Broxbourne

Duty to Co-operate links

Current situation
Most authorities preparing local plans that will take them to 2031







re-use of brownfield land
redevelopment of town centres, railway stations, employment land, etc
taller buildings / higher densities than would once have been acceptable
small-to-medium sized sustainable urban extensions
release of green belt land

Most authorities struggling to meet their full objective development needs
Chosen sites are controversial and subject to local opposition
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Current local plans
Broxbourne

Target for 7,100 homes to 2031. Aiming to submit in 2017.

Dacorum

Core Strategy target for 11,300 homes to 2031. Early review?

East Herts

Target for 16,400 homes to 2033. Aiming to submit in 2017.

Hertsmere

Core Strategy target for 3,400 homes to 2027. Early review?

North Herts

Target for 15,950 homes to 2031. Aiming to submit in 2017.

St Albans

Target for 8,720 homes to 2031. Legal appeal re duty to co-operate.

Stevenage

Target for 5,800 homes to 2031. Aiming to submit in 2017.

Three Rivers

Core Strategy target for 4,500 homes to 2026. Early review?

Watford

Core Strategy target for 6,500 homes to 2031. Early review?

Welwyn Hatfield

Target for 12,000 homes to 2032. Aiming to submit in spring 2017.

Total

91,670 homes
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Current situation
Silo working – going it alone mentality

Fragmented infrastructure provision





highways
education
healthcare
green infrastructure

Cost of Local Plan production = average £350,000 per authority per year
Broxbourne £1.136m (2016-2018). Dacorum xxx. East Herts £2.5m (2010-2017).
Hertsmere xxx. North Herts xxx. Stevenage xxx. St Albans = £600,000 exc staff (20112016). Three Rivers xxx. Watford xxx. Wel Hat = £4.22m (2005-2016).

Housing growth on greenfield and green belt land = average 45%
Broxbourne 50%. Dacorum 17%. East Herts 59%. Hertsmere xxx%. North Herts 54%.
Stevenage 40%. St Albans = 45%. Three Rivers 6%. Watford xxx%. Wel Hat = 55%.
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Map of Herts growth

Does this feel right? Would it look like this if Herts had worked together?
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Growth implications
Emerging local plans make provision for at least 91,000 new homes

Major growth along M1, A1(M), M11/A10, A414 and A505 corridors
Herts Highways anticipate 20% increase in existing traffic levels by 2031
Major growth also anticipated around London, Luton and Harlow
New transport links such as Crossrail 2 also likely to bring extra growth
Herts Transport Plan 2050 warns that road widening is not the answer and
places emphasis on public transport, walking/cycling and new technologies
Infrastructure deficit – HIIS estimated £2.4 billion gap
Fragmented infrastructure provision
Infrastructure funding challenges
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Growth implications
This is not the end…

Herts may not particularly want major growth, but it is coming regardless
So what is our vision for prosperity?
Population and economic projections continue to rise
Herts may have to provide another 100,000+ homes in period 2030-2050
Equivalent to three additional Welwyn Garden Cities

Major sites can only deliver a maximum of 1,000 homes per year each
Infrastructure – roads, schools, healthcare, etc?
Housing affordability?
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Future options
Very little co-ordinated thinking about local planning beyond 2031

New ways of working are needed to avoid having to pick from ever-decreasing
menu of future growth options:


Continue as we are – joint attempt to resist major growth







reliance on much taller buildings and higher densities
urban extensions, including previously rejected schemes
merging of distinct settlements
expansions and transformation of existing settlements
entirely new settlements
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Opportunities and threats
Impact on residents and businesses – quality of life, travel delays, etc

Shared services agenda
London Plan – how should Hertfordshire engage in debate?
Growth corridors
Growth at Stansted and Luton airports + associated jobs
Herts LEP
Government and Planning Inspectorate
Landowners and development industry

Development viability and housing affordability
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Growth areas/corridors
Mayor is about to embark on full review of the London Plan. For context the
current plan states that the city desperately needs more homes and sets a
target to build 42,400 homes per year in the period 2015-2025
Principal objective of London-Stansted-Cambridge Consortium is to drive
economic development and enhance quality of life in the corridor through
productivity, investment and access to employment opportunities
Chancellor has asked the Infrastructure Commission to: “Maximise the
potential of the Cambridge – Milton Keynes – Oxford corridor as a single,
knowledge intensive cluster that competes on the global stage and assess the
economic case for which investments would generate the most growth”

Dept for Transport / Highways England have examined the strategic case for
an Oxford-to-Cambridge Expressway and concluded it would improve eastwest connectivity, build transport resilience and promote economic growth.
Network Rail support Bedford – Sandy – Cambridge rail line to improve eastwest connectivity
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Growth corridors
O – MK – C
corridor
L-S-C
corridor

M1

A1(M)
A414

M25
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London Plan

Joint working options
General engagement
What’s in it for me?

HPG and HIPP
Duty to co-operate
Joint site masterplans
Joint planning documents
What’s in it for us?

Joint planning teams
Joint local plans
Joint committees
Joint authorities
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Other options
Joint work and joint resources

Framework for technical studies
Carry out joint site search studies (i.e. for new settlements)
Co-ordinate public sector bodies – Herts CC, local authorities, NHS/CCGs, etc
One Public Estate – Cabinet Office / LGA initiative supporting property projects
Hertfordshire Development Corporation
Use of compulsory purchase powers
Tax Increment Financing (TIF)

Bank of Hertfordshire
Government lobbying
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Is there a better way?
Need to preserve what is special about Hertfordshire

Need a strategic view of county to identify best locations for future growth
Need a more joined-up approach to infrastructure planning
Need a way to better access funding for critical infrastructure
Need to respond to growth pressure from elsewhere
Need to keep local government in control of planning agenda
Forthcoming White Paper…?
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Next steps
Hertfordshire needs to gain more control of its own destiny…

Proposed that HIPP make the following recommendations to Leaders Group:
1) Develop a long-term vision for the county
2) Work together on infrastructure planning, funding and implementation
3) Devise and implement appropriate governance arrangements
This includes deciding whether to pool some resources and sovereignty
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Planning in Herts to 2031 and Beyond
Report for HIPP 22 March 2017
Herts Leaders Group has tasked HIPP with looking at long-term governance arrangements
to plan for the future of Herts beyond 2031.
It has been agreed that HIPP will present its proposals back to the Leaders Group in
September.
There are three HIPP meetings scheduled between now and then; on 12 June, 27 July
and early September. These meetings will receive updates on the progress of this work.
A special workshop is also anticipated during this period to explore the options in more
detail.
It is proposed that HIPP should authorise the Member working group that prepared the
original presentation for the Leaders Group to continue this process, with regular reporting
back to HIPP meetings and via email circulation where necessary.
The working group comprises: Cllr Mandy Perkins as Chair of HIPP, Cllr Derrick Ashley as
Vice-Chair of HIPP and Cllr Linda Haysey as a Leader representative and is supported by
David Scholes as a Chief Executive representative, Kevin Steptoe as Chair of HPG, Colin
Haigh as Vice-Chair of HPG and Jan Hayes Griffin and Jon Tiley representing Herts CC.

Over the next six months it is proposed that the working group will look to identify options
for long-term governance arrangements.
This will start with a review of options proposed by Catriona Riddell in her 2015 report
(which is attached for information). It will also consider the spectrum of options put to the
Leaders Group as part of the original presentation.
In addition the working group will look to appoint a specialist resource to support the
development of the options. It is critical that any supporting resource can be appointed
quickly and will have knowledge of the planning system and joint working arrangements.
Possible sources for this resource include the HCA ATLAS team and consultants such as
ARUP for their strategic planning expertise. Any costs will be funded from the payments
that authorities make for the HIPP/HPG co-ordinator and supplemented by Herts CC as
required.
It is also proposed that the working group should offer some early thoughts on the growth
and delivery options for the future. It will consider the spectrum of options put to the
Leaders Group as part of the original presentation and highlight the Housing White Paper’s
emphasis on brownfield intensification, higher densities, estate regeneration, etc. It is
important that Leaders continue to recognise that difficult decisions will have to be taken.
At this point in time it is considered that the short-term governance arrangements to deliver
the recommendations in September could take the form of two distinct groups.
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Tranche 1
A “2031 Group” to be led by Cllr Mandy Perkins as Chair of HIPP will look at ways of
achieving closer county-wide co-operation over the coming months/years as authorities
look to adopt, implement and review their local plans.
This might include:


A strong communications and lobbying strategy, to highlight to the Government and
others that Herts has successful co-operation arrangements in place despite not
favouring other forms of devolution



The preparation of promotional material to demonstrate that Herts is delivering new
homes and jobs and should not be regarded as anti-growth



A presumption that HIPP responds to all major consultations about planning and
infrastructure, so that individual authorities only do so where they have additional
thoughts



A county-wide framework to appoint consultants to carry out technical studies such
as SHMAs and Economy Studies



An examination of innovative joint approaches to infrastructure funding



A county-wide framework to appoint specialist skills such as conservation and urban
design



A county-wide framework to second planning officers between authorities, as a way
of sharing skills such as policy writing, examination advocacy, masterplanning, etc



A county-wide framework to buy-in external agency support where required



The agreement of common principles for certain processes such as Section 106
requests



An attempt to unify policies where each authority currently establishes their own,
such as affordable housing percentages, car parking standards, CIL rates, etc

This will require authorities to make a contribution to both an administrator role to serve
HIPP and HPG meetings and a co-ordinator role to act as an independent voice to guide
the work of both groups and ensure they remain committed to the task in hand.
Tranche 2
A “2031-2050 Group” to be led by Cllr Derrick Ashley as the Vice-Chair of HIPP will look at
the long-term future of homes, jobs, transport, infrastructure delivery and funding. Current
examples of this include the Transport Vision to 2050 and the Water Study. The Housing
White Paper also reinforces the duty to co-operate and expresses support for joint plans.
This group will examine the merits of the different models of governance to deliver a more
joined-up and strategic approach to long-term planning of growth and infrastructure.
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This will include examining the various models for joint working on strategic planning and
infrastructure which are emerging in other parts of the country.
This will be carried out in the context of long-term growth and delivery options, including
the most controversial scenarios: to intensity existing urban areas, merge distinct
settlements and build entirely new settlements.

Timetable:







HIPP – agreement to way forward
Herts Public Sector Leaders Steering Group – update
HIPP – update
HIPP – update
HIPP – agreement of recommendations to Leaders Group
Leaders Group
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22 March
23 March
12 June
27 July
early Sept
Sept/Oct

HPG Main Committee – 15 September 2016
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, Council Offices, Campus East,
Welwyn Garden City AL8 6AE

Attendees
Tracy Harvey
Kevin Steptoe
Jon Tiley
Rupert Thacker
Jennifer Clarke
Tom Day
Mark Silverman
Ian Fullstone
Zayd Al-Jawad
Renato Messere
Ian Dunsford
Colin Haigh
Des Welton

Item
1.

(TH)
(KS)
(JT)
(RT)
(JC)
(TD)
(MS)
(IF)
(ZA-J)
(RM)
(ID)
(CH)
(DW)

St Albans City & District Council (Chair)
East Herts District Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire Local Nature Partnership
Hertsmere Borough Council
North Herts District Council
Stevenage Borough Council
Three Rivers District Council
Watford Borough Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
HPG Co-ordinator (Minutes)

Discussion/Conclusion
Apologies for absence
Apologies were noted from: Doug Cooper (Broxbourne);
Christine Lyons (Hertsmere – Mark Silverman substituting) and
Claire Bennett (Heads of Housing Group).

2.

Notes of last meeting held on 12 July 2016
The notes were agreed as a true record.

3.

Green Infrastructure in Hertfordshire
Jennifer Clarke referred to the draft project proposal that she
had circulated. This had been updated following discussion of
the previous draft at the last meeting and she was now seeking
further refinements. She summarised the background to the
work and added that the key issue was that a strategy was in
place but this was not being delivered.
JC referred to the six key projects outlined in the document and
commented that three of these could be progressed by the
Hertfordshire Green Infrastructure Group (HGIG) relatively
easily, but the other areas needed consultancy support. These
included the projects related to embedding into policy making
(project 2); planning & design process (project 3) and
monitoring (project 5). The proposal was to ask HIPP for a
contribution of £4K from each local authority.
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Action

In discussion CH commented that the debate needed to focus
on who delivers green infrastructure. He referred to the
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan that included proposals for green
corridors but the question was who delivers the green
infrastructure that lays between the development sites and
whether that is through direct local authority funding or planning
gain. JT added that some landowners will provide funding and
that once a strategy is in place it is possible to attract resources
and ID mentioned the possibility of lottery bids.
It was agreed that there should be further references in the
document to the role of partners and in particular the Local
Nature Partnership.
JC added that she would prepare a covering report for HIPP
that could be presented to the next HPG meeting on 2
November. Further comments on JC’s report were requested
to be sent to her or the Co-ordinator by 7 October.
4.

JC

JC
ALL TO
NOTE

Post 2031 Housing Delivery Options
A report, prepared by Colin Haigh and Ian Fullstone, had been
circulated with the agenda.
CH commented on the need to consider more radical solutions
to meet post 2031 housing needs. These may need to include
extensions to existing settlements as well as new towns or
cities and ZA-J added that realistically new settlements had to
be considered. KS referred to the number of unknowns,
including the required level of growth. He added that it was
important to raise these issues with Members. TH commented
that there was an added challenge in that the Mayor of London
was rejecting any suggestions of development within the Green
Belt inside the M25.
ID advised that Wokingham had raised £millions through S106
to fund infrastructure and that it might be appropriate to invite
them to address a future meeting of HPG. The need for
infrastructure investment to support growth was repeated and
JT said that the London Plan process could help provided
Hertfordshire was prepared to take some of London’s growth.
In summary TH said that HPG needed to agree the next steps
in progressing this if Members agree to take it forward. JT
referred to the need to relate this to the devo item and the
proposed presentation by David Scholes to HIPP. IF agreed to
liaise with David Scholes so that if appropriate these issues are
reflected in his report.
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IF

5.

High Density/High Rise Development
Ian Dunsford gave a presentation on Skyline, Watford’s
approach to taller buildings and demonstrated the associated
3D model. It was intended to present this to a future meeting of
HIPP.
ID explained that the work was in response to Watford receiving
a significant number of planning applications for tall buildings.
Watford had looked at SPDs produced by other local authorities
and also worked with Design South East to provide a workshop
for Members.
The SPD promoted a range of criteria including skyline,
townscape, building setting, open space, amenity and the effect
of micro climate. Public access and transport were other key
factors.

6.

ID demonstrated the 3D model that had been developed for
them by Arup and added that it was being refined and
improved. The model is available for developers to use it on a
chargeable basis and it is intended to refresh the model every
12/18 months. ID offered to provide further demonstrations
after the meeting.
.
Recruitment Update
Tracy Harvey advised that Oaklands College had secured
seven entrants to the apprenticeship training course which is
sufficient for it to proceed. This will commence on 19
September and the proposal is that there will be intakes to the
course in September and March each year.
JT referred to the EELGA project and added that HCC were
part of the working group. There was a meeting the previous
day and JT advised that he would seek feedback from their HR
rep who attended. He would circulate any information coming
out of the meeting.
TH added that representatives from Oaklands College and the
University of Hertfordshire were due to attend the next meeting
but Alina Congreve had recently left the University. Coordinator to make contact to confirm that Oaklands and the
University can attend the next meeting.

7.

HIPP Work Programme Review
Des Welton referred to the HIPP Work Programme that had
been circulated. The work programme needed to be refreshed
and had been discussed at the HPG Development
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JT

DW

Management and Development Plans Groups. Their comments
were summarised in a separate document.
DW added that once HIPP had agreed how to proceed with
regard to the devo discussions this would have a major input
into any revised HIPP Work Programme. It was proposed to
take a revised programme to a future meeting of HIPP for them
to agree.
In discussion JT referred to housing as being a major issue for
HIPP and referred to the importance of the proposed joint
HPG/Heads of Housing session. IF and ZA-J stressed that the
programme needed to be better prioritised. IF also suggested
that lead HIPP members could be identified for specific projects
and officers then work with them.
TH stated that she would discuss further with Cllr Perkins with a
view to the programme becoming more output focused.
It was agreed that further comments on the HIPP Work
Programme should be forwarded to the Co-ordinator.
8.

HIPP Agenda & Forward Programme
The HIPP agenda and forward programme was discussed.
It was noted that the agenda for 29 September meeting was
quite full and JT proposed that the Building Futures item be
deferred to the November meeting. It was also noted that there
were several items on the November agenda and it was
suggested that the Post 2031 Housing Delivery options could
be delivered through a separate workshop. JT added that other
venues for HIPP meetings could be considered and this would
mean that meetings could extend beyond the 9.00pm County
Hall deadline.
TH confirmed that the above suggestions would be discussed
with Cllr Perkins at the HIPP Chair’s briefing on 19 September.

9.

Duty to Co-operate
(a) SPF Progress
It was noted that this was on hold pending the outcome of the
devolution discussions.
(b) London Plan & Wider South East Engagement
DW advised that the Wider South East Officer group had met
on 9 September when he was on leave. He understood that
Paul Donovan had attended but he had not yet received any
feedback. The next meeting of the Political Steering Group is
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TH

ALL TO
NOTE

scheduled for 12 October.
(c) Other significant ongoing DTC processes of wider
interest to the Group
No other matters were raised.
10.

Government Consultations/Chief Planner Letters etc.
It was noted that there are two current relevant consultations.
The first, which closes on 19 October, seeks views on the
detailed regulations to implement the neighbourhood planning
provisions in the Neighbourhood Planning Bill. The second,
which closes on 2 November, also relates to the
Neighbourhood Planning Bill and specifically relates to
addressing the use of pre-commencement planning conditions.

11.

Round Table
East Herts – Due to start the Reg 19 consultation for the Local
Plan in November with the Examination in early 2017.
Hertsmere – MS asked that CH ensure that Hertsmere
residents close to the boundary with Welwyn Hatfield are
appropriately consulted on their Local Plan. CH advised that
those wishing to be kept informed can register on the Welwyn
Hatfield website. Hertsmere have just received the Inspector’s
report for their Site Allocations document. Also reviewing their
OAN.
Hertfordshire County - JT reported that the Transport Vision
was to go to HCC Cabinet on Monday and would then go out to
consultation from the end of September to the end of
December. It was proposed that there would be a presentation
to HIPP. JT agreed to send out a link to the consultation via the
Co-ordinator.
North Herts – Local Plan consultation is to commence later this
month.
Three Rivers – currently out to consultation for an Article 4
direction in two areas to avoid the loss of employment land
through permitted development. Only one objection has been
received so far.
Watford - ID referred to Planning Performance Agreements
developed at Watford and offered to share information with
other authorities.
Welwyn Hatfield – CH confirmed that their Local Plan was now
out to consultation and he would like to hear from anyone
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JT/DW

wishing to have duty to co-operate meetings.
12.

Any Other Business
Renato Messere advised that the HTCOA funds of
approximately £3.5K had now been transferred to the HCC
account. It was noted that the option of using these funds for
promotional work to support recruitment had previously been
discussed. In addition, it was agreed to see if further options
arose from David Scholes presentation to HIPP. To discuss
further at the next meeting.

13.

DW

Dates of Next Meetings
The dates of future meetings of the HPG Main Committee were
noted as follows:
2.30pm Wednesday 2 November 2016 – Stevenage BC
2.30pm Thursday 12 January 2017 – St Albans City & District
2.30pm Thursday 2 March 2017 – Broxbourne BC

HIPP
Dates for remaining HIPP meetings for 2016/17 are as follows:
Thursday 29 September 2016
Thursday 17 November 2016
Tuesday 24 January 2017 (subject to change)
Wednesday 15 March 2017 (subject to change)
Meetings are at County Hall but if anyone wishes to host one
please contact the Co-ordinator.
(Post Meeting Note – The dates of the January and March
HIPP meetings are likely to change – to be discussed at the
September HIPP meeting)
Information Items
A. HPG Development Management – 10 August 2016
(Minutes)
B. HPG Development Plans – 12 August 2016 (Minutes)
C. Herts LEP Strategic Infrastructure Board – 11 August 2016 Minutes
The above information items were noted.
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ALL TO
NOTE

ALL TO
NOTE

Herts Planning Group 15 Sept 2016
Growth in Hertfordshire Beyond 2031

Most authorities in Hertfordshire are currently preparing local plans that will take them to 2031.
They generally contain policies and sites allocations that favour the re-use of brownfield sites, the
redevelopment of key locations such as town centres and railway stations (but often with taller
buildings and higher densities than would once have been deemed acceptable) and small-tomedium sized sustainable urban extensions around towns and villages. Despite concerns about
economic complacency, other factors such as geographical constraints and politics makes it
difficult for most authorities to meet their objective needs. Those sites that are chosen are
controversial, subject to significant local opposition and raise questions about infrastructure
capacity and investment. Government policy ostensibly opposes development in the green belt
but tacitly hands this choice to local authorities as well as promoting proposals for locally-led
garden cities, towns or villages.
Some authorities may decide to safeguarded land for future growth and there are a few strategies
and studies looking at the longer-term (such the Hertfordshire Transport Plan, the Hertfordshire
Water Study and the North Hertfordshire new settlement study). Political and local views on the
future seem split between the panacea of new settlements to overcome threat of local growth or
incremental and proportionate growth. Overall thought there appears to be little or no coordinated or countywide thinking about local planning beyond 2031. This is hardly surprising
given the challenge of short-term political tenures and complex administrative and housing market
boundaries, but a countywide approach is arguably vital in anticipation of the new London Plan,
the devolution and shared services agenda and challenging ideas for transport/growth corridors
being espoused by consultants and think-tanks. New ways of working are needed if we want to
avoid having to pick from an ever-decreasing menu of options. A failure to do so could mean that
these choices are made for us; by the Government, by the LEP or by other private interests.
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Assuming comparable housing and job needs beyond 2031, the obvious growth options are:











Joint attempt to resist growth on green belt and infrastructure grounds;
Re-use of brownfield land;
Redevelopment of town/village/other centres, around railway stations and transport hubs;
Reliance on much taller buildings and higher densities, in urban and suburban locations or
specific locations such as transport nodes;
Redevelopment of employment and retail areas;
Redevelopment of lower density housing estates;
Urban extensions, including schemes that have been previously rejected;
Merging of distinct settlements within and across administrative boundaries;
Major expansion and transformation of existing settlements;
Entirely new settlements.

Others considering the future are looking at more challenging ideas, as recent London School of
Economics proposals include: a more relaxed stance on development in the green belt, releasing
green belt around public transport nodes, more green gaps/wedges/fingers, the release of whole
growth corridors from the green belt and the release of all green belt land not covered by other
environmental designations.
The draft Hertfordshire Transport Plan to 2050 rationally anticipates that growth decisions will
have to be based on transport capacity and transport investment, but dismisses major road
building as the answer. Growth areas for the M1, A1(M) and A10/M11 corridors and the A414
Group are currently focusing on upgrades to links and junctions. Other mooted projects include
HS2 through Buckinghamshire, Crossrail 2 through the Lee Valley corridor, a new Oxford-toCambridge rail route and a new road link serving Oxford, Milton Keynes and Cambridge.
Integrated public transport and IT technologies offer potentially exciting solutions but do not (yet)
offer a reassuring alternative to driving. It is also appropriate to consider growth options based on
where people live and work and the location of services and facilities they use on a regular basis.
The recognised challenges of any form of strategic or co-operative planning are: the short-term
political tenures of councillors, the ‘localism’ agenda of voters, the conundrum posed to HIPP by
Catriona Riddell that local authorities need someone above them to blame and the reality that
some authorities may have to accommodate growth on behalf of others.
It is therefore suggested that HIPP consider the following matters with regard to planning beyond
2031:







the degree of local political willingness to consider alternative co-operation and growth
options;
the approach to new settlements including their catchment area and the local political
acceptance of taking more than the fair share;
a site search for possible settlements that could be expanded;
a site search for possible locations for entirely new settlements;
a study of public transport and other infrastructure options to link those locations to the
strategic road/rail network;
an approach to the Government and Hertfordshire LEP to help fund growth studies and
opportunities for local authority governance of these ventures;
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creation of a strategic planning team for the county, perhaps initially as a sub-group of HPG;
formation a local authority company to carry out these studies, potentially purchase land, up
to and including development and beyond into rental or lease arrangements;
lobby the Government to create/ease the legislative pathway for the future, such as with
regard compulsory purchase and the creation of new settlements.
Authors: Colin Haigh & Ian Fullstone
August 2016
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Planning for Future of Herts
xxx
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Tranche 1 – 2031 Group
To look at ways of achieving closer county-wide co-operation over coming
months/years as authorities adopt, implement and review their local plans
Strong communications and lobbying strategy
Promotional material
County-wide framework to appoint consultants for technical studies
County-wide framework to appoint specialist skills
Innovation approaches to infrastructure funding
Common principles
Attempt to unify policies
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Tranche 2 – 2031-2050 Group
To look at long-term future of homes, jobs, transport, infrastructure delivery
and funding
To examine various models for joint working on strategic planning and
infrastructure which are emerging in other parts of the country

This will include consideration of the most controversial scenarios such as
intensify urban sites, merge distinct settlements, entirely new settlements
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Growth options
Use of brownfield land
Taller buildings
Higher densities
Use of employment land
Use of green space
Use of public land (One Public Estate)
Estate regeneration
Previously rejected sites
Less protection of existing character/identity of settlements
Green Belt release
Urban extensions
Merge distinct settlements
Transformation of existing settlements
Entirely new settlements
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Welwyn Hatfield experience
Constantly changing (increasing) growth projections

Constant changes to national guidance
Challenge to identify housing market area and functional economic area
but very helpful to have retained consultants to achieve consistency
Duty to co-operate focus on debate rather than outcomes and solutions
Use of Planning Panel rather than member steering group
Saving reports to the end “v” preparing them as work progresses
Didn’t fully plan for loss/gain of staff throughout process
Not enough on-going legal advice
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Housing White Paper
Strategic Plans for combined authorities
Greater support for neighbourhood planning
Standardised methodology for calculating housing requirement
Penalties for under-delivery
 Action Plan
 Greater presumption in favour of sustainable development
Demonstrate exceptional circumstances for green belt release
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Joint studies
To date studies have been carried out by different consultants using different
methodologies, which makes comparison difficult across authority areas
County-wide studies
Sub-county studies
Framework agreement to appoint same consultants
Common methodologies
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SHMAs and HMAs
Household/population projections, SHMAs and identification of HMAs have
been hardest part of local plan preparation and duty to co-operate efforts
A lot of this work can carry forward what we already know
County-wide demographic projections
(GLA London Plan has projections for entire south-east region)
County-wide SHMA

Agree HMA areas – reach conclusion on best fit or overlapping areas
Attempt to relate HMA areas to FEMA areas
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Economy Studies and FEMAs
Economy issues have not been subject to as much scrutiny as housing issues,
but will become increasingly important in light of the new Herts LEP SEP and
UK Industrial Strategy
A lot of this work can carry forward what we already know

County-wide job projections
County-wide Economy Study

Establish common economic objectives, in partnership with Herts LEP
Agree FEMA areas

Attempt to relate FEMA areas to HMA areas
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Other studies
A lot of this work can carry forward what we already know

County-wide green belt reviews – to enable comparison of best sites
County-wide landscape character assessments

County-wide transport modelling, in partnership with Herts CC
County-wide SFRAs

County-wide infrastructure studies
County-wide viability work – to inform affordable housing policies and CIL

Framework agreement for SA and HA consultants
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Other activities
Pool of specialist officers

Agree common structure/content of local plans
Use same policies wherever possible

Appoint single company to prepare Policies Maps
Joint online map showing allocations, policies, designations, etc

Appoint single QC or barrister to provide legal advice
Appoint same Programme Officer

Ask PINS for same Inspector
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More ambitions options
Joint policy teams

Joint plans
Meet growth needs across sub-county areas

Herts Infrastructure Plan
Zayd: Statement of Intent signed by all Herts authorities to establish forum
for pre-consultation working, ways of resolving issues and approach to
dealing with differing views
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Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 1 (Duty to Cooperate)

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Question 18

Evidence in this section:
 Q18a South East Local Authorities letter to Greater London Authority 2014
 Q18a Greater London Authority letter re Bedford Local Plan consultation 2014
 Q18b WHBC CHPP Report March 2017 – Local Plan Submission
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GREATERLONDONAUTHORITY
Development, Enterprise and Environment
Ronald McKay
Bedford Borough Council
ANGS84O
Bedford MK4O 1 ZD
POST

Our ref: D&P/ LDF39/LDDO1 /HSO1
Date: 20 February 2014

Dear Ronald,

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended);
Greater London Authority Acts 1999 and 2007; Town and Country Planning (Local
Development) (England) Regulations 2012
Re: Bedford Borough Council Local Plan 2032 Consultation
Thank you for your letter consulting the Mayor of London on the Issues and Options stage of
Bedford Borough Council’s DPD document.
In developing these options and addressing the Duty to Cooperate, it should be recognised that
London is experiencing significant population growth. This is expected to increase from 50,000 pa
anticipated in the 2011 Plan to oven 00,000 pa until the end of the present decade, and is the core
concern of Further Alterations to the London Plan which are currently subject to consultation.
There is considerable uncertainty as to the long term trajectory of this growth, not least because of
the effects of the recent recession on the housing market in London and the wider south east. The
central demographic assumption in the Further Alterations expects growth to average 75,000 pa in
the 25 years to 2036. Depending on the length of time taken to tackle the backlog of housing
need, this could generate a requirement for 49,000— 62,000 homes pa.
To address this requirement the Mayor will seek to accommodate London’s growth within its
boundaries. The Further Alterations therefore propose increasing London’s identified housing
supply target by a third to 42,000 pa and introducing new policy to bring forward further capacity
through high density development at locations within London which are well served by public
transport.
Despite these proposed policies, there could still be a ‘gap’ between demand and supply of housing
in London. Until the demographics ‘bed down’ it is not clear how big the gap will be.
Planning authorities in the wider south east with housing markets which are influenced by that of
London are strongly advised to take account of these uncertainties when addressing NPPF
paragraph 47. This requires authorities to boost significantly the supply of housing by using their
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets full objectively assessed needs.

City Hall, London, SEI 2AA • Iondon.gov.uk • 020 7983 4000
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The balance of evidence suggests that, as the housing market across the wider region eases, outmigration from London may, at a minimum, revert closer to its longer term trend. Currently, this
suggests that CLG’s 2008 household projections may provide more authoritative evidence for
assessing local housing needs beyond London than CLG’s 2011 projections. It will also be noted
that the 2011 projections extend only to 2021 and that CLG provides qualifying guidance on their
use.
Recognising that London and the wider south east may face long term challenges in
accommodating growth pressures, the Mayor intend5 to inform his forthcoming, non-statutory
2050 Infrastructure Plan with a range of ‘what-if’ scenarIos. These scenarios will explore different
ways of accommodating such pressures both within and outside London including urban extensions
and development associated with new or enhanced transport infrastructure.
The Mayor has already begun consultation on proposals for the emerging Infrastructure Plan and it
is hoped that as this develops it will inform consultations on the Further Alterations to the London
Plan. It might also usefully inform preparation of Local Plans beyond London.
The Mayor would therefore encourage Bedford Borough Council and other relevant local
authorities to plan strategically for what may well be growing populations. The Council may wish to
develop its ‘Option 2: Expanded Growth Area’ in ways which take forward the NPPF requirement to
secure sustainable development, seeking close integration of land use and public transport
provision including linkages with London.
The FALP document can be found here:
http://www. london. gay. ijfr/priorities/pla pning/london-plan/d raft-further-alterations-to-the
Ia rid on plan
-

Yours sincerely,

Stewart Murray
Assistant Director
cc

—

Planning

i-DIary Chipping, SEMLEP
National Planning Casework Unit, DCLG
Alex Williams, TfL
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Part I
Item No: 0
Main author: Sue Tiley
Executive Member: Cllr Mandy Perkins
All Wards
WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL
CABINET HOUSING AND PLANNING PANEL – 16 MARCH 2017
REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING AND
GOVERNANCE)
SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN
1

Executive Summary

1.1

Consultation on the Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission document, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Regulations Assessment and Draft Infrastructure
Delivery Plan took place between 30 August and 24 October 2016.

1.2

Over 3,000 representations were received to the consultation documents and all of
these are available to view at http://consult.welhat.gov.uk/portal.

1.3

The main issues arising from the responses relate to the tests of soundness and
whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the legal requirements.

1.4

Appendix A contains a summary of all the representations received and a proposed
response to the issues raised.

1.5

Appendix B sets out a schedule of minor modifications that officers propose should
be made to the Plan in light of consultation representations. Minor modifications are
changes to typographical or grammatical errors, changes to improve clarity or
changes to update facts. No main modifications that would amend the content or
intent of the Plan are proposed.

2

Recommendations

2.1

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Local Plan,
Policies Map and associated submission documents identified in paragraph 4.59
should be submitted with minor modifications as set out in this report, to the
Secretary of State for public examination.

2.2

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated powers to continue to agree Memorandums of
Understanding and Statements of Common Ground with adjoining authorities and
other duty to co-operate bodies as appropriate all the way up until submission in
order to secure the best outcome for the public examination.

2.3

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated authority to add to, amend and/or delete items from
the Schedule of Minor Modifications that may arise as a result of on-going meetings
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with adjoining authorities and other duty to co-operate bodies, all the way up until
the point of submission.
2.4

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated authority to prepare a Statement of Duty to Cooperate which explains the outcome of on-going duty to co-operate meetings with
adjoining authorities and other duty to co-operate bodies, to be submitted to the
Secretary of State alongside the Submission Local Plan.

2.5

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
and Planning Policy and Implementation Manager in consultation with the Executive
Director for Planning and the Executive Member for Planning and with regular
reporting back to this Panel be authorised to advocate the Submission Local Plan at
the public examination and seek to secure the best outcome for the borough if the
Inspector wishes to discuss possible changes, additions or deletions to the Plan.

3

Background

3.1

The Local Plan has now reached an advanced stage in its preparation. Its
preparation is subject to a legal framework which is set out in relevant Acts and
Regulations and interpreted through case law. This is supplemented by national
planning policies and guidance.

3.2

The preparation of the Plan has been subject several rounds of consultation and is
supported by an extensive evidence base which has been put together over a
number of years.

3.3

Whilst previous rounds of consultation have related to options the last round of
consultation set out the Council’s Draft Plan and consulted on its soundness and
whether it had been prepared in accordance with the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended. The results of the latest
consultation are set out in Appendix A to this report.

3.4

Preceding this latest consultation there have been a number of consultation events
from workshops for targeted groups to wider consultation events open to all.
Statements of consultation have been produced for these evets which summarise
the issues raised and the Council’s response.

3.5

Pre-Issues and Options consultation – This took place throughout 2007 and 2008
which identified the key issues the Core Strategy needs to address and the options
for addressing those. In addition the Council also consulted on the implications of
other key strategies and the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal. The responses
informed the Issues and Options consultation document.

3.6

Issues and Options consultation – The consultation was undertaken in 2009 in
order to establish what the main social, economic and environmental issues facing
the borough were and then to identify the reasonable options to help tackle those
issues. This included different distribution options and density assumption. Specific
consultation took place with the Gypsy and Traveller community on the Issues and
Options relating to Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision and the criteria used for
selecting sites. In response to this consultation, the Council received over 6,700
comments. The issues raised in response to consultation at this stage were first
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reported to this panel in October 2010. This document was subject to Sustainability
Appraisal.
3.7

Neighbourhood Workshops – Following the introduction of the Localism agenda a
series of workshops were held with community representatives. Objectives for
different settlements in the borough were identified and reflected in the Emerging
Core Strategy.

3.8

How Many New Homes? – Housing Targets consultation – Following the successful
legal challenge to Welwyn Hatfield’s regionally set housing targets and the coalition
government’s announcement to abolish regional spatial strategies, the Council
carried out consultation on a range of alternative housing targets in 2011. There
were five alternative targets. All but one target would require land to be released
from the Green Belt, each of these targets was accompanied by a Sustainability
Appraisal.

3.9

Emerging Core Strategy, Land for Housing Outside Urban Areas 2012 and Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan – The strategy for focusing growth in and around
Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield with limited infill development in village was put
forward by the Council as a preferred option. The Land for Housing Outside Urban
Areas document considered the options for releasing land in the Green Belt around
the two towns. The Emerging Core Strategy was informed by two housing
background papers relating to the housing target and options for the distribution of
growth. It identified a requirement for between 6,800 and 7,200 new dwellings
between 2011 and 2029. This consultation in 2012 received over 3,000 comments.
The responses were considered at a meeting of this Panel on 8 August 2013. The
two consultation documents and the different distribution options set out in the
Housing Background Paper were subject to a Sustainability Appraisal.

3.10

Local Plan consultation document 2015 – Following a decision by the Council to
convert the Core Strategy into a single Local Plan and the publication of a new
Local Development Scheme in 2014. The Council consulted on proposed change to
the strategic policies, options for sites and the nature of development management
policies it intended to include in the Local Plan. It was accompanied by a Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Sustainability Appraisal and the three documents
attracted around 5,900 representations. The responses were considered at a
meeting of this Panel on 24 September 2015.

3.11

Notification of New Sites events – Following the submission of new sites in
response to the 2015 Local Plan consultation the Council held two events in
October and November 2015 to raise awareness that these sites were being
reviewed in the HELAA as potential options for inclusion in the Plan. Although not a
consultation, the Council did receive correspondence and a petition relating to some
of the sites.

3.12

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 2016 and supporting documents – Members
received a report to the last Panel advising of the numbers of responses to this last
consultation and some of the emerging main issues relating to the Plans soundness
and its preparation. The Local Plan was accompanied by a Policies Map, Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory
Assessment. The responses to the consultation on these documents are available
to view on the Council’s website http://consult.welhat.gov.uk/portal.
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3.13

Evidence Base – Over the preceding years the Council has put together an
extensive evidence base covering a range of topics on environmental, economic,
social and infrastructure matters and has informed the levels of growth,
infrastructure requirements and the approach to the selection of sites. One of the
tests of soundness is that the Plan should be justified by the evidence and it has
therefore shaped both the content and direction of the Plan. New evidence is
discussed in section 4 below.

3.14

Strategic Housing Market Assessment and the Objective Assessment of Need –
This evidence has needed to be constantly updated to take account of changing
household and population projections and best practice. In 2010 a joint SHMA was
produced with the London Arc West planning authorities in Hertfordshire. However
in 2013 the Council took the decision to commission its own SHMA to update the
evidence and identify an Objective Assessment of Housing Need which was
published in 2014. This SHMA was subsequently updated in 2015 and 2016 and
informed the Local Plan Consultation Document and the Draft Local Plan Proposed
Submission document respectively. A further update to the SHMA has been
commissioned to take account of the latest household projections and is discussed
in section 4 below.

3.15

Evidence on the needs of the economy and the quantity and quality of the
borough’s employment land has been gathered. In 2009 this comprised a joint study
with other Hertfordshire authorities, whereas the studies in 2014 and 2015 were
commissioned by this authority. All these studies have concluded that the quality of
employment land in the borough is good and should be retained whilst the 2015
Economy Study identified a need for additional employment land to be designated.
An update to the 2015 study has been commissioned to take account of the latest
forecasts and is discussed in section 4 below.

3.16

A new Retail Town Centres Needs Assessment was published in 2016 to update
previous assessments and it is this assessment which has informed the levels of
growth set out in the Plan. Sites to meet the identified need to 2026 have been
allocated with provision to meet future need to be made as part of a review of the
Plan following an update of the evidence.

3.17

The selection of sites has been informed by numerous studies. The suitability of
sites on an individual basis was undertaken in the Housing and Employment Land
Availability Assessment 2016. This identified the potential of sites for both housing,
including Gypsy and Traveller pitches, and employment and assessed whether they
were suitable, available and achievable. This study updated previous assessments
as well as providing an assessment of new sites.

3.18

The cumulative issues associated with the distribution of sites were considered in
the Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Papers and this lead to
some sites being dismissed because of their cumulative impacts.

3.19

Other studies have also informed the approach to the selection of sites and include
the Green Belt Review Stages 1 and 2, the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment,
assessment of infrastructure capacity, Water Cycle Studies, the Sustainability
Appraisal and strategic advantages associated with certain sites.

3.20

A number of responses to the latest consultation have made representations which
relate to the assessment of sites in the HELAA and/or the Site Selection
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Background Papers and set out why their site should have been included in the
Local Plan. These are considered in Appendix A.
4

Explanation

4.1

The Council has a duty to submit what it considers to be a sound plan. It is then a
matter for the Inspector to consider whether or not the Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the required legal and procedural processes, but it could also be a
matter for legal challenge, which could be referred to the High Court following the
examination.

4.2

The legal and procedural tests which will be considered at the examination are as
follows:


Has consultation taken place in accordance with the Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI)



Have the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 as amended been met.



Has a proper Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment
been carried out



Has the Duty to Co-operate been carried out



Is the document identified in the Local Development Scheme and has the
programme been met

4.3

It is considered that the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) and the
Regulations. Section 3 above sets out the engagement that has taken place upon
what the Plan should contain (Regulation 18) and the Draft Proposed Submission
Plan (Regulation 19).

4.4

Appendix C to this report sets out the monitoring of the consultation to indicate how
representative it is of the borough’s population. It judges that some groups remain
hard-to-reach, as the average respondent was disproportionately likely to be older,
white, and British. Given that respondents to the consultation have on average been
even older than for previous consultations, the lack of responses from age groups
who the Plan would ultimately benefit through increased housing supply is of some
concern. However, given that measures set out in the SCI to increase engagement
(holding consultation events, producing user-friendly summaries of the proposals,
publicising the proposals through a variety of media including social media, etc)
have been carried out, there is not considered to be any issue in terms of
compliance with the SCI.

4.5

Appendix C also provides an analysis of another particular dynamic of this
consultation – the very large number of responses from outside of the borough. At
the 2015 Local Plan consultation 94% of respondents lived in Welwyn Hatfield,
whereas at this consultation only 46% did. The remaining 54% broadly comprised
two groups of respondents: those living in a variety of locations around St Albans
district objecting to the proposed development at Symondshyde and those living in
the UK and abroad supporting the potential provision of a runway at Panshanger.
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4.6

Each consultation document has been accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal
which has considered the reasonable alternatives. A Habitats Regulations
Assessment has also been carried out which considers the environmental impacts
on sites of internationally importance. The statutory consultees have not raised any
objections to either of these appraisals/assessments.

4.7

In the light of comments received to the latest consultation exercise, it is proposed
that three minor modifications are made to the Sustainability Appraisal. Site SDS1
(WGC4) should be defined as partly previously developed land instead of all
previously developed land, which reduces the score for objective 4.4. from a
significant positive (++?) to a minor positive (+?). Secondly, the assessment of
SDS5 (Hat 1) should be amended to refer to two areas of archaeological
significance, not one. However, this does not change the appraisal score, which is
already scored as a significant negative. Finally, site HS22 (BrP4) has given the
wrong site reference (HS23) in some paragraphs, which needs to be amended.
Officers do not consider that any of these changes alter any of the conclusions in
the Site Selection Background Paper.

4.8

The Local Plan is identified in the Local Development Scheme as a document that
the Council is preparing. The Scheme has been regularly updated to reflect
changes in the programme and the switch from a Core Strategy to a Local Plan. It is
recommended that the timetable is amended to reflect the revised submission date
and the subsequently revised timetable for the CIL Charging Schedule.

4.9

The Council will need to demonstrate that at the point of submission the Duty to Cooperate test has been met. This means that it is appropriate to continue with Duty to
Co-operate meetings and other activities to secure agreed statements with
adjoining authorities and other relevant Duty to Co-operate bodies on the content of
the Plan and in response to representations received, all the way up until
submission.

4.10

Because there is a shortfall in housing against the Objective Assessment of
Housing Need (OAN) the Council will need to demonstrate that it has left “no stone
unturned” in attempting to meet that need and that includes through Duty to Cooperate. To date no authority within the Welwyn Hatfield Housing Market Area has
agreed to meet that shortfall and therefore the Duty to Co-operate meetings will
need to continue right up to the point of submission in order for the Council to
demonstrate that it has made every effort to address the need. Wherever possible
Memorandums of Understanding or Statements of Common Ground will be agreed
with relevant Duty to Co-operate bodies. This will include meetings with transport
bodies such as Highways England and Hertfordshire County Council as highways
authority. Officers will prepare a Duty to Co-operate Statement to be submitted to
the Secretary of State with the Local Plan setting out the Duty to Co-operate activity
that has taken place.

4.11

Officers and Members will seek to continue to seek to secure a commitment from
adjoining authorities to consider meeting some of Welwyn’s Hatfield’s shortfall as
part of the review of plans for those authorities within the Housing Market Area. It is
likely that Welwyn Hatfield will need to make a similar commitment for an early
review to address infrastructure issues which currently prevent the borough from
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meeting the OAN. As part of the review of other authorities’ plans, Members should
be aware that a similar request is very likely to be made of this authority.
4.12

Members will be aware that if the Council fails to meet the Duty to Co-operate it will
not be possible for the Plan to be examined against the Tests of Soundness.

4.13

In deciding whether or not to submit the Local Plan for examination the Council has
to consider whether it is sound or whether any main modification are required to
make it sound. The soundness tests as set out in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF are
as follows:

4.14



Positively prepared – be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do
so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;



Justified – be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;



Effective – be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint
working on cross boundary strategic priorities;



Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the National
Planning Policy Framework.

The Council may also identify minor or additional modifications which do not alter
the substance of the Plan but which address typographical or grammatical errors,
improve the clarity or update facts.

Is the Plan positively prepared?
4.15

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF qualifies the requirement to meet the OAN by making
reference to:


Whether 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 indicate that development should be restricted.
The footnote to this criterion lists a number of examples where this might apply
and includes land designated as Green Belt.

4.16

In this respect the Council needs to consider the updated evidence on the Economy
Study and the SHMA. This has been reviewed to take account of the 2014 Sub
National Population and Household projections and changing economic forecasts.

4.17

The SHMA 2017 is informed by demographic modelling from Edge Analytics and
considers economic forecasts, market indicators, affordability, younger household
formation, the effect of London and signals from recent appeals or public
examinations. It is still to be finalised but the draft conclusion is an OAN of around
800 dwellings per year, equivalent to 15,200 dwellings over a 19 year period.
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Officers consider that this would result in considerable infrastructure delivery
challenges for which they are no identified solutions at the current time.
4.18

The latest economic forecasts have been reviewed and a revised assessment of
the number of jobs likely to be delivered which is broadly equivalent to that set out
in the Plan, but with a greater requirement for employment land.

4.19

The Council needs to consider whether or not the updated evidence should result in
a main modification to increase the housing target in order to make the Plan sound.
The main issues raised by respondents is set out in Appendix A to this report.

4.20

It should be noted that Hertfordshire County Council has updated its position on
school capacity in the northern villages. Initial feasibility work shows that St Mary's
Welwyn may have the potential to expand by 1 form of entry. This in theory means
that there is primary school capacity to support another 500 dwellings in the
northern villages. A proposal for a new secondary school adjoining sites promoted
around Welwyn has also been submitted by the site promoters. However the
County Council does not favour a secondary school in this location and advise that
it is also likely to raise highway capacity and sustainable transport issues.

4.21

In response to concerns about the lack of primary school capacity in Welham
Green, promoters of sites in the village have identified a number of sites which
could make provision for either a one or two form of entry school. However the
County Council has concerns about the deliverability of a two form of entry primary
school and is not supportive of single form of entry schools as the educational
outcomes are in general not as good as for two forms of entry schools. Whilst the
specific proposals for a new primary school in combination with all of the suitable
sites promoted for Welham Green has not been subject to a detailed assessment
by the Council, in theory, around 500 dwellings could potentially be accommodated
along with a single form of entry primary school in Welham Green. As with the
northern villages however there would be insufficient secondary school capacity to
meet this level of additional growth.

4.22

Evidence on educational capacity and future need has been submitted by a
promoter of sites around Brookmans Park. It challenges the County Council’s stated
position that 500 dwellings equates to 1 form of entry at both primary and
secondary level and is the appropriate basis for infrastructure planning in local
plans. The evidence focuses on Brookmans Park and the likely child yield arising
from new development based on the age profile and child yield of households in the
village at the 2011 census, an assumption of child yield for a proportion of
affordable housing and taking into account births in the area. The County Council
was asked to review this evidence but has responded on the basis that its position
is based on the research they have already carried out and reviewed, that 500
dwellings equates to 1 form of entry and this is appropriate for strategic purposes
associated with local plan preparation. The evidence submitted by the promoter
does not consider secondary school provision. The evidence also indicates that if a
Welwyn Hatfield average were to be used, 500 dwellings would equate to 1.13
forms of entry.

4.23

The County Council has raised a soundness objection on the basis that insufficient
provision has been made in the Plan for secondary school provision. They consider
that either the secondary school at SDS5 (HAT1) should make provision for 10
forms of entry or a site for a third school should be identified. They had initially
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expressed reservations to the policy in the infrastructure section setting out the
sequential approach for the identification of a site for third secondary school as it
lacks sufficient certainty. They consider that there will be a need for a third
secondary school to serve the Welwyn Garden City area but as the shortfall is only
2 forms of entry they are now prepared to accept the approach set out in the Plan.
4.24

The County Council has carried out a search for sites but have not identified a
suitable site which could be allocated in the Plan. The future use of New Barnfield
remains unclear although they have stated that the site should be removed from the
Green Belt in accordance with its Waste Local Plan allocation. However they have
also indicated that the Waste Local Plan is to be reviewed with a new Plan
scheduled to be in place by 2021, which could result in New Barnfield no longer
being required for waste management facilities, at which point they have suggested
the site could come forward for housing, employment, household waste recycling
centre and/or a primary school (either on the site or through the re-use of
Southfield). They have not referred to it reverting to its former use as a secondary
school. It is considered that the Council should explore with the County Council the
option for New Barnfield to revert to its former educational use to help meet future
needs for a secondary school after 2021.

4.25

The Hertfordshire Water Study is in the process of being finalised. This has been
jointly commissioned by Hertfordshire County Council, Hertfordshire planning
authorities, the Environment Agency and the relevant water bodies. It indicates that
significant infrastructure issues do not occur until after 2031 and that the levels of
growth currently being planned around the county can be accommodated.

4.26

As part of the 2017 SHMA Update, the Council’s specialist demographic and
housing consultants have carried out a technical review of the implications of the
proposed housing target. The role of the review is not to justify the target, as this
has been determined through the plan-making process. The review serves to
illustrate what the implications may be for the borough’s population, newly forming
households, affordable housing and the availability of a labour-force to support jobs
growth.

4.27

Analysis of the 2014-based household projections identifies a continuation of trends
of reduced levels of household formation amongst younger people. Demographic
modelling therefore examines the implications of continuing this trend (unadjusted)
or making an adjustment to increase household formation for younger people. In
this context, a housing target of 12,000 would result in population growth of
between 19.8% and 21.8%, compared to the latest sub-national population
projections of 23.5%. Both scenarios would exceed the national rate of population
growth over the same period (13.6%).

4.28

The proposed housing target of 12,000 is likely to constrain population growth
within younger age groups (the group most likely to migrate from one area to
another) whereas population growth in older age groups is mainly driven by the
natural ageing of the population.

4.29

This would result in more limited growth in the working age population (16-64)
relative to the SNPP, which could constrain labour supply. 12,000 more homes
however will provide the labour force to support between 15,730 and 17,360
additional jobs over the plan period although there is a modest risk that jobs growth
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may not be supported by the level of housing planned should household formation
rates for younger households improve.
4.30

The planned approach to affordable housing would facilitate continuing historic
completion rates, boosting more recent levels.

4.31

The housing target of 12,000 falls below the previous (2015 and 2016) and the
latest updated OAN (2017) but it is evident that the level of growth will continue to
support a sustained growth in the borough’s population and a continuing level of
affordable housing provision when compared to historic trends.

4.32

The Housing White Paper proposes that Local Plans should be reviewed every five
years. Given the infrastructure issues and the need for joint work to address the
secondary school issue which is currently a constraint on further housing growth, it
is proposed that the Council should commit to working with Hertfordshire County
Council to resolve this issue and to work with adjoining authorities to consider
options for meeting the need for housing. In addition a call-for-sites and a
consideration of higher densities will need to form part of plan review. However to
delay the Plan until this work has been completed would have significant
implications for housing delivery over the next five years and the ability of the
Council to have an up-to-date plan in place.

4.33

In light of all of the above, officers consider that it is a sound approach to retain a
target for 12,000 dwellings over the plan period. Also in light of the above, officers
do not consider that the borough currently has the capacity to meet the housing or
other development needs of neighbouring authorities.

4.34

The Council has the option of:


Delaying the submission of the Local Plan to consider if the infrastructure
issues can be overcome and consult on main modifications once this work
has been completed. This may also need to take account of any new
requirements the Government might have to calculating the OAN. In
addition any main modification would need to be accompanied by an
updated Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory Assessment as
appropriate. The Council would also run the risk of not having a five year
land supply when the calculation would be based upon the OAN rather
than the housing target as there would not be an up-to-date adopted Plan
by April 2018
or



Submit the Plan with minor modifications but commit to work with adjoining
authorities and other bodies to review how the housing shortfall and
associated infrastructure constraints such as education can best be
accommodated. There is a risk that the Plan might be found unsound
where there is no firm commitment from another authority at the point of
submission that they would be able to meet the shortfall. However given
that this option would increase housing land supply more quickly than not
having an up-to-date plan it is considered that an Inspector may be more
supportive of an early plan review given the approach taken elsewhere.
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Can the Plan be justified as the most appropriate strategy?
4.35

It is the approach to the distribution of housing which has generated the most
representations in response to previous rounds of consultation. Different options for
distributing growth were considered at the issues and options stage. At the
Emerging Core Strategy stage the Council put forward a preferred option for the
towns to take the majority of growth with growth in the villages limited to urban
capacity only.

4.36

Because of the limited amount of urban capacity in the villages the Sustainability
Appraisal considered there were sustainability benefits in allowing further limited
housing growth by releasing land from the green belt, as this would help to sustain
service and facilities in these communities. Furthermore, a large number of
respondents considered a more proportionate approach to distributing growth to
both towns and villages across the borough was preferable. Respondents also
proposed that consideration should be given to the merits of a new settlement.

4.37

Following consultation in 2015 the option of adding a new village into the mix of
sites presented itself and was incorporated into the Draft Proposed Submission
Local Plan. This proposal has generated a significant number of representations
from those who consider the site to be unsustainable as it is considered to be
remote from services and facilities, will have an unacceptable impact on the Green
Belt and has not been assessed on the same basis as other sites. The Council’s
assessment has drawn a different conclusion and there is no new evidence that has
been submitted which alters this assessment.

4.38

The distribution of dwellings reflects the size and level of facilities as well as
infrastructure capacity issues and the promotion and availability of sites. Oaklands
& Mardley Heath, Digswell and Welham Green in particular could be considered to
be under-provided for in terms of dwelling numbers.

4.39

Representations relating to the potential for main modification to add in additional
sites are considered in Appendix A. However of these villages only the Welham
Green sites can be said to have overcome a capacity constraint. As overall
numbers cannot be increased (due to infrastructure constraints) and no sites in the
Plan are considered to be undeliverable, the additional sites would not present a
more appropriate distribution strategy and would need to be considered alongside
infrastructure constraints as part of a future review of a plan.

4.40

Similarly other sites around other villages do not present a better distribution of sites
compared to those proposed for allocation in the draft plan.

4.41

The argument has been made that the Plan places too much emphasis on the
delivery of strategic development sites. It is considered that the Plan delivers a
balanced approach to delivery with sites of varying scales. The strategic sites bring
forward strategic infrastructure such as secondary schools which are essential to
support delivery of smaller sites as well.

4.42

There are objections from Historic England and others expressing concern at the
extent of SDS2 (WGC5) Birchall Garden Suburb and its impact on the historic
environment, most notably the setting of Hatfield House. The Heritage Impact
Assessment considers that this impact can be mitigated and it is officers’ view that
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this can best be addressed in the masterplan for the site and that the estimates for
dwelling capacity remain appropriate. Objections also consider that a wider green
corridor should be incorporated into the strategy in particular through this site.
4.43

It has been argued by respondents that the Plan could be based on higher densities
or that more urban sites in the employment areas could be released. The site
capacities are based on a consistent methodology which takes account of best
practice and any site specific constraints. The assessments are updated when
planning permission is given for either a higher or lower number of dwellings.
Higher densities are used for sites such as Broadwater Road West but such high
densities would not be appropriate across the borough and would not deliver the
range and type of housing required to meet future needs. In respect of employment
land, economy evidence also indicates that it should be protected in order to
provide sufficient jobs commensurate with the housing target and population
growth. Indeed there is a need to allocate additional employment land to meet
future needs. Furthermore the employment areas are not well served by the social
infrastructure required to meet the needs of residents.

4.44

Cuffley and Northaw Parish Council commissioned a transport assessment of the
growth proposals for Cuffley which was submitted as part of their response to the
consultation. The assessment has been reviewed by Hertfordshire County Council
who considers that the assessment is flawed on a number of counts. They have
compared its results to other transport assessments and the results of the Comet
modelling and do not consider that its conclusion that additional demand in this
location would lead to a severe impact. It does not therefore change the highway
authority’s position relating to their representation to the Draft Local Plan.

4.45

The Council has the option of:


Delaying the submission of the Local Plan to amend the spatial distribution
of sites but retaining the same housing target and prepare a new
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats
Regulatory Assessment reflecting a revised distribution. This may also
need to take account of any new requirements the Government might
have to calculating the OAN. The Council would also run the risk of not
having a five year land supply when the calculation would be based upon
the OAN rather than the housing target as there would not be an up-todate adopted Plan by April 2018
or



Submit the Plan with minor modifications as it represents the most
appropriate strategy for the distribution of sites.

Can the plan be considered to be effective?
4.46

The spatial strategy and levels of growth in the Plan have been arrived at following
extensive joint working with a number of bodies most notably Hertfordshire County
Council as highway authority, education authority and minerals and waste planning
authority, Thames Water and East Herts District Council. Collaboration has also
taken place with adjoining planning authorities on the evidence base, infrastructure
issues and the appropriate levels of growth. Duty to Co-operate activity has also
taken place with St Albans Council most notably on Ellenbrook Park, the strategic
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Green Belt Review and the appropriate levels of growth. Duty to Co-operate does
not mean a duty to agree and throughout the preparation of the Plan St Albans
Council have raised concerns relating to a number of sites to the west of Hatfield.
4.47

The promoters of HAT2 and Roehyde HAT8, HAT9 and HAT10 consider that there
has been a failure of duty to co-operate activity with St Albans Council with regards
to the delivery of these two sites. They consider that a meaningful country park can
be provided whilst mineral excavation takes place and the legal advice which they
have submitted indicates that St Albans Council would not need to be a signatory to
the variation. They also consider that more significant collaboration should have
taken place on assessing the suitability of Roehyde HAT8, HAT9 and HAT10 which
they consider to be a more suitable alternative to Roehyde. However the Welwyn
Hatfield HELAA has considered the suitability, availability and achievability of these
sites and concluded that they are not suitable for allocation. It is not considered that
the representation submitted by the promoter alters this position although there may
be areas of common ground.

4.48

The policies in the Draft Proposed Submission Local Plan have been found to be
generally viable. In addition the assessment of the viability of the strategic sites has
found that they are viable with CIL. In the case of site SDS 5 (HAT1), the viability
work conducted by BNP Paribas has shown that the development of the site is
viable with a proportion of affordable housing between 20% and 25%. This is on the
basis that the site would not have to pay a CIL charge due to the relatively high
level of Section 106 contributions which would fund infrastructure such as the
secondary school that the development would have to sustain. It is possible to say
with reasonable confidence that the site could sustain a policy-compliant level of
25% affordable housing once the potential income from mineral extraction prior to
housing development is factored in. The landowners have indicated that they are
comfortable with this approach at this stage.

4.49

It is considered that the combination of sites and associated infrastructure are
deliverable and viable and that the Plan can be considered to be effective.

Is the Local Plan consistent with national policy?
4.50

A large number of representations have made the case that they do not consider
that the Plan conforms to national policy most notably Green Belt policy. As part of
positively planning for growth the Council has to consider whether there are any
exceptional circumstances that warrant a limited alteration to the Green Belt
boundary.

4.51

The case for exceptional circumstances was considered by the Council in July 2016
when the Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan was approved for public
consultation. It should be noted that simply meeting Objective Assessment of
Housing or Employment Need is not in itself an exceptional circumstance. Regard
has to be had to the impact of not meeting that level of need.

4.52

It was considered that the target would limit the nature and extent of harm to the
Green Belt to the lowest reasonable extent whilst providing sufficient land for
employment. The technical implications of the target have been assessed by our
consultants and are set out above. It can be seen that in spite of not meeting the full
need the Plan would improve the provision of affordable housing, would ensure that
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there is a large enough economically active population to fill the forecast level of
jobs and would boost the supply of affordable housing.
4.53

The Housing White Paper suggests that exceptional circumstances could be
clarified in national policy although this is subject to public consultation. This would
require Councils to consider raising density. Appropriate density levels for the Plan
were consulted upon at the Issues and Options stage and the average density
calculations used in the HELAA are higher than the average density in the borough
but consistent with maintaining the character of the borough’s settlements and the
level of infrastructure. In suitable locations which are accessible by public transport
opportunities have been taken to increase densities.

4.54

Other sections of the Plan have also received objections asking for changes to be
made and these are considered in Appendix A to this report.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
4.55

Representations also commented on the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan and a
summary of the main issues raised is also included in Appendix A.

4.56

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been updated to include a reference to the CIL
review and the Housing White Paper, the Transport Vision 2050, the Govia
Thameslink timetable consultation, updated information on transport mitigation
measures and updated information on school capacity. It is contained in Appendix

4.53

The revised Infrastructure Delivery Plan is attached as Appendix F to this report.

Next Steps
4.57

Members need to consider whether any main modifications should be made to the
Plan or whether they consider the Plan is sound and suitable for submission to the
Secretary of State.

4.58

It should be noted that the Inspector may suggest main modifications required to
make the Plan sound if s/he considers it is not as currently drafted, but that main
modifications not required for soundness purposes cannot be added at this stage.

4.59

The analysis of the Plan’s soundness as set out above and in Appendix A
demonstrates that the Plan can be submitted to the Secretary of State, with a
commitment to a future review. The Housing White Paper in any event proposes
that local plans should be reviewed at least every five years.

4.60

Regulation 22 of the Local Planning Regulations set out what has to be submitted to
the Secretary of State in both paper and electronic form. This includes the Policies
Map, Sustainability Appraisal Report, a consultation statement setting out who has
been invited to make representations, how they were invited to make
representations, a summary of the main issues they raised and how these have
been taken into account and copies of any representation made in response to the
consultation on the Draft Proposed Submission Local Plan and any supporting
documents that are relevant to the preparation of the Local Plan. It is proposed that
the supporting documents will include relevant parts of the evidence base and key
topic papers explaining how the policies were arrived at and their relationship to the
evidence base. A Duty to Co-operate statement will also be submitted.
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5

Link to Corporate Priorities

5.1

The subject of this report is linked to the Council’s Business Plan 2015-2018,
particularly Priority 3 to meet the borough’s housing needs by preparing a new
Local Plan and also other priorities to maintain a safe and healthy community,
protect and enhance the environment, help to build a strong local economy and
engage with our communities.

6

Legal Implications

6.1

The preparation of Local Plan is governed by legislation most notably the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and
the Localism Act 2011, case law and secondary legislation set out in regulations.

6.2

A Local Plan is judged to be legally compliant if it complies with the requirements
set out in Section 20(5)(a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It
also has to comply relevant legislation relating the preparation of Sustainability
Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory Assessment

6.3

The legislation requires that it is prepared in accordance with the Local
Development Scheme (LDS) and Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).

7

Financial Implications

7.1

There are no financial implications arising directly from this report. If the Local Plan
is agreed for submission then it will be necessary to fund the cost of the
examination including Inspector’s fees and expenses, a Programme Officer, legal
advice, support from technical consultants, venue hire, etc. A one-off budget of up
to £255,000 has been identified in the 2017/2018 budget for this purpose.

8

Risk Management Implications

8.1

The report sets out the risks of failing the legal and soundness tests. Failure to
comply with the Duty to Co-operate will mean that the Plan will not progress to be
examined and would instead be returned to the Council for further work. Failure to
meet the tests of soundness may result in the Council being instructed by the
Inspector to consider and consult on a number of main modifications. If the number
of main modifications that are required to make it sound are so great the Plan is
fundamentally different from the submitted version, the Inspector may refer it back
to the Council for further work.

8.2

The Plan could also be subject to legal challenge either through the processes for
its preparation or as a result of the conclusions that the Inspector has drawn.

8.3

The Housing White Paper sets out future proposed changes to the planning system
which will have to be taken into account should there be any delay in submitting.

9

Security and Terrorism Implications

9.1

There are no security or terrorism implications arising from this report.
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10

Procurement Implications

10.1

There are no procurement implications arising directly from this report. If the Local
Plan is agreed for submission the Council must appoint a Programme Officer to
administer the examination process, maintain the document library and otherwise
assist the Inspector during the examination process.

11

Climate Change Implications

11.1

The selection of growth targets and development sites will have implications for
climate change. These have been assessed as part of the site appraisal process
and are considered in the Sustainability Appraisal. Sites which are well located to
public transport and close to services/facilities will have less impact on climate
change than those sites which are more remote.

12

Policy Implications

12.1

In accordance with Paragraph 216 of the National Planning Policy Framework, it is
considered that the agreement to submit the Local Plan will add weight to its
policies. This is because decision-makers may give weight to policies according to
their stage of preparation, the extent to which there are unresolved objections (or
not) and their degree of consistency with policies in the NPPF. As a result it may be
appropriate to take account of Submission Local Plan policies in the determination
of future planning applications.

12.2

If the Local Plan is found sound at public examination, the Council will be able to
formally adopt it as part of the Development Plan for the borough.

13

Equalities and Diversity

13.1

Equalities Impact Assessments (EIAs) were carried out on the strategic policies,
site allocation and development management policies contained in the Draft Local
Plan Proposed Submission document. None of the policies went beyond the
screening stage as no unjustified negative impacts were identified. There are no
main modifications proposed to the Plan and hence the EIA conclusions remain
valid.

Name of author
Title
Date

Sue Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
March 2017

Appendices:
Appendix A Summary of main issues and proposed response (parts 1-6)
Appendix B Schedule of minor modifications
Appendix C Monitoring of consultation responses
Appendix D Proposed Submission Plan
Appendix E Proposed Submission Policies Map
Appendix F Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Appendix G Sustainability Appraisal
Appendix H Habitats Regulation Assessment
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The evidence studies that have informed the Local Plan can be viewed at
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/evidencebase
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Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 1 (Duty to Cooperate)

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Question 20

Evidence in this section:
Q20c Hertfordshire County Council (Education)
 Boroughwide position on education – email chain May-June 2016
 Boroughwide position on education – letter May 2016
 Boroughwide position on education – letter March 2017
 Boroughwide position on education – 2016 School Places Assessment
 Brookmans Park education capacity – email April 2016
 WHBC CHPP Report March 2017 – Submission Local Plan
 Evidence on land take for new school – email August 2016
 North West Hatfield and Symondshyde education capacity – email May 2016
 Peartree Welwyn Garden City education capacity – email May 2016
 Secondary school search – email June 2016
 Secondary school search – email August 2016
 Secondary school search – meeting agency July 2016
 Welham Green education capacity – email June 2016
Q20c Hertfordshire County Council (Highways)
 Draft Local Plan Highways update 2017
 WHBC email regarding Citroen Garage, Hatfield
 HCC response on Citroen Garage, Hatfield
 HCC HELAA comments – green belt sites
 HCC HELAA comments – urban sites
Q20c Hertfordshire County Council (Minerals & Waste)
 HCC minerals comments on HELAA sites April 2015
 HCC minerals feedback on HELAA sites October 2015
 HCC minerals and WHBC DtC meeting minutes
Q20c Thames Water
 WHBC email seeking clarification and consistency on HELAA comments
 Thames Water HELAA comments on 2015 Local Plan Consultation and new sites
 Thames Water HELAA comments on new urban sites
Q20c Herts Ecology
 Herts Ecology comments on new HELAA sites 2015
 Herts Ecology on new urban sites 2015
 Herts Ecology to WHBC email seeking clarification and consistency on HELAA comments
Q20c Historic England
 Letter on site suitability in Digswell – February 2017
 Email regarding site suitability in Digswell – December 2015
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Response to 2015 Local Plan Consultation
Historic England comments on Green Belt HELAA sites
Historic England comments on urban HELAA sites
Historic England response to Heritage Impact Assessment for HELAA site WeG6

Q20c WHBC Environmental Health
 EH comment clarification for HELAA site Han12, Welwyn Garden City
 EH further comments on Citroen Garage, Hatfield
 EH HELAA comments for earlier Green Belt sites
 EH HELAA comments for new 2015 Green Belt sites
 EH HELAA comments for urban sites
Q20c Environment Agency
 WHBC letter to EA September 2015
 Q20d WHBC Regulation 18 Broxbourne Borough Council response
 Q20d North Herts DtC meeting minutes June 2015
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From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 13 June 2016 15:03
To: Carol Hyland <C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk>
Cc: Simon Chivers <S.Chivers@welhat.gov.uk>; Andrea Gilmour
<Andrea.Gilmour@hertfordshire.gov.uk>; Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
<Samantha.Young2@hertfordshire.gov.uk>; Sue Tiley <S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Education - Brookmans Park
Hi Carol
I note the content of your email and attached letter. The five bullets points summaries our recent
discussions accurately, there are a couple of minor comments on their summary marked in red in
the original email below. The County Council’s position remains that it is not opposed to the
principle of the relocation of the existing school provided sufficient development necessitates it. It
is important to note that our response to the scenarios is based on the mitigation measures
required to support development with regard to the Planning Obligations Tests. The County
Council’s approach to developer contributions for school provision typically falls within two
categories:
Provision of a new school
Where the scale of a development is sufficient in itself to justify a new school then the developer will
be expected to provide the site free of charge and pay the full construction costs. Where a
development is not large enough to require new provision, but is of sufficient size to trigger the need
for one because existing cannot satisfactorily accommodate all the pupils from the development,
then a contribution to the land and construction costs will be required in proportion to the
estimated pupils generated. HCC will use its best endeavours to draw together contributions from
two or more sites to commission a new provision.
Expansion of an existing school
If the pupil yield from a development can be accommodated by expanding an existing school, or by
replacing temporary accommodation with purpose built permanent accommodation, then the
developer will be expected to acquire and provide any land required free of charge and pay the
relevant cost multiplier unless estimates based on actual schemes are already available, in which
case these figures will be used.
Development Proposal
The County Council has stated that the existing 1.5FE Brookmans Park Primary School could support
an increase of 0.5FE (the pupil yield from approx. 250 homes) and it is understand that WHBC has
selected a package of sites that total a pupil yield of approx. 0.5fe meaning that the growth could be
accommodated through the expansion of the existing school.
The developer is proposing the relocation of the existing school and enlargement to 2FE on a 3FE
site, this represents an increase in capacity of +0.5FE. It is worth at this point noting what the
Regulations say regarding planning obligations:
The NPPF (203-204) state that Planning obligations should only be sought where they meet all of
the following tests:
 necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms
 directly related to the development; and
 fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development."
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HCC would not be able to require through planning obligations the relocation of the existing school
and enlargement to 2FE as it is not necessary to mitigate against the negative impacts of
development (+0.5FE could be accommodated through expansion of an existing school.
In my earlier response I said that a should WHBC select a development package generating a pupil
yield in excess of 0.5FE a new school would be required, and that this would only be viable with a
package of sites generating a pupil yield of +1.5FE (approx. 750 homes) as this would necessitate the
relocation and enlargement of the existing 1.5FE school to 3FE.
Kind regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 June 2016 13:35
To: Matthew Wilson
Cc: Simon Chivers; Sue Tiley; Andrea Gilmour; Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
Subject: RE: Education - Brookmans Park
Importance: High

Dear Matthew,
Thank you for all your recent help with school place capacity in Welwyn Hatfield. As you know, we
have committee on Monday to consider allocating sites in the Local Plan.
Would you be able to review the attached letter that we received yesterday and let us know if this is
a fair reflection of HCC’s position please. On page two of the letter, it states that WH’s
understanding of the primary school position at Brookmans Park (and hence our committee papers)
contradicts advice given to the promoter of site BrP12 by HCC and that you have met with the
promoter recently. This says that you have no objection to a primary school on BrP12 and that
written advice has been provided stating: ‘HCC is not opposed to the principle of the relocation of the
existing school provided sufficient development is planned’.
The letter also discusses pupil yield and the age profile of Brookmans Park and that HCC will provide
further advice to WHBC once the promoter of BrP12 has undertaken a study of pupil yield.
Just to recap, and in summary, our understanding from the latest series of emails/documents and
telephone conversations exchanged between us is that for Brookmans Park:


The County Council would support a strategy for expanding the existing 1.5FE school to 2 FE
but it was unlikely that HCC would support a strategy involving replacing the existing 1.5FE
school with a new 2FE school in a new site (para. 1.11 of your document dated 19 April
2016).
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This was followed by a further paper dated 31 May 2016 which says for Brookmans Park,
Option 1 was ‘expansion of the existing 1.5FE primary school to 2 FE on its current site.
Option 2b involves the relocation and expansion of the existing 1.5FE primary school to a
new 3FE primary school (should there be sufficient development, of around 750 additional
dwellings to justify such provision).



In your email of 1st June, you reiterate I have said that in paragraph 8 you have three
options the low growth option with no new school would allow 250 homes ...



We then had a telephone conversation and we were clear that the options were either (a)
expand the existing school by 0.5FE (but not provide a new 2FE school on an alternative site)
or a new 3FE school to replace through relocation and expand the existing primary school by
1FE 1.5fe. (The third option noted as 2a, relates to relocating and expanding St Marys in
Welham Green from 1FE to 2FE).



We’re also clear that an additional 1 FE at Brookmans Park, increasing the existing 1.5FE
capacity to 2.5FE is not supported by HCC.

Whilst not wishing to pre-empt your response, perhaps the issue here is that HCC wouldn’t have an
objection to a primary school on BrP12 if this was a 3FE primary school? We would only want a 3fe
school if the housing required it – so around 750 dwellings
As the committee meeting is on Monday, a response before the meeting would be very much
appreciated to help clarify HCCs position with regards to site BrP12.
To assist, I have attached the relevant Settlement conclusions extract from our committee papers
(from the Site Selection Background paper) for Brookmans Park.
With thanks for all your continuing assistance.
Kind Regards,
Carol Hyland
Principal Planner – Policy
01707 357548

From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 01 June 2016 16:06
To: Sue Tiley
Cc: Simon Chivers; Carol Hyland; Andrea Gilmour; Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
Subject: RE: Education

Hi Sue
Welwyn Garden City primary school – to be clear I am not saying I would object to the allocation of
Creswick, the site is only mentioned in an attempt to find a solution to a problem - the problem
being I have insufficient capacity (paragraph 14-16 of the response). We are saying that Peartree
can be relocated and expanded from 1fe to 3fe which goes part way to addressing the pupil yield
from development, the issue is where does the pupil yield go?.
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The south east of the town would be the obvious location to increase capacity. It would help serve
development in the Peartree and Howland areas and is also the area which has a high pupil yield
from existing development. Local Plan development is part of the picture the other part of the
picture is the pressure on school places from existing development (rising population).
Ensuring sufficient land is made available is the crux in all of this. You mention in your email below
‘if necessary you will look to find another site in the Green Belt but it’s not clear which sites you
would look to fund its provision’ . While ensuring development pays towards infrastructure is
important as we have discussed land is finite and my principle role is to ensure sufficient land is
being made available in local plans otherwise HCC which is fail in its statutory duty to ensure
sufficient school places.
Creswick Primary was expanded in 2012 to 2fe. In addition to the additional classrooms associated
with expansion to 3fe there would be a need for additional car parking spaces, core facilitates such
as dining facilities and informal areas of play and playing fields. The site is well suited to a 2fe
primary school at approx. 2ha. I said in the Regulation 18 reps that there was not expansion
potential at this school.
Hatfield and southern villages Secondary School – what we are saying is we can just accommodate
the pupil yield through one new school in Hatfield and given the significant amount of housing
planned for West Hatfield it is reasonable to have this there. There’s very little flow from the
southern villages to schools in Hatfield, the southern village seek secondary education in Potters
Bar. WGC is very different, as we have stated we are unable to accommodate the need
(development within WGC and coming in from the northern villages who seek secondary education
in WGC) in one new secondary school 10fe school.
Welham Green and Brookmans Park – I note the correction to the table in relation to Welham
Green. I am unable to provide you with the information you are seeking as there are too many
permeations for me to comment on and I don’t know the sites as you and your officers do. I have
said that in paragraph 8 you have three options the low growth option with no new school would
allow 250 homes, you could apply this 250 homes in any way you see fit. Do you have a preferred
option across the two settlements? We can provide you with comments on this but with each
settlement having two scenarios there are too many variations to consider and I can’t see what you
will get out of this.
I am aware of your timetable and I do wonder, have you already decided on your strategy / site
selection? I am clear on your position with regard to the third secondary school (a criteria based
policy) am I correct in assuming you will adopt a similar approach for primary schools in WGC?
The above is sent in the spirit of continued constructive dialogue.
Kind regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
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Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638

From: Sue Tiley [mailto:S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 01 June 2016 12:12
To: Matthew Wilson
Cc: Simon Chivers; Carol Hyland; Andrea Gilmour; Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
Subject: RE: Education

Hi Matt
Thanks for getting back to me so quickly. I would be grateful if you could clarify the following for me.
Welwyn Garden City primary school
I was a bit surprised to see your comments relating to an objection for Creswick. As a point of
information there are no other sites of this size where we are currently requiring primary school
provision within the site. The extent of the site is constrained by the pylons and the fact that it lies
within a fragile gap in the Green Belt between two towns. If a school were to be provided within the
site it would therefore reduce the numbers. I assume Creswick primary school can’t be expanded? I
am unclear which sites are generating the need in south Welwyn Garden City for a new 2fe. The
Creswick site generates a need for just over a half form of entry and there are 2 small sites within
the ward which equate to 22 dwellings. The need in Peartree will be met by an expanded Peartree
school. Gosling is the other side of the railway line and in any event won’t come forward until years
10-15.
If necessary we will have to look to find another site in the Green Belt for a new primary school but
I’m not clear which sites you would look to fund its provision.
Hatfield and southern villages Secondary School
I am still unclear why HAT1 needs to be a 10 form entry secondary school when New Barnfield could
meet South Hatfield needs as well as the southern villages so 2 x 6 form entry secondary schools on
the same basis that you have argued for the need for a new secondary school for WGC.
Welham Green and Brookmans Park
Welham Green please note corrections to totals and that the scenarios are the other way round

Settlement
Welham Green

Category
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites

Capacity
4
0
167

Capacity
4
0
92

Combined total
Forms of entry

267 171
0.534 0.342

96
0.192

It is not clear from your response whether you consider that these levels of growth in one or both
scenarios could be accommodated within the existing school in Welham Green. Or if you are
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anticipating that this level of growth would be accommodated in other schools. Could you clarify
what the County Council’s position is?

With regards to Brookmans Park firstly please not changes to planning permission figures
1-12 Green Close
BPLH44
16 gross 4 net
Land
at
Green
Close
BPLH01
12
2
Georges
Wood
Road
BPLH42
9 completed
Other sites
9
21 dwellings have been completed since 2013 including Georges Wood Road above.
You refer to unmet demand in Brookmans Park being predicted for all but one class. Are you able to
say what the level of unmet demand is and to what extent that is demand arising from Welham
Green and Brookmans Park?
My understanding from previous emails is that scenario 1 for Brookmans Park could be
accommodated within your option 1 scenario. What was not clear was whether this would also
accommodate scenario 1 for Welham Green (96 dwellings) or whether this need could be met from
the existing school. Please note that of 96, 12 pitches already exist albeit unauthorised. Could you
please clarify what your position is?
Thanks
Sue

From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 31 May 2016 17:08
To: Sue Tiley
Cc: Simon Chivers; Carol Hyland; Andrea Gilmour; Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
Subject: RE: Education

Dear Sue
Please find attached my response to the development scenarios and your questions below. I also
enclose a letter sent to Gascoyne Cecil Estate regarding HAT1 for your records. I hope the attached
is clear and outlines the County Council’s position, a further meeting can be arranged if you wish.
As an aside, my colleague Sam Young (Children’s Services) is to prepare a business case to support
further work on the permanent expansion of Peartree Primary WGC which is necessary to support
development in central WGC. To do this we require additional information on the numbers
envisaged in the Broadwater/Peartree area, a copy of my earlier email regarding this is attached.
Kind regards
Matt

Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
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Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638

From: Sue Tiley [mailto:S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 27 May 2016 14:52
To: Matthew Wilson; Andrea Gilmour
Cc: Simon Chivers; Carol Hyland
Subject: FW: Education
Importance: High

Dear Matt
We are putting a report to the next meeting of CHPP on our assessment of sites and infrastructure
issues which I will need to finalise next Thursday. You have sent through draft comments which
respond to scenarios 1 and 2 but have not updated them in the light of subsequent meetings. I
would like to confirm the County Council’s position with regards to the following issues we have
identified.
Welwyn Garden City, Woolmer Green, Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Welwyn (and Digswell):
Shortfall of 1 x secondary school. HCC are in the process of a ‘Call for Sites’. Awaiting the outcome of
this process would add significant delay to the WH Local Plan. Our understanding is that there may
be various options for delivery that will need to be explored further, e.g. land within the ownership
of HCC, earlier delivery at Birchall (as per meeting with East Herts), other land may be promoted by
private land owners, part of the need could potentially be catered for at Knebworth thus reducing
the shortfall in WH etc. Given the timing of the HCC Call for Sites and further consideration of
options that is likely to follow, our understanding from the most recent meeting is that HCC would
NOT object to a criteria based policy approach in the Local Plan to seek a solution to a shortfall over
the plan period. (Also noted: HCC has no objection to a 10FE at Hatfield)
Welwyn Garden City: Need for one additional 2 FE primary school. No site currently identified.
However, this could potentially come forward in association with the search for a Secondary School
site and be delivered as a through-school option (we are not aware that this is an option at Creswick
as noted by HCC). On this basis, as above, please can you confirm that HCC would NOT object to a
criteria based policy approach in the Local Plan to seek a solution to this shortfall over the plan
period.
Hatfield: It appears that a 10 FE secondary school at Hat1 may be needed - plus more capacity may
be needed if Potters Bar secondary schools cannot expand to accommodate growth in the southern
villages OR, does this include a contingency for the southern villages? Could Chancellors be
expanded to meet some of this need or alternatively New Barnfield reopened? Please clarify.
Welwyn/Oaklands & Mardley Heath and Woolmer Green: Primary school - Wel3, 4, 11 can be
accommodated within existing schools without expansion but additional growth over and above this
quantum is uncertain as St Mary’s school is listed and would need a detached playing field – (NB: A
detached playing field doesn’t appear to be an issue in principle – although it is at Brookmans Park?)
. Would be helpful if HCC could confirm if HCC would not support higher growth due to uncertainty
around expansion opportunity at St Marys.
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Welham Green/Brookmans Park/Little Heath: Secondary school - If Potters Bar cannot
accommodate growth in southern villages, this will have to be directed to Hatfield - in addition to
the 10 FE or does the 10FE allow for such contingency? Similarly could Chancellors be expanded to
meet some of this need or alternatively New Barnfield reopened?
Welham Green: Primary School - Whilst it's clear that the existing school cannot be expanded, it is
not clear if it has any existing or foreseeable capacity. Please confirm if the 80 dwellings envisaged at
WeG4b can be accommodated at the existing school or whether this is the ’residual’ referred to for
Brookmans Park (see further below)?
Additional growth will need a 2 FE school – site to be identified but HCC do not object to this in
principle, which could then accommodate WeG4b alongside other sites (total capacity of 527).
Brookmans Park: Primary School. HCC supports a 0.5 expansion on the existing site (although this is
subject to feasibility so not certain). If expansion is possible, this = 250 dwelling equivalents but ...
the scenario tested is 324 and then it appears that the written response from HCC suggests that this
would also accommodate 80 from WeG4b, so a total of 404 dwellings. (This is barely short of the
higher growth scenario of 434).
So, is HCC confirming that a 0.5 FE increase on the existing site would be able to accommodate
growth of 324 or 404 dwellings (perhaps through re-directing in-flow from other areas such as
Potters Bar – assuming capacity exist in Potters Bar to do this. You mention in-flow from Woolmer
Green – assume this is meant to say Welham Green but as the school appears to be at capacity, not
clear how re-direction could occur). If it’s the 324 only then still not clear where growth of 80
dwellings at WeG4b is being captured in the HCC response.
Also, the existing school is known to cause local parking issues, which a new 2FE site could address,
so it would be helpful to understand why HCC does not appear to support a new 2 FE option (as a
site/s is/are available) as an alternative to possible expansion on the existing site .
HCC response confirms that Welham Green and Brookmans Park have a schools planning
relationship but the written response does not consider growth on a joint settlement basis. HCC
would appear to be supportive of the principle of a new 3FE school (increasing capacity by 1.5FE) at
Brookmans Park as an alternative to expanding the existing school by 0.5FE.
A 3 FE option = 750 dwellings (increasing capacity by 1.5FE). Between Brookmans Park and Welham
Green, sites have the potential to deliver over 961 dwellings (434 at BP and 527 at Welham Green,
which includes WeG4b. This would be 447 if WeG4b can be accommodated at St Mary’s based on
existing – unconfirmed - capacity) . What is HCC’s view on a 3FE school at Brookmans Park and the
relationship with potential growth at both Welham Green and Brookmans Park? Would HCC prefer
each settlement to provide for its own growth, e.g. a new 2FE at Welham Green and then either a
new school or expansion at Brookman’s Park, which seems to point to growth of either 250 or 750
dwellings (without re-directing back to Potters Bar) or 324 with re-direction?
Little Heath
Written response doesn’t set out what the scenario is – just that Little Heath primary school can
accommodate 0.28 FE = 140 dwellings equivalents. Do we assume this is the limit to growth or is
there more primary school capacity?
Cuffley
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No HCC objection to growth of just under 300 at Cuffley as this could be met through the expansion
of Woodside at Goffs Oak.

You have also advised us that you will be able to share the emerging results of your search for sites.

Kind regards
Sue
Mrs Susan Tiley BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts AL8 6AE
Tel: 01707 357268
Fax: 01707 357285
Email: s.tiley@welhat.gov.uk
www.welhat.gov.uk
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil
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Mrs Susan Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Hertfordshire
AL8 6AE

HERTFORDSHIRE PROPERTY
Hertfordshire County Council
County Hall
Hertford SG13 8DE
Telephone 01992 556638
Minicom
01992 556611
E.Mail: matthew.wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk
Contact: Matthew Wilson
Date 31/05/16

Dear Sue
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Local Plan
Development Scenarios Hertfordshire County Council
Please find enclosed the County Council’s response to the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
(WHBC) development scenarios. I note your email dated Friday 27th May 2016 and will seek to
clarify the County Council’s position as follows.
PRIMARY
Welwyn Garden City (WGC) - there is limited expansion potential at existing primary schools
in WGC. It is clear from the known distribution of sites that an additional 2fe primary is required
to serve the needs arising from WGC and this should be to the south east of WGC where the
highest proportion of pupils of primary school age currently reside. It is understood from the
phasing information provided that the vast majority of development planned for WGC is within
the first 10 years of the plan and it is therefore not unreasonable to expect a new primary
school to be identified in the Local Plan.
The County Council would object to the Local Plan in the event that a new 2fe primary school
site is not identified. While a new all through school may meet this need this would necessitate
the school being located in the south of the town, and this may not be the case. The County
Council’s suggestion that Creswick (WGC1) may offer the possibility for a new primary school
was made as the site is a Green Belt Urban Extension and other such releases include primary
school provision.
Hatfield - as outlined in the enclosed response, to meet the needs of Hatfield a new secondary
school site is needed (8fe with expansion potential to 10fe) and this is understood to be at
HAT1. HCC Development Services would in principle support a school up to 10fe at HAT1. The
developer of the site is aware of this and has raised some initial concerns over the highway
implications of 10fe and this should be explored with HCC as the Highway Authority. I enclose a
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letter that was recently sent to the agents of Gascoyne Cecil Estates regarding education
provision at HAT1.
Welwyn/Oaklands & Mardley Heath and Woolmer Green - please see response enclosed.
Across the Welwyn PPA there is considered to be some limited existing capacity which, subject
to consideration of mix and trajectory, could support the growth scenario 1 without the need to
expand existing schools. The higher growth option (scenario 2) could be accommodated
through existing capacity and a 1fe expansion of Welwyn St Mary’s VA C of E Primary.
Expansion of this school by 1fe would take the school to 3fe however St Mary’s is a listed
building which may limit the expansion potential, a detached playing field and/or MUGA may be
required to mitigate the loss of playing fields. Flexible plan policies to support education uses
is imperative.
Welwyn St Mary’s Primary is adjacent existing playing field which may, if required and subject
to agreements, be used as a detached playing field. By comparison Brookmans Park School
(1.5ha site) is bounded on all sides by development and there are no obvious opportunities for
a detached playing field.
Welham Green/Brookmans Park - the interrelationships between Welham Green and
Brookmans Park are complex and the options are numerous. To clarify the County Council’s
position the enclosed response outlines three options for growth in Welham Green and
Brookmans Park.
Cuffley - It is considered that the growth proposed could be accommodated through a 1fe
expansion of the existing Woodside primary school in Goffs Oak, as stated in the enclosed
response discussions with Broxbourne Borough Council is essential.
SECONDARY
WGC, Woolmer Green, Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Welwyn (and Digswell) - at the joint
WHBC, EHDC and HCC meeting on 13 May 2016 it was agreed that policy wording be drafted
that would make provision for a secondary school of up to 8fe as part of Birchall Garden
Suburb. At this meeting it was understood that a ‘criteria based’ policy approach would be
taken in the Local Plan for the third secondary school. As discussed the phasing of
development across WGC and the northern villages is such that a new school is required
early/middle of the plan period and it is therefore imperative that the school associated with
Birchall Garden Suburb be phased to support development across WGC.
As you will be aware the Inspector has to be satisfied that the Plan is positively prepared,
justified, effective and consistent with national policy, and Regulation 19 representors will need
to relate any objections to soundness as explained in paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
Although it is recognised that for the later stages of the plan period less detail may be provided
as the position regarding the provision of infrastructure is likely to be less certain1. The County
Council’s response to the Local Plan will need to be informed by the likelihood of being able to
bring forward a school without an allocation. As previously discussed land in the Borough is
1

NPPG: Paragraph: 019 Reference ID: 12-019-20140306
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finite and a Green Belt site maybe required. Although a criteria based policy may provide a
mechanism to support an application for a new school should this site not be in the County
Council’s ownership acquisition will be difficult, this will be compounded as the school is
required late in the plan period when it is reasonable to assume that developers with Green Belt
sites will seek a residential value for their sites as they anticipate the next Local Plan. An
education allocation represents the most appropriate route for ensuring a new secondary
school is delivered. The ongoing site search will inform the County Council’s approach to its
Regulation 19 representations, at this point it is necessary to reserve our position regarding
objecting to the Local Plan.
South Welwyn Hatfield - the high growth scenario across Welham Green/Brookmans
Park/Little Heath/Cuffley is 2.2fe. Transport Assessments have been commissioned to assess
the expansion potential of existing secondary schools in the Potters Bar secondary planning
area, although the assessments are yet to conclude it is expected to show that there is
expansion potential at existing secondary schools in Potters Bar. The reopening of New
Barnfield as a secondary school would not be an alternative to accommodating the need in
Potters Bar as a 2.2fe school at New Barnfield would not be educationally viable.
SECONDARY SCHOOL SITE SEARCH
The secondary school site search remains ongoing, I have some initial findings and will be
happy to come and discuss this with you at the earliest opportunity.

Yours sincerely

Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officers
HCC Development Services

Enc.
1.
2.

HCC response to development scenarios
Letter from HCC to Gascoyne Cecil Estates
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Mrs Susan Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Hertfordshire
AL8 6AE

By email only

HERTFORDSHIRE PROPERTY
Hertfordshire County Council
County Hall
Hertford SG13 8DE
Telephone 01992 556638
Minicom
01992 556611
E.Mail: matthew.wilson@hertfordsire.gov.uk
Contact: Matthew Wilson
Date 15/03/2017

Dear Sue
CABINET HOUSING AND PLANNING PANEL, SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN
Thank you for sending the link to the Submission Local Plan report being considered by
the Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel (CHPP) on Thursday 16 March 2017. As you
will be aware there are some areas of concern and I would like to take this opportunity
to clarify the County Council’s position.
Southfield School, Hatfield
To facilitate an application for the permanent retention of Southfield School at their site
at Woods Avenue HCC has sought the amendment of the boundary of UOL 169 to
remove the built area of the school from the UOL designation. In response to this
request it is noted that WHBC has stated that:
“The buildings of Southfield School remain within the boundary of the Urban
Open Land designation, as it is accommodated in a number of temporary
buildings, planning permission for which was renewed in July 2016 for a further
temporary period. It is understood that no decision has been made by the
County Council as to whether the school should be relocated back to its former
site. No change.”
As stated in response to both Regulation 18 (Para 3.30) and Regulation 19 (Para 10.1)
consultations the County Council has confirmed it supports the request made by the
school to remain permanently at Woods Avenue. The response to the Regulation 18
consultation included reference to the HCC Cabinet Paper which outlined HCC’s
support for the retention of the school at Woods Avenue. In addition, the July 2016
tempoary planning application to which WHBC was a consultee makes it clear that it is
HCC’s intention that the school remains at Woods Avenue.
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It has been HCC’s position that it is through the preparation or review of the Local Plan
that the boundary of UOL 169 be amended to facilitate the retention of the school on
the site best situated to its educational needs. WHBC’s response to the July 2016
temporary planning application would imply that the matter is for the Local Plan:
“The five year period will enable the UOL issue to be sorted out through the
Local Plan process and for progress to be made on the future of the New
Barnfield site, which may well have a bearing on any future use of the original
Southfield School premises at Travellers Lane.”
To provide certainty to the school, parents and pupils I would welcome clarification on
the council’s position with regard to the school’s wish to remain at Woods Avenue, and
also the council’s views on a permanent application on the site.
Secondary Education
HCC considers that insufficient provision is being made within the plan to address
secondary education needs. Given the imminent need for a secondary school, this
matter must be agreed soon.
There is a demonstrable need for up to 10fe of new secondary school capacity in
Hatfield. Having considered a number of options including WHBCs preferred approach,
HCC has identified that the plan could be made sound by the provision for 10fe at North
West Hatfield but only if the site be made available early in the plan period. Should it be
determined that North West Hatfield cannot make provision for a 10fe school site or is
unable to be brought forward early in the plan period, then an additional school site
would be required to be identified within the Local Plan.
HCC officers would contest that “over the course of discussions the need identified by
the County Council for new secondary education capacity has changed on a number of
occasion” (Appendix A3 Pg.120). HCC has worked with WHBC to assess the pupil
yield from a series of development options with different growth scenarios, and officers
have also worked to reach a compromise position in which it can support the Local
Plan’s proposed two additional secondary school sites.
Within Appendix A3 it is stated that:
“If it is not feasible, viable or sustainable to deliver the full secondary education
need on these two sites, and if available evidence indicates that a site for a third
secondary school to serve the borough is required, Policy SP14 provides for a
third site to come forward”.
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HCC’s support for a strategy for new school site at Birchall Gardens and North West
Hatfield is based upon a school site capable of 10fe at North West Hatfield available
early in the plan period. Should this not be feasible HCC would need to reconsider the
wider secondary education strategy and would seek the allocation of a third school site
within the Plan.
Our representations to WHBC in October 2016 made it clear that there is limited
expansion potential at existing secondary schools in Hatfield, and it is imperative that
additional secondary school provision is made available alongside development. The
statement in Appendix A3 Pg.125 that capacity in Hatfield is likely to be exhausted
within 5 to 7 years is therefore inaccurate. As stated within our recent representations
the forecast without housing indicates a current deficit of permanent places for the
remainder of the forecast. The level of demand continues to rise as the expanding
primary population works through to secondary transfer with additional Year 7 places
required in all years, peaking with a deficit of 1.6fe in 2019.
It had been assumed that a Statement of Common Ground would be entered into
agreeing to modifications which would result in the provision of a secondary school site
of at least 8fe with potential to 10fe, and the requirement for the site to be made
available alongside development. HCC would support this approach.
Primary Education, Hatfield
The provision of infrastructure alongside development is considered an essential
component in ensuring sustainable development and Local Plans should plan positively
for the infrastructure which communities need. I am surprised that mention of HCC’s
objection to insufficient provision within the plan to address primary education needs in
Hatfield is only recognised in the Appendix B and not within the main report.
As stated a site for a 2fe primary school is required, which should be in a location to
serve the needs of the south of Hatfield and be identified in the form of an allocation in
the Local Plan. HCC officers would again contest that the County Council’s position
has changed on a number of occasions. HCC remains satisfied that there is a need for
an additional 2fe primary school to serve the needs of Hatfield in the Plan Period and
that this need should be recognised in the form of an allocation within the Local Plan.
HCC does not support the reliance on Policy SP 14(ii) to make provision for the new
primary school. Without an allocation there is no guarantee that a suitable site will be
found in the location required to best serve the community in which it is needed.
Primary schools serve local needs the County Council is willing to work with WHBC to
assess the suitability of new school sites identified by the Borough Council.
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Resources & Performance
Property

I hope the above is helpful in clarifiying the County Council’s position and I ask that the
members of CHPP be made aware of these points. As recognised education is a
strategic matter within the Local Plan. HCC believes it has worked hard on cooperation with WHBC and wishes this to continue to ensure the County Council’s
service needs are addressed and effective and deliverable policies are produced.
However, the County Council reluctantly considers that it is unable to support the
contents of the local plan as written.

Yours sincerely

Matthew Wilson
Principal Planning Officer
Development Services, Property
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PRIMARY EDUCATION
Woolmer Green / Oaklands and Mardley Heath / Welwyn
1. There is a primary school in each settlement and the schools serve their local communities
well. There is currently some pupil movement between the settlements and for the purpose of
this response it is considered appropriate to consider the three settlements collectively.

Settlement
Woolmer Green

Oaklands and Mardley Heath

Welwyn

Category
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites

Scenario 1
Capacity
4
0
150
19
0
31
269
0
67

Scenario 2
Capacity
4
0
150
19
0
31
269
0
299

Combined total
Forms of entry

540
1.08

772
1.54

2. Scenario 1 generates approximately 1fe of pupil yield. Across the Welwyn PPA there is
considered to be some limited existing capacity which, subject to consideration of mix and
trajectory, could support the growth scenario 1 without the need to permanently expand
existing schools. As outlined in the paragraph below, in the event that the yield could not be
met in the existing schools there is assumed to be 1fe expansion potential at Welwyn St Mary’s
VA C of E Primary.
3. Scenario 2 generates approximately 1.5fe of pupil yield. It is considered that this could be
accommodated through existing capacity and a 1fe expansion of Welwyn St Mary’s VA C of E
Primary. Permanent expansion of this school by 1fe would take the school to 3fe however St
Mary’s is a listed building which may limit the expansion potential, a detached playing field
and/or MUGA may be required to mitigate the loss of playing fields. Flexible plan policies to
support education uses is imperative.
Digswell
4. The proposed quantum of development (12 dwellings) identified for Digswell is low, comprises
entirely of development with planning permissions and it is considered that the pupil yield can
be met through existing provision.
Welham Green / Brookmans Park
5. Although Welham Green and Brookmans Park are clearly defined settlements and there is an
expectation that children are able to access a local school place, there is a relationship
between the settlements. Each settlement / scenario is given below followed by an options
analysis.
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Welham Green
6. St Mary’s C of E VA Primary (1fe) is the only school in Welham Green. It serves the settlement
well and there is considered to be no opportunity in town planning/site capacity terms to
expand this school.
Scenario 1
Scenario 2
Settlement
Category
Capacity
Capacity
Planning Permission
4
4
Welham Green Urban HELAA Sites
0
0
Green Belt HELAA Sites 167
92
Combined total
Forms of entry

267
0.534

96
0.192

Brookmans Park
7. The Ridgeway West PPA comprises only one school Brookmans Park. Brookmans Park School
is full and the forecast suggests unsatisfied demand in all but one year. Subject to further
feasibility work it is considered that Brookmans Park (1.5fe) could be expanded by 0.5fe taking
the school to 2fe on its current site.
Scenario 1
Scenario 2
Settlement
Category
Capacity
Capacity
Planning Permission
49
49
Brookmans Park Urban HELAA Sites
0
0
Green Belt HELAA Sites 324
434
Combined total
Forms of entry

373
0.75

483
0.97

Option Analysis
8. Across the two settlements numerous options could be considered. As it is not the County
Council’s role to select sites the most suitable approach is considered to be to present options
based on the expansion potential of the existing schools, this will allow WHBC to consider site
selection.
Option 1
Option 2a

Option 2b

Expansion of existing 1.5fe Brookmans Park
Primary School to 2fe on its current site
Relocation and expansion of the existing 1fe
St Mary’s Primary School Welham Green to a
new 2fe site
Relocation and expansion of the existing
1.5fe Brookmans Park Primary School to a
new 3fe primary school

250 homes (+0.5fe)
500 homes (+1fe)

750 homes (+1.5fe)

9. Combined options could be considered to cater for different housing growth scenarios. As
previously discussed taking Brookmans Park to 2.5fe (a +1fe expansion) is not acceptable
educationally as it does not provide for an appropriate school organisational structure and
therefore this is not an approach the County Council would support.
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Little Heath
10. The growth scenario for Little Heath would generate a need for 0.28fe. The growth could be
accommodated at Little Heath Primary.
Cuffley
11. Cuffley Primary School (2fe) is the only school in the village and is well sized to meet the needs
of the existing community it serves. The existing school site is tightly constrained and to
facilitate school expansion additional land would be required.

Settlement
Cuffley

Category
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites

Scenario 1
Capacity
89
13
286

Scenario 2
Capacity
89
13
286

Combined total
Forms of entry

388
0.776

388
0.776

12. The growth in Cuffley would generate a yield of 0.78fe. It is necessary to consider primary
education need in Cuffley with the neighbouring settlement of Goffs Oak (Broxbourne Borough
Council). It is considered that the growth proposed could be accommodated through a 1fe
expansion of the existing Woodside primary school in Goffs Oak. As the growth is dependent
upon the expansion of a primary school outside of the Borough it is imperative that the Cuffley
and Goffs Oak area are considered together and discussions between WHBC and BBC happen
regarding growth in these areas.
Welwyn Garden City
13. For the purpose of this exercise it has been agreed to consider the cumulative impact of
development across Welwyn Garden City. It has also been agreed to include urban extensions
at WGC1 (Creswick, 290 dwellings), WGC4 (Panshanger, 700 dwellings), WGC5 (Birchall, 1200
dwellings), and development at Birchall within East Herts (1000 dwellings).
Scenario 1
Scenario 2
Capacity
Settlement
Category
Capacity
Planning Permission
889
889
Urban HELAA Sites
1618
1618
Welwyn Garden City
Green Belt HELAA Sites 2215
2215
East Herts
1000
1000
Combined total
Forms of entry

5722
11.444

5722
11.444

14. The development scenarios for Welwyn Garden City are the same and generate a pupil yield of
11.5. For the purpose of this response it is assumed that it is also assumed that the current 1fe
Peartree Primary School can be re-provided and expanded by 2fe to 3fe and new provision will
be provided as follows:
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1x 2fe primary at WGC4 (Panshanger)
1x 2fe primary at WGC5 (Birchall)
1x 2fe primary at Land within East Herts

15. Despite the above, there remains a need for a further 3.5fe of capacity within the town.
16. The HCC response to the Local Plan (March 2015) highlighted that there is some limited
expansion potential at existing primary schools. It is clear from the known distribution of sites
that an additional 2fe primary is required to serve the needs arising from Welwyn Garden City
and this should be to the south east of Welwyn Garden City where the highest proportion of
pupils of primary school age currently reside. The urban extension of Creswick (WGC1) itself
generates a pupil yield of 0.58fe (290 dwellings), it may be possible to include a new school
site part of this development. Alternatively, depending on the findings of the secondary school
site search a site, an all through school may meet this need.
Hatfield
17. Hatfield development including urban extensions and the new settlement creates a
requirement for approximately. 7.7fe under scenario 1 and 9.6fe under scenario 2.
Symondshyde is a clearly-defined new settlement and appears in both scenarios for 1130
dwellings, the primary school implications of this site will be considered separately from the
rest of the development in Hatfield.

Settlement

Category
Planning Permission
Hatfield
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Symondshyde Green Belt HELAA Sites
Combined total
Forms of entry

Scenario 1
Capacity
593
329
1770
1130

Scenario 2
Capacity
593
329
2750
1130

3822
7.644

4802
9.604

18. Symondshyde: The new settlement is shown in both scenarios and is proposed to total 1130
dwellings generating a pupil yield of 2.26fe. Details on dwelling mix and trajectory will allow a
more detailed response on whether the level of development can be supported by a single 2fe
primary school. The landowner has been asked to provide information on projected build out
rates and mix.
19. Hatfield: The two development scenarios in Hatfield (minus Symondshyde) generate the
following pupil yield:



Hatfield scenario 1 (2692 dwellings): 5.38fe
Hatfield scenario 2 (3672 dwellings): 7.34fe

20. There is considered to be few opportunities to expand existing primary schools in Hatfield.
Subject to feasibility work there is considered to be +1fe expansion at De Havilland Primary
and an additional +1fe may be possible at Oak View Primary. Assuming there is an addition
+2fe expansion potential this leaves the need as follows:
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Hatfield scenario 1: 3.38fe
Hatfield scenario 2: 5.34fe

21. Pupil yield from Scenario 1 (3.38fe) could be accommodated through the provision of 3fe of
primary school capacity as part of HAT1. It is considered that this could be delivered through a
new 3fe primary school or subject to master planning, a new 2fe primary school and the
expansion of Green Lane Primary school by 1fe.
22. Pupil yield from scenario 2 (5.34fe) could be accommodated through a 2fe primary school as
part of HAT2 and through the provision of 3fe of primary school capacity as part of HAT1.

SECONDARY EDUCATION
Secondary context
23. Analysis of latest data shows a close match between the number of Year 7 places available and
the number of children living in the Welwyn and Hatfield Education Planning Areas (EPAs).
There have been sufficient places across the EPAs to meet demand for secondary provision
due to an historic net outflow
24. Primary capacity has been increased in both Hatfield and WGC through the Primary Expansion
Programme, with 4fe of additional permanent capacity in Hatfield since 2010 and 2fe of
permanent primary capacity in WGC since 2011. Additional temporary places have also been
needed to meet rising demand. These increases are working through the primary phase. The
latest secondary forecasts without any assumed new housing growth indicate that all schools
will be full to their current PANs, with, at peak demand, a small surplus of under 2%. Across an
area the size of Welwyn Hatfield, this suggests capacity will be tight with little contingency for
forecast variation or parental preference. There is therefore no additional capacity for pupils
arising from new housing.
Hatfield
25. Hatfield development including urban extensions and the new settlement creates a
requirement for approx. 7.7fe under scenario 1 and 9.6fe under scenario 2. The substantive
different between the two scenarios is understood to relate to two sites, scenario 1 includes
HAT11 (120 dwellings) but not HAT2 West of Hatfield (1100 dwellings), Scenario 2 does not
include HAT11 but does include HAT2.

Settlement

Category
Planning Permission
Hatfield
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Symondshyde Green Belt HELAA Sites
Combined total
Forms of entry
543

Scenario 1
Capacity
593
329
1770
1130

Scenario 2
Capacity
593
329
2750
1130

3822
7.644

4802
9.604

26. A new secondary school site is required under both scenarios and it is understood that this will
be as part of development at HAT1 (NW Hatfield).
27. Current forecasts with no housing suggest a close match between the current number of
places available and demand. It can be assumed that historic migration patterns out of
Welwyn Hatfield for faith and single sex provision will continue. However pressure for places in
neighbouring St Albans EPA over the plan period is predicted to push back approximately 0.5fe
of demand to Hatfield. Similarly pressure for places in Potters Bar is predicted to increase
demand in Hatfield town by a further 1fe.
28. Added to up to 9.6fe of demand from new housing, push back from St Albans and Potters Bar
will add a further 1.5fe to demand in Hatfield, equating to 11.1fe under the highest growth
scenario for Hatfield.
29. Subject to detailed feasibility, it is assumed that Onslow St Audrey’s could increase by 1fe.
There is no expansion potential at Bishop’s Hatfield Girls. If Onslow St Audreys was expanded
there would still be a need for up to 10fe of secondary provision to meet the additional yield in
Hatfield. To meet the shortfall in Hatfield a new secondary school site is needed (8fe with
expansion potential to 10fe) as identified in HCC’s representations in March 2015, in response
to the WHBC Local Plan Consultation.
30. Transport Assessments have been commissioned for the existing secondary schools in the
borough, these will help inform the known expansion potential of existing schools.
Welham Green, Brookmans Park, Little Heath and Cuffley
31. Children from Welham Green, Brookmans Park and Little Heath predominantly seek secondary
places in the Potters Bar secondary planning area, mainly at Chancellors. Feasibility is
underway to review the expansion potential of secondary schools in Potters Bar. There is
understood to be no difference between the two development scenarios.

Settlement

Category
Planning Permission
Welham Green Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Brookmans Park Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Little Heath
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Cuffley
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Combined total
Forms of entry
544

Scenario 1
Capacity
4
0
167
49
0
324
5
0
135
89
13
286

Scenario 2
Capacity
4
0
92
49
0
434
5
0
135
89
13
286

1072
2.144

1107
2.214

32. Should feasibility determine that Potters Bar secondary schools cannot accommodate the total
yield from these settlements it may be necessary for Hatfield to accommodate a level of the
growth from new housing in these settlements. Transport Assessments have been
commissioned to assess the expansion potential of existing secondary schools in the Potters
Bar secondary planning area.

Welwyn Garden City
33. In assessing the secondary education implications for Welwyn Garden City it is necessary to
include:




The cumulative effect of development across Welwyn Garden City
Development in Woolmer Green, Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Welwyn
Urban extensions within Welwyn Garden City Development on the boundary of borough
but within East Herts District

34. There is understood to be only little difference between the two development scenarios. As
the table below shows, scenario 1 generates a pupil yield of 12.5fe and scenario 2 generates a
pupil yield of 13fe.

Settlement
Welwyn Garden City

Woolmer Green
Oaklands and Mardley
Heath
Welwyn

Digswell

Category
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
East Herts
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites
Planning Permission
Urban HELAA Sites
Green Belt HELAA Sites

Scenario 1
Capacity
889
1618
2215
1000
4
0
150
19
0
31
269
0
67
12
0
0

Scenario 2
Capacity
889
1618
2215
1000
4
0
150
19
0
31
269
0
299
12
0
0

Combined total
Forms of entry

6274
12.548

6506
13.012

35. In addition to development in Welwyn Garden City and the adjacent settlements up to a
further 1fe from development in NHDC (Codicote) is expected which will look to Welwyn
Garden City for secondary education.
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36. Although it can be assumed that historic migration patterns for faith and single sex provision
will continue, pressure for places in neighbouring St Albans EPA over the plan period is likely to
push back approximately 0.5fe of demand to WGC that had previously been able to secure a
place in St Albans. Similarly pressure for places in Potters Bar is likely to mean that a further
0.5fe will no longer be able to secure a place in Potters Bar secondary schools and 1fe will no
longer be able to secure a place in Hertford secondary schools.
37. Assuming that all existing schools in Welwyn Garden City are full to PAN, as a result of rising
demand from the existing community, it is prudent to strategically plan for an additional yield
of approximately 15.5fe across the plan period:




Up to 12.5fe from development
+2fe push back from St Albans, Potters Bar and Hertford
Up to 1fe from development in NHDC (Codicote)

38. Subject to detailed feasibility, it is assumed that each of the three secondary schools in WGC
could increase by 1fe. Transport Assessments are being undertaken on the existing secondary
schools to assess their expansion potential from a highway perspective. It is noted that both Sir
Frederic Osborn and Stanborough Schools are in the urban area so there should not be an in
principle objection to the expansion of these schools. It is noted (email 31/03/2016) that the
Major Development Site boundary for Monks Walk School could be revised to support
expansion at this school.
39. Secondary schools in Welwyn Garden City are Academies and as such are their own Admitting
Authorities. When assessing expansion potential HCC is commenting on theoretical expansion
potential as it will be necessary to ascertain whether, in the event the schools can significantly
expand, they are willing to do so.
40. The feasibility work remains ongoing and will take some time to complete. Assuming the
feasibility work supports our view that there is up to 3fe of expansion potential at existing
schools, if all the schools were expanded to their identified potential, there would still be a
need for a further 12.5fe or 13fe (depending on the scenario) of secondary provision in
Welwyn Garden City.
41. To meet the shortfall of either 12.5fe or 13fe (depending on the scenario), two new secondary
school sites need to be identified (each 6FE with potential to expand to 8FE). As reported to
East Herts District Council (as part of their Local Plan consultation in May 2014) and to WHBC
(as part of their Local Plan consultation in March 2015), one of these new secondary schools
should be accommodated as part of Birchall Garden Suburb.
42. It was understood that WHBC’s preference was for a strategy involving 1x 9fe new secondary
school with the remaining growth (6.5fe) being accounted for through the expansion of
existing schools. As discussed, HCC would be unable to support this strategy for the following
reasons:


A new 9fe secondary school is larger than the 6-8fe school being discussed as part of preapplications discussions with the developer, a larger school would require a larger
allocation (within East Herts) and it is assumed that this will reduce the developable
residential area within East Herts.
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The site identified though discussions with the developer for a school at Birchall Garden
Suburb is subject to mineral extraction which would mean the delivery of the school
towards the end of the plan period. It is understood that within Welwyn Garden City alone
3184 homes are planned within years 0-10 this would lead to difficulties in ensuring
sufficient school places are available.



Retaining some expansion potential is essential for the County Council to allow us to
respond to changes in demographics which may occur during the life of the plan up to
2031. If there were changes (such as higher pupil yield from development than
anticipated, changes to historic migration patterns, an increase take up of office to
residential permitted development etc.) during the plan period and beyond there would be
insufficient capacity within borough to respond.

43. At the joint WHBC, EHDC and HCC meeting on 13 May 2016 it was agreed that policy wording
be drafted that would make provision for a secondary school of up to 8fe as part of Birchall
Garden Suburb. At this meeting it was understood that a ‘criteria based’ policy approach
would be taken in the Local Plan for the third secondary school. As discussed the phasing of
development across WGC and the northern villages is such that a new school is required
early/middle of the plan period and it is therefore imperative that the school associated with
Birchall Garden Suburb be phased to support development across WGC.
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From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 21 April 2016 07:19
To: Sue Tiley; Simon Chivers
Subject: Brookmans Park - discussion wiht Mr A Perkins
Simon / Sue
On Monday I mentioned I had recently spoken with Mr Alan Perkins with regard to Brookmans
Park. I am aware Mr Perkins is seeking allocations in the emerging Local Plan and that he has well
advanced proposals for a primary school, I also understand he is meeting with WHBC shortly to
discuss his proposals. Although somewhat repeating what I have said before I did want to the take
the opportunity to confirm to you what I have said to Mr Perkins about the circumstances that
would necessitate a new school site in Brookmans Park.
The Ridgeway West PPA comprises only one school Brookmans Park. Brookmans Park School is full
and the forecast suggests unsatisfied demand in all but one year. In assessing growth options it is
necessary to understand that there is an inflow to the school from both Woolmer Green and Potters
Bar. Subject to further feasibility work it is considered that Brookmans Park (1.5fe) could be could
be expanded by 0.5fe taking the school to 2fe.
As we have discussed, growth creating a pupil yield of 0.5fe (circa 250 homes) could be supported
through the expansion of the existing school on its current site. Scenarios generating a pupil yield in
excess of 0.5fe will require careful consideration. I am aware of an option that involved the
relocation of the existing 1.5fe school to a new site and enlargement to 3fe. To support such an
option sufficient pupil yield would be required, in effect a +1.5fe increase.
A development scenario that generates a pupil yield that sits outside of these options would cause
concern. For instance a scenario generating a pupil yield of 1fe could not be accommodated at the
existing school and would be insufficient to support the re-provision of the existing school and
expansion to 3fe.
Brookmans Park and Welham Green are distinct settlements and the existing schools in each village
serve their local communities well, there will also be an expectation that families in these
settlements will can send their children to the village school. However, there is some pupil
movement between Brookmans Park and Welham Green. Increasing capacity in Brookmans Park
could serve a requirement in Welham Green, which could support the relocation and expansion to
3fe of the existing Brookmans Park primary school if numbers in Brookmans Park did not in
themselves support the proposal.
HCC is not opposed to the principle of the relocation of the existing school provided sufficient
development is planned. I hope the above is helpful, please let me know if you require any further
information.
Kind regards
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638
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Part I
Item No: 0
Main author: Sue Tiley
Executive Member: Cllr Mandy Perkins
All Wards
WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL
CABINET HOUSING AND PLANNING PANEL – 16 MARCH 2017
REPORT OF THE EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING AND
GOVERNANCE)
SUBMISSION LOCAL PLAN
1

Executive Summary

1.1

Consultation on the Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission document, Policies Map,
Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Regulations Assessment and Draft Infrastructure
Delivery Plan took place between 30 August and 24 October 2016.

1.2

Over 3,000 representations were received to the consultation documents and all of
these are available to view at http://consult.welhat.gov.uk/portal.

1.3

The main issues arising from the responses relate to the tests of soundness and
whether the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the legal requirements.

1.4

Appendix A contains a summary of all the representations received and a proposed
response to the issues raised.

1.5

Appendix B sets out a schedule of minor modifications that officers propose should
be made to the Plan in light of consultation representations. Minor modifications are
changes to typographical or grammatical errors, changes to improve clarity or
changes to update facts. No main modifications that would amend the content or
intent of the Plan are proposed.

2

Recommendations

2.1

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Local Plan,
Policies Map and associated submission documents identified in paragraph 4.59
should be submitted with minor modifications as set out in this report, to the
Secretary of State for public examination.

2.2

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated powers to continue to agree Memorandums of
Understanding and Statements of Common Ground with adjoining authorities and
other duty to co-operate bodies as appropriate all the way up until submission in
order to secure the best outcome for the public examination.

2.3

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated authority to add to, amend and/or delete items from
the Schedule of Minor Modifications that may arise as a result of on-going meetings
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with adjoining authorities and other duty to co-operate bodies, all the way up until
the point of submission.
2.4

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
in consultation with the Executive Director for Planning and the Executive Member
for Planning be given delegated authority to prepare a Statement of Duty to Cooperate which explains the outcome of on-going duty to co-operate meetings with
adjoining authorities and other duty to co-operate bodies, to be submitted to the
Secretary of State alongside the Submission Local Plan.

2.5

That the Panel recommends to Cabinet and Full Council that the Head of Planning
and Planning Policy and Implementation Manager in consultation with the Executive
Director for Planning and the Executive Member for Planning and with regular
reporting back to this Panel be authorised to advocate the Submission Local Plan at
the public examination and seek to secure the best outcome for the borough if the
Inspector wishes to discuss possible changes, additions or deletions to the Plan.

3

Background

3.1

The Local Plan has now reached an advanced stage in its preparation. Its
preparation is subject to a legal framework which is set out in relevant Acts and
Regulations and interpreted through case law. This is supplemented by national
planning policies and guidance.

3.2

The preparation of the Plan has been subject several rounds of consultation and is
supported by an extensive evidence base which has been put together over a
number of years.

3.3

Whilst previous rounds of consultation have related to options the last round of
consultation set out the Council’s Draft Plan and consulted on its soundness and
whether it had been prepared in accordance with the Town and Country Planning
(Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended. The results of the latest
consultation are set out in Appendix A to this report.

3.4

Preceding this latest consultation there have been a number of consultation events
from workshops for targeted groups to wider consultation events open to all.
Statements of consultation have been produced for these evets which summarise
the issues raised and the Council’s response.

3.5

Pre-Issues and Options consultation – This took place throughout 2007 and 2008
which identified the key issues the Core Strategy needs to address and the options
for addressing those. In addition the Council also consulted on the implications of
other key strategies and the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal. The responses
informed the Issues and Options consultation document.

3.6

Issues and Options consultation – The consultation was undertaken in 2009 in
order to establish what the main social, economic and environmental issues facing
the borough were and then to identify the reasonable options to help tackle those
issues. This included different distribution options and density assumption. Specific
consultation took place with the Gypsy and Traveller community on the Issues and
Options relating to Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision and the criteria used for
selecting sites. In response to this consultation, the Council received over 6,700
comments. The issues raised in response to consultation at this stage were first
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reported to this panel in October 2010. This document was subject to Sustainability
Appraisal.
3.7

Neighbourhood Workshops – Following the introduction of the Localism agenda a
series of workshops were held with community representatives. Objectives for
different settlements in the borough were identified and reflected in the Emerging
Core Strategy.

3.8

How Many New Homes? – Housing Targets consultation – Following the successful
legal challenge to Welwyn Hatfield’s regionally set housing targets and the coalition
government’s announcement to abolish regional spatial strategies, the Council
carried out consultation on a range of alternative housing targets in 2011. There
were five alternative targets. All but one target would require land to be released
from the Green Belt, each of these targets was accompanied by a Sustainability
Appraisal.

3.9

Emerging Core Strategy, Land for Housing Outside Urban Areas 2012 and Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan – The strategy for focusing growth in and around
Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield with limited infill development in village was put
forward by the Council as a preferred option. The Land for Housing Outside Urban
Areas document considered the options for releasing land in the Green Belt around
the two towns. The Emerging Core Strategy was informed by two housing
background papers relating to the housing target and options for the distribution of
growth. It identified a requirement for between 6,800 and 7,200 new dwellings
between 2011 and 2029. This consultation in 2012 received over 3,000 comments.
The responses were considered at a meeting of this Panel on 8 August 2013. The
two consultation documents and the different distribution options set out in the
Housing Background Paper were subject to a Sustainability Appraisal.

3.10

Local Plan consultation document 2015 – Following a decision by the Council to
convert the Core Strategy into a single Local Plan and the publication of a new
Local Development Scheme in 2014. The Council consulted on proposed change to
the strategic policies, options for sites and the nature of development management
policies it intended to include in the Local Plan. It was accompanied by a Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan and Sustainability Appraisal and the three documents
attracted around 5,900 representations. The responses were considered at a
meeting of this Panel on 24 September 2015.

3.11

Notification of New Sites events – Following the submission of new sites in
response to the 2015 Local Plan consultation the Council held two events in
October and November 2015 to raise awareness that these sites were being
reviewed in the HELAA as potential options for inclusion in the Plan. Although not a
consultation, the Council did receive correspondence and a petition relating to some
of the sites.

3.12

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 2016 and supporting documents – Members
received a report to the last Panel advising of the numbers of responses to this last
consultation and some of the emerging main issues relating to the Plans soundness
and its preparation. The Local Plan was accompanied by a Policies Map, Draft
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory
Assessment. The responses to the consultation on these documents are available
to view on the Council’s website http://consult.welhat.gov.uk/portal.

551

3.13

Evidence Base – Over the preceding years the Council has put together an
extensive evidence base covering a range of topics on environmental, economic,
social and infrastructure matters and has informed the levels of growth,
infrastructure requirements and the approach to the selection of sites. One of the
tests of soundness is that the Plan should be justified by the evidence and it has
therefore shaped both the content and direction of the Plan. New evidence is
discussed in section 4 below.

3.14

Strategic Housing Market Assessment and the Objective Assessment of Need –
This evidence has needed to be constantly updated to take account of changing
household and population projections and best practice. In 2010 a joint SHMA was
produced with the London Arc West planning authorities in Hertfordshire. However
in 2013 the Council took the decision to commission its own SHMA to update the
evidence and identify an Objective Assessment of Housing Need which was
published in 2014. This SHMA was subsequently updated in 2015 and 2016 and
informed the Local Plan Consultation Document and the Draft Local Plan Proposed
Submission document respectively. A further update to the SHMA has been
commissioned to take account of the latest household projections and is discussed
in section 4 below.

3.15

Evidence on the needs of the economy and the quantity and quality of the
borough’s employment land has been gathered. In 2009 this comprised a joint study
with other Hertfordshire authorities, whereas the studies in 2014 and 2015 were
commissioned by this authority. All these studies have concluded that the quality of
employment land in the borough is good and should be retained whilst the 2015
Economy Study identified a need for additional employment land to be designated.
An update to the 2015 study has been commissioned to take account of the latest
forecasts and is discussed in section 4 below.

3.16

A new Retail Town Centres Needs Assessment was published in 2016 to update
previous assessments and it is this assessment which has informed the levels of
growth set out in the Plan. Sites to meet the identified need to 2026 have been
allocated with provision to meet future need to be made as part of a review of the
Plan following an update of the evidence.

3.17

The selection of sites has been informed by numerous studies. The suitability of
sites on an individual basis was undertaken in the Housing and Employment Land
Availability Assessment 2016. This identified the potential of sites for both housing,
including Gypsy and Traveller pitches, and employment and assessed whether they
were suitable, available and achievable. This study updated previous assessments
as well as providing an assessment of new sites.

3.18

The cumulative issues associated with the distribution of sites were considered in
the Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Papers and this lead to
some sites being dismissed because of their cumulative impacts.

3.19

Other studies have also informed the approach to the selection of sites and include
the Green Belt Review Stages 1 and 2, the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment,
assessment of infrastructure capacity, Water Cycle Studies, the Sustainability
Appraisal and strategic advantages associated with certain sites.

3.20

A number of responses to the latest consultation have made representations which
relate to the assessment of sites in the HELAA and/or the Site Selection

552

Background Papers and set out why their site should have been included in the
Local Plan. These are considered in Appendix A.
4

Explanation

4.1

The Council has a duty to submit what it considers to be a sound plan. It is then a
matter for the Inspector to consider whether or not the Plan has been prepared in
accordance with the required legal and procedural processes, but it could also be a
matter for legal challenge, which could be referred to the High Court following the
examination.

4.2

The legal and procedural tests which will be considered at the examination are as
follows:


Has consultation taken place in accordance with the Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI)



Have the requirements of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 as amended been met.



Has a proper Sustainability Appraisal and Habitat Regulations Assessment
been carried out



Has the Duty to Co-operate been carried out



Is the document identified in the Local Development Scheme and has the
programme been met

4.3

It is considered that the Plan has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements of the Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) and the
Regulations. Section 3 above sets out the engagement that has taken place upon
what the Plan should contain (Regulation 18) and the Draft Proposed Submission
Plan (Regulation 19).

4.4

Appendix C to this report sets out the monitoring of the consultation to indicate how
representative it is of the borough’s population. It judges that some groups remain
hard-to-reach, as the average respondent was disproportionately likely to be older,
white, and British. Given that respondents to the consultation have on average been
even older than for previous consultations, the lack of responses from age groups
who the Plan would ultimately benefit through increased housing supply is of some
concern. However, given that measures set out in the SCI to increase engagement
(holding consultation events, producing user-friendly summaries of the proposals,
publicising the proposals through a variety of media including social media, etc)
have been carried out, there is not considered to be any issue in terms of
compliance with the SCI.

4.5

Appendix C also provides an analysis of another particular dynamic of this
consultation – the very large number of responses from outside of the borough. At
the 2015 Local Plan consultation 94% of respondents lived in Welwyn Hatfield,
whereas at this consultation only 46% did. The remaining 54% broadly comprised
two groups of respondents: those living in a variety of locations around St Albans
district objecting to the proposed development at Symondshyde and those living in
the UK and abroad supporting the potential provision of a runway at Panshanger.
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4.6

Each consultation document has been accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal
which has considered the reasonable alternatives. A Habitats Regulations
Assessment has also been carried out which considers the environmental impacts
on sites of internationally importance. The statutory consultees have not raised any
objections to either of these appraisals/assessments.

4.7

In the light of comments received to the latest consultation exercise, it is proposed
that three minor modifications are made to the Sustainability Appraisal. Site SDS1
(WGC4) should be defined as partly previously developed land instead of all
previously developed land, which reduces the score for objective 4.4. from a
significant positive (++?) to a minor positive (+?). Secondly, the assessment of
SDS5 (Hat 1) should be amended to refer to two areas of archaeological
significance, not one. However, this does not change the appraisal score, which is
already scored as a significant negative. Finally, site HS22 (BrP4) has given the
wrong site reference (HS23) in some paragraphs, which needs to be amended.
Officers do not consider that any of these changes alter any of the conclusions in
the Site Selection Background Paper.

4.8

The Local Plan is identified in the Local Development Scheme as a document that
the Council is preparing. The Scheme has been regularly updated to reflect
changes in the programme and the switch from a Core Strategy to a Local Plan. It is
recommended that the timetable is amended to reflect the revised submission date
and the subsequently revised timetable for the CIL Charging Schedule.

4.9

The Council will need to demonstrate that at the point of submission the Duty to Cooperate test has been met. This means that it is appropriate to continue with Duty to
Co-operate meetings and other activities to secure agreed statements with
adjoining authorities and other relevant Duty to Co-operate bodies on the content of
the Plan and in response to representations received, all the way up until
submission.

4.10

Because there is a shortfall in housing against the Objective Assessment of
Housing Need (OAN) the Council will need to demonstrate that it has left “no stone
unturned” in attempting to meet that need and that includes through Duty to Cooperate. To date no authority within the Welwyn Hatfield Housing Market Area has
agreed to meet that shortfall and therefore the Duty to Co-operate meetings will
need to continue right up to the point of submission in order for the Council to
demonstrate that it has made every effort to address the need. Wherever possible
Memorandums of Understanding or Statements of Common Ground will be agreed
with relevant Duty to Co-operate bodies. This will include meetings with transport
bodies such as Highways England and Hertfordshire County Council as highways
authority. Officers will prepare a Duty to Co-operate Statement to be submitted to
the Secretary of State with the Local Plan setting out the Duty to Co-operate activity
that has taken place.

4.11

Officers and Members will seek to continue to seek to secure a commitment from
adjoining authorities to consider meeting some of Welwyn’s Hatfield’s shortfall as
part of the review of plans for those authorities within the Housing Market Area. It is
likely that Welwyn Hatfield will need to make a similar commitment for an early
review to address infrastructure issues which currently prevent the borough from
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meeting the OAN. As part of the review of other authorities’ plans, Members should
be aware that a similar request is very likely to be made of this authority.
4.12

Members will be aware that if the Council fails to meet the Duty to Co-operate it will
not be possible for the Plan to be examined against the Tests of Soundness.

4.13

In deciding whether or not to submit the Local Plan for examination the Council has
to consider whether it is sound or whether any main modification are required to
make it sound. The soundness tests as set out in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF are
as follows:

4.14



Positively prepared – be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do
so and consistent with achieving sustainable development;



Justified – be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;



Effective – be deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint
working on cross boundary strategic priorities;



Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the National
Planning Policy Framework.

The Council may also identify minor or additional modifications which do not alter
the substance of the Plan but which address typographical or grammatical errors,
improve the clarity or update facts.

Is the Plan positively prepared?
4.15

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF qualifies the requirement to meet the OAN by making
reference to:


Whether 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 indicate that development should be restricted.
The footnote to this criterion lists a number of examples where this might apply
and includes land designated as Green Belt.

4.16

In this respect the Council needs to consider the updated evidence on the Economy
Study and the SHMA. This has been reviewed to take account of the 2014 Sub
National Population and Household projections and changing economic forecasts.

4.17

The SHMA 2017 is informed by demographic modelling from Edge Analytics and
considers economic forecasts, market indicators, affordability, younger household
formation, the effect of London and signals from recent appeals or public
examinations. It is still to be finalised but the draft conclusion is an OAN of around
800 dwellings per year, equivalent to 15,200 dwellings over a 19 year period.
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Officers consider that this would result in considerable infrastructure delivery
challenges for which they are no identified solutions at the current time.
4.18

The latest economic forecasts have been reviewed and a revised assessment of
the number of jobs likely to be delivered which is broadly equivalent to that set out
in the Plan, but with a greater requirement for employment land.

4.19

The Council needs to consider whether or not the updated evidence should result in
a main modification to increase the housing target in order to make the Plan sound.
The main issues raised by respondents is set out in Appendix A to this report.

4.20

It should be noted that Hertfordshire County Council has updated its position on
school capacity in the northern villages. Initial feasibility work shows that St Mary's
Welwyn may have the potential to expand by 1 form of entry. This in theory means
that there is primary school capacity to support another 500 dwellings in the
northern villages. A proposal for a new secondary school adjoining sites promoted
around Welwyn has also been submitted by the site promoters. However the
County Council does not favour a secondary school in this location and advise that
it is also likely to raise highway capacity and sustainable transport issues.

4.21

In response to concerns about the lack of primary school capacity in Welham
Green, promoters of sites in the village have identified a number of sites which
could make provision for either a one or two form of entry school. However the
County Council has concerns about the deliverability of a two form of entry primary
school and is not supportive of single form of entry schools as the educational
outcomes are in general not as good as for two forms of entry schools. Whilst the
specific proposals for a new primary school in combination with all of the suitable
sites promoted for Welham Green has not been subject to a detailed assessment
by the Council, in theory, around 500 dwellings could potentially be accommodated
along with a single form of entry primary school in Welham Green. As with the
northern villages however there would be insufficient secondary school capacity to
meet this level of additional growth.

4.22

Evidence on educational capacity and future need has been submitted by a
promoter of sites around Brookmans Park. It challenges the County Council’s stated
position that 500 dwellings equates to 1 form of entry at both primary and
secondary level and is the appropriate basis for infrastructure planning in local
plans. The evidence focuses on Brookmans Park and the likely child yield arising
from new development based on the age profile and child yield of households in the
village at the 2011 census, an assumption of child yield for a proportion of
affordable housing and taking into account births in the area. The County Council
was asked to review this evidence but has responded on the basis that its position
is based on the research they have already carried out and reviewed, that 500
dwellings equates to 1 form of entry and this is appropriate for strategic purposes
associated with local plan preparation. The evidence submitted by the promoter
does not consider secondary school provision. The evidence also indicates that if a
Welwyn Hatfield average were to be used, 500 dwellings would equate to 1.13
forms of entry.

4.23

The County Council has raised a soundness objection on the basis that insufficient
provision has been made in the Plan for secondary school provision. They consider
that either the secondary school at SDS5 (HAT1) should make provision for 10
forms of entry or a site for a third school should be identified. They had initially
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expressed reservations to the policy in the infrastructure section setting out the
sequential approach for the identification of a site for third secondary school as it
lacks sufficient certainty. They consider that there will be a need for a third
secondary school to serve the Welwyn Garden City area but as the shortfall is only
2 forms of entry they are now prepared to accept the approach set out in the Plan.
4.24

The County Council has carried out a search for sites but have not identified a
suitable site which could be allocated in the Plan. The future use of New Barnfield
remains unclear although they have stated that the site should be removed from the
Green Belt in accordance with its Waste Local Plan allocation. However they have
also indicated that the Waste Local Plan is to be reviewed with a new Plan
scheduled to be in place by 2021, which could result in New Barnfield no longer
being required for waste management facilities, at which point they have suggested
the site could come forward for housing, employment, household waste recycling
centre and/or a primary school (either on the site or through the re-use of
Southfield). They have not referred to it reverting to its former use as a secondary
school. It is considered that the Council should explore with the County Council the
option for New Barnfield to revert to its former educational use to help meet future
needs for a secondary school after 2021.

4.25

The Hertfordshire Water Study is in the process of being finalised. This has been
jointly commissioned by Hertfordshire County Council, Hertfordshire planning
authorities, the Environment Agency and the relevant water bodies. It indicates that
significant infrastructure issues do not occur until after 2031 and that the levels of
growth currently being planned around the county can be accommodated.

4.26

As part of the 2017 SHMA Update, the Council’s specialist demographic and
housing consultants have carried out a technical review of the implications of the
proposed housing target. The role of the review is not to justify the target, as this
has been determined through the plan-making process. The review serves to
illustrate what the implications may be for the borough’s population, newly forming
households, affordable housing and the availability of a labour-force to support jobs
growth.

4.27

Analysis of the 2014-based household projections identifies a continuation of trends
of reduced levels of household formation amongst younger people. Demographic
modelling therefore examines the implications of continuing this trend (unadjusted)
or making an adjustment to increase household formation for younger people. In
this context, a housing target of 12,000 would result in population growth of
between 19.8% and 21.8%, compared to the latest sub-national population
projections of 23.5%. Both scenarios would exceed the national rate of population
growth over the same period (13.6%).

4.28

The proposed housing target of 12,000 is likely to constrain population growth
within younger age groups (the group most likely to migrate from one area to
another) whereas population growth in older age groups is mainly driven by the
natural ageing of the population.

4.29

This would result in more limited growth in the working age population (16-64)
relative to the SNPP, which could constrain labour supply. 12,000 more homes
however will provide the labour force to support between 15,730 and 17,360
additional jobs over the plan period although there is a modest risk that jobs growth
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may not be supported by the level of housing planned should household formation
rates for younger households improve.
4.30

The planned approach to affordable housing would facilitate continuing historic
completion rates, boosting more recent levels.

4.31

The housing target of 12,000 falls below the previous (2015 and 2016) and the
latest updated OAN (2017) but it is evident that the level of growth will continue to
support a sustained growth in the borough’s population and a continuing level of
affordable housing provision when compared to historic trends.

4.32

The Housing White Paper proposes that Local Plans should be reviewed every five
years. Given the infrastructure issues and the need for joint work to address the
secondary school issue which is currently a constraint on further housing growth, it
is proposed that the Council should commit to working with Hertfordshire County
Council to resolve this issue and to work with adjoining authorities to consider
options for meeting the need for housing. In addition a call-for-sites and a
consideration of higher densities will need to form part of plan review. However to
delay the Plan until this work has been completed would have significant
implications for housing delivery over the next five years and the ability of the
Council to have an up-to-date plan in place.

4.33

In light of all of the above, officers consider that it is a sound approach to retain a
target for 12,000 dwellings over the plan period. Also in light of the above, officers
do not consider that the borough currently has the capacity to meet the housing or
other development needs of neighbouring authorities.

4.34

The Council has the option of:


Delaying the submission of the Local Plan to consider if the infrastructure
issues can be overcome and consult on main modifications once this work
has been completed. This may also need to take account of any new
requirements the Government might have to calculating the OAN. In
addition any main modification would need to be accompanied by an
updated Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory Assessment as
appropriate. The Council would also run the risk of not having a five year
land supply when the calculation would be based upon the OAN rather
than the housing target as there would not be an up-to-date adopted Plan
by April 2018
or



Submit the Plan with minor modifications but commit to work with adjoining
authorities and other bodies to review how the housing shortfall and
associated infrastructure constraints such as education can best be
accommodated. There is a risk that the Plan might be found unsound
where there is no firm commitment from another authority at the point of
submission that they would be able to meet the shortfall. However given
that this option would increase housing land supply more quickly than not
having an up-to-date plan it is considered that an Inspector may be more
supportive of an early plan review given the approach taken elsewhere.
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Can the Plan be justified as the most appropriate strategy?
4.35

It is the approach to the distribution of housing which has generated the most
representations in response to previous rounds of consultation. Different options for
distributing growth were considered at the issues and options stage. At the
Emerging Core Strategy stage the Council put forward a preferred option for the
towns to take the majority of growth with growth in the villages limited to urban
capacity only.

4.36

Because of the limited amount of urban capacity in the villages the Sustainability
Appraisal considered there were sustainability benefits in allowing further limited
housing growth by releasing land from the green belt, as this would help to sustain
service and facilities in these communities. Furthermore, a large number of
respondents considered a more proportionate approach to distributing growth to
both towns and villages across the borough was preferable. Respondents also
proposed that consideration should be given to the merits of a new settlement.

4.37

Following consultation in 2015 the option of adding a new village into the mix of
sites presented itself and was incorporated into the Draft Proposed Submission
Local Plan. This proposal has generated a significant number of representations
from those who consider the site to be unsustainable as it is considered to be
remote from services and facilities, will have an unacceptable impact on the Green
Belt and has not been assessed on the same basis as other sites. The Council’s
assessment has drawn a different conclusion and there is no new evidence that has
been submitted which alters this assessment.

4.38

The distribution of dwellings reflects the size and level of facilities as well as
infrastructure capacity issues and the promotion and availability of sites. Oaklands
& Mardley Heath, Digswell and Welham Green in particular could be considered to
be under-provided for in terms of dwelling numbers.

4.39

Representations relating to the potential for main modification to add in additional
sites are considered in Appendix A. However of these villages only the Welham
Green sites can be said to have overcome a capacity constraint. As overall
numbers cannot be increased (due to infrastructure constraints) and no sites in the
Plan are considered to be undeliverable, the additional sites would not present a
more appropriate distribution strategy and would need to be considered alongside
infrastructure constraints as part of a future review of a plan.

4.40

Similarly other sites around other villages do not present a better distribution of sites
compared to those proposed for allocation in the draft plan.

4.41

The argument has been made that the Plan places too much emphasis on the
delivery of strategic development sites. It is considered that the Plan delivers a
balanced approach to delivery with sites of varying scales. The strategic sites bring
forward strategic infrastructure such as secondary schools which are essential to
support delivery of smaller sites as well.

4.42

There are objections from Historic England and others expressing concern at the
extent of SDS2 (WGC5) Birchall Garden Suburb and its impact on the historic
environment, most notably the setting of Hatfield House. The Heritage Impact
Assessment considers that this impact can be mitigated and it is officers’ view that
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this can best be addressed in the masterplan for the site and that the estimates for
dwelling capacity remain appropriate. Objections also consider that a wider green
corridor should be incorporated into the strategy in particular through this site.
4.43

It has been argued by respondents that the Plan could be based on higher densities
or that more urban sites in the employment areas could be released. The site
capacities are based on a consistent methodology which takes account of best
practice and any site specific constraints. The assessments are updated when
planning permission is given for either a higher or lower number of dwellings.
Higher densities are used for sites such as Broadwater Road West but such high
densities would not be appropriate across the borough and would not deliver the
range and type of housing required to meet future needs. In respect of employment
land, economy evidence also indicates that it should be protected in order to
provide sufficient jobs commensurate with the housing target and population
growth. Indeed there is a need to allocate additional employment land to meet
future needs. Furthermore the employment areas are not well served by the social
infrastructure required to meet the needs of residents.

4.44

Cuffley and Northaw Parish Council commissioned a transport assessment of the
growth proposals for Cuffley which was submitted as part of their response to the
consultation. The assessment has been reviewed by Hertfordshire County Council
who considers that the assessment is flawed on a number of counts. They have
compared its results to other transport assessments and the results of the Comet
modelling and do not consider that its conclusion that additional demand in this
location would lead to a severe impact. It does not therefore change the highway
authority’s position relating to their representation to the Draft Local Plan.

4.45

The Council has the option of:


Delaying the submission of the Local Plan to amend the spatial distribution
of sites but retaining the same housing target and prepare a new
Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats
Regulatory Assessment reflecting a revised distribution. This may also
need to take account of any new requirements the Government might
have to calculating the OAN. The Council would also run the risk of not
having a five year land supply when the calculation would be based upon
the OAN rather than the housing target as there would not be an up-todate adopted Plan by April 2018
or



Submit the Plan with minor modifications as it represents the most
appropriate strategy for the distribution of sites.

Can the plan be considered to be effective?
4.46

The spatial strategy and levels of growth in the Plan have been arrived at following
extensive joint working with a number of bodies most notably Hertfordshire County
Council as highway authority, education authority and minerals and waste planning
authority, Thames Water and East Herts District Council. Collaboration has also
taken place with adjoining planning authorities on the evidence base, infrastructure
issues and the appropriate levels of growth. Duty to Co-operate activity has also
taken place with St Albans Council most notably on Ellenbrook Park, the strategic
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Green Belt Review and the appropriate levels of growth. Duty to Co-operate does
not mean a duty to agree and throughout the preparation of the Plan St Albans
Council have raised concerns relating to a number of sites to the west of Hatfield.
4.47

The promoters of HAT2 and Roehyde HAT8, HAT9 and HAT10 consider that there
has been a failure of duty to co-operate activity with St Albans Council with regards
to the delivery of these two sites. They consider that a meaningful country park can
be provided whilst mineral excavation takes place and the legal advice which they
have submitted indicates that St Albans Council would not need to be a signatory to
the variation. They also consider that more significant collaboration should have
taken place on assessing the suitability of Roehyde HAT8, HAT9 and HAT10 which
they consider to be a more suitable alternative to Roehyde. However the Welwyn
Hatfield HELAA has considered the suitability, availability and achievability of these
sites and concluded that they are not suitable for allocation. It is not considered that
the representation submitted by the promoter alters this position although there may
be areas of common ground.

4.48

The policies in the Draft Proposed Submission Local Plan have been found to be
generally viable. In addition the assessment of the viability of the strategic sites has
found that they are viable with CIL. In the case of site SDS 5 (HAT1), the viability
work conducted by BNP Paribas has shown that the development of the site is
viable with a proportion of affordable housing between 20% and 25%. This is on the
basis that the site would not have to pay a CIL charge due to the relatively high
level of Section 106 contributions which would fund infrastructure such as the
secondary school that the development would have to sustain. It is possible to say
with reasonable confidence that the site could sustain a policy-compliant level of
25% affordable housing once the potential income from mineral extraction prior to
housing development is factored in. The landowners have indicated that they are
comfortable with this approach at this stage.

4.49

It is considered that the combination of sites and associated infrastructure are
deliverable and viable and that the Plan can be considered to be effective.

Is the Local Plan consistent with national policy?
4.50

A large number of representations have made the case that they do not consider
that the Plan conforms to national policy most notably Green Belt policy. As part of
positively planning for growth the Council has to consider whether there are any
exceptional circumstances that warrant a limited alteration to the Green Belt
boundary.

4.51

The case for exceptional circumstances was considered by the Council in July 2016
when the Proposed Submission version of the Local Plan was approved for public
consultation. It should be noted that simply meeting Objective Assessment of
Housing or Employment Need is not in itself an exceptional circumstance. Regard
has to be had to the impact of not meeting that level of need.

4.52

It was considered that the target would limit the nature and extent of harm to the
Green Belt to the lowest reasonable extent whilst providing sufficient land for
employment. The technical implications of the target have been assessed by our
consultants and are set out above. It can be seen that in spite of not meeting the full
need the Plan would improve the provision of affordable housing, would ensure that
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there is a large enough economically active population to fill the forecast level of
jobs and would boost the supply of affordable housing.
4.53

The Housing White Paper suggests that exceptional circumstances could be
clarified in national policy although this is subject to public consultation. This would
require Councils to consider raising density. Appropriate density levels for the Plan
were consulted upon at the Issues and Options stage and the average density
calculations used in the HELAA are higher than the average density in the borough
but consistent with maintaining the character of the borough’s settlements and the
level of infrastructure. In suitable locations which are accessible by public transport
opportunities have been taken to increase densities.

4.54

Other sections of the Plan have also received objections asking for changes to be
made and these are considered in Appendix A to this report.

Infrastructure Delivery Plan
4.55

Representations also commented on the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan and a
summary of the main issues raised is also included in Appendix A.

4.56

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been updated to include a reference to the CIL
review and the Housing White Paper, the Transport Vision 2050, the Govia
Thameslink timetable consultation, updated information on transport mitigation
measures and updated information on school capacity. It is contained in Appendix

4.53

The revised Infrastructure Delivery Plan is attached as Appendix F to this report.

Next Steps
4.57

Members need to consider whether any main modifications should be made to the
Plan or whether they consider the Plan is sound and suitable for submission to the
Secretary of State.

4.58

It should be noted that the Inspector may suggest main modifications required to
make the Plan sound if s/he considers it is not as currently drafted, but that main
modifications not required for soundness purposes cannot be added at this stage.

4.59

The analysis of the Plan’s soundness as set out above and in Appendix A
demonstrates that the Plan can be submitted to the Secretary of State, with a
commitment to a future review. The Housing White Paper in any event proposes
that local plans should be reviewed at least every five years.

4.60

Regulation 22 of the Local Planning Regulations set out what has to be submitted to
the Secretary of State in both paper and electronic form. This includes the Policies
Map, Sustainability Appraisal Report, a consultation statement setting out who has
been invited to make representations, how they were invited to make
representations, a summary of the main issues they raised and how these have
been taken into account and copies of any representation made in response to the
consultation on the Draft Proposed Submission Local Plan and any supporting
documents that are relevant to the preparation of the Local Plan. It is proposed that
the supporting documents will include relevant parts of the evidence base and key
topic papers explaining how the policies were arrived at and their relationship to the
evidence base. A Duty to Co-operate statement will also be submitted.
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5

Link to Corporate Priorities

5.1

The subject of this report is linked to the Council’s Business Plan 2015-2018,
particularly Priority 3 to meet the borough’s housing needs by preparing a new
Local Plan and also other priorities to maintain a safe and healthy community,
protect and enhance the environment, help to build a strong local economy and
engage with our communities.

6

Legal Implications

6.1

The preparation of Local Plan is governed by legislation most notably the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990, the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and
the Localism Act 2011, case law and secondary legislation set out in regulations.

6.2

A Local Plan is judged to be legally compliant if it complies with the requirements
set out in Section 20(5)(a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It
also has to comply relevant legislation relating the preparation of Sustainability
Appraisal and Habitats Regulatory Assessment

6.3

The legislation requires that it is prepared in accordance with the Local
Development Scheme (LDS) and Statement of Community Involvement (SCI).

7

Financial Implications

7.1

There are no financial implications arising directly from this report. If the Local Plan
is agreed for submission then it will be necessary to fund the cost of the
examination including Inspector’s fees and expenses, a Programme Officer, legal
advice, support from technical consultants, venue hire, etc. A one-off budget of up
to £255,000 has been identified in the 2017/2018 budget for this purpose.

8

Risk Management Implications

8.1

The report sets out the risks of failing the legal and soundness tests. Failure to
comply with the Duty to Co-operate will mean that the Plan will not progress to be
examined and would instead be returned to the Council for further work. Failure to
meet the tests of soundness may result in the Council being instructed by the
Inspector to consider and consult on a number of main modifications. If the number
of main modifications that are required to make it sound are so great the Plan is
fundamentally different from the submitted version, the Inspector may refer it back
to the Council for further work.

8.2

The Plan could also be subject to legal challenge either through the processes for
its preparation or as a result of the conclusions that the Inspector has drawn.

8.3

The Housing White Paper sets out future proposed changes to the planning system
which will have to be taken into account should there be any delay in submitting.

9

Security and Terrorism Implications

9.1

There are no security or terrorism implications arising from this report.
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10

Procurement Implications

10.1

There are no procurement implications arising directly from this report. If the Local
Plan is agreed for submission the Council must appoint a Programme Officer to
administer the examination process, maintain the document library and otherwise
assist the Inspector during the examination process.

11

Climate Change Implications

11.1

The selection of growth targets and development sites will have implications for
climate change. These have been assessed as part of the site appraisal process
and are considered in the Sustainability Appraisal. Sites which are well located to
public transport and close to services/facilities will have less impact on climate
change than those sites which are more remote.

12

Policy Implications

12.1

In accordance with Paragraph 216 of the National Planning Policy Framework, it is
considered that the agreement to submit the Local Plan will add weight to its
policies. This is because decision-makers may give weight to policies according to
their stage of preparation, the extent to which there are unresolved objections (or
not) and their degree of consistency with policies in the NPPF. As a result it may be
appropriate to take account of Submission Local Plan policies in the determination
of future planning applications.

12.2

If the Local Plan is found sound at public examination, the Council will be able to
formally adopt it as part of the Development Plan for the borough.

13

Equalities and Diversity

13.1

Equalities Impact Assessments (EIAs) were carried out on the strategic policies,
site allocation and development management policies contained in the Draft Local
Plan Proposed Submission document. None of the policies went beyond the
screening stage as no unjustified negative impacts were identified. There are no
main modifications proposed to the Plan and hence the EIA conclusions remain
valid.

Name of author
Title
Date

Sue Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
March 2017

Appendices:
Appendix A Summary of main issues and proposed response (parts 1-6)
Appendix B Schedule of minor modifications
Appendix C Monitoring of consultation responses
Appendix D Proposed Submission Plan
Appendix E Proposed Submission Policies Map
Appendix F Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Appendix G Sustainability Appraisal
Appendix H Habitats Regulation Assessment
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The evidence studies that have informed the Local Plan can be viewed at
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/evidencebase
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From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 23 August 2016 08:26
To: Sue Tiley
Subject: RE: land take for secondary school
Hi Sue.
Short answer is I don’t know. I have however asked my colleague to work it out using the guidance Building Bulletin Guidance 103 (BB103).
If you need something for today my thinking is as follows:
The guidance recently changed and as I understand it gives a range therefore when we were looking
at sites suitable for up to 8fe we said between 9ha-11ha and applied a contingency to manage
abnormal site constraints, from this we got the 12-15ha site area – which included a 4ha build zone.
As the 12-15ha includes a contingency built into it for abnormalities which on a green field / flat site
might not be required, I would suggest using the upper end of the range for a 10fe at this time, so a
site area of 15ha. The build zone within the site area will need to increase but probably not by all
that much (the core facilitates are there within the 4ha so it is a case of enlarging these where
appropriate), I would suggest 5ha as a build zone would represent an increase. Increase the building
height and the build zone obviously will be reduced.
If you need something I would suggest an overall 15ha site which includes a 5ha build zone.
Regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638
Hertfordshire.gov.uk / twitter / facebook
Hertfordshire - County of Opportunity
From: Sue Tiley [mailto:S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 22 August 2016 17:48
To: Matthew Wilson
Subject: land take for secondary school

Matt can you remind me how land will we need for a 10 form entry second school? Could you break
it down into area for buildings and area for school playing fields.
Kind regards
Sue
Mrs Susan Tiley BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI
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Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts AL8 6AE
Tel: 01707 357268
Fax: 01707 357285
Email: s.tiley@welhat.gov.uk
www.welhat.gov.uk
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil
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Chris Pattison
Director of Turnberry Planning
Turnberry Planning Limited
41-43 Maddox Street
London
W1S 2PD

HERTFORDSHIRE PROPERTY
Hertfordshire County Council
County Hall
Hertford SG13 8DE
Telephone 01992 556638
Minicom
01992 556611
E.Mail: matthew.wilson@hertfordsire.gov.uk
Contact: Matthew Wilson
Date 23/05/16

Dear Chris

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Emerging Local Plan
Stanboroughbury and Symondshyde Education Provision May 2016
When we met on Tuesday 3 May you provided me with an analysis of the required number and
distribution of schools in support of Stanboroughbury and Symondshyde. I understand the
intention behind the statement is to support further discussion and further development of the
Masterplan in support of Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council’s Local Plan and specifically its
supporting Infrastructure Delivery Statement. The statement and education proposal has been
informed by previous discussions with the County Council and WHBC, including local schools
who were invited to the Education Charrette.
The statement correctly assesses demand using the County Council’s Local Plan calculation of
1fe per 500 dwellings. As discussed, this ratio is used in the first instance when responding to
development plan consultations. When considering actual proposals or planning applications
the County Council uses a specific development forecasting models to ascertain more tailored
demographic profiles, including pupil yields. Additional details on tenure and phasing will allow
a more detailed assessment on the pupil yield to be undertaken. Assumptions on tenure and
phasing can be made by officers but it is advised, for a robust assessment, that information is
provided by the developer.
Symondshyde village – the proposed 1178 dwellings equates to 2.2fe of primary school
demand. Symondshyde is a distinct settlement and there will be an expectation that children in
this settlement will be able to attend the local school. As the pupil yield from the proposal is in
excess of the proposed 2fe primary school it is advised that additional pupil yield modelling be
undertaken. The feasibility statement includes three options and it is understood that option 3
is preferred, officers welcome the initial design work that has been done, but at this initial Local
Plan allocation stage officers have no specific comments to make on design.
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Stanboroughbury – as recognised in the statement when using a pupil yield ratio of 1fe per
500 dwellings the proposed 1652 dwellings generates a 3.3fe primary school demand. A more
detailed assessment on the pupil yield is required to inform the primary school strategy.
However, in principle officers are not opposed to a proposal that would involve a new primary
school and the expansion of Green Lanes Primary School by 1fe.
Subject to additional modelling, and assumpting a 3fe pupil yield, options may involve:



1x 3fe primary school
1x 2fe primary school + 1fe expansion at Green Lanes Primary School (land and build)

As discussed, Green Lanes Primary would require additional land to expand. The master
planning of the wider area would appear to offer the opportunity to identify additional land to
facilitate expansion. The feasibility statement shows an option that would involve additional
land being provided to the east of Green Land Primary and the rerouting of Green Lanes,
support for such a proposal would be subject to appropriate feasibility work.
The proposal for Stanboroughbury includes a primary school to the north adjacent to the
proposed secondary school. Officers support the principle of shared use of certain facilities and
this would be investigated through further design work.
The feasibility statement makes provision for an 8fe secondary school within Stanboroughbury.
The combined 2830 dwellings (Stanboroughbury and Symondshyde) equates to 5.7fe of
secondary demand. While the feasibility statement makes reference to additional development
at Hat 2 (Goodmans, page 11) generating an additional 2.2fe of demand, it should be noted that
Welwyn Hatfield Council’s site selection is still to be determined and may only be made clear
through the Regulation 19/20 publication of the Local Plan.
There is limited expansion potential at existing secondary schools in Hatfield and the County
Council is undertaking high level feasibility assessments to determine the extent of expansion
potential. It may be necessary for the new school at Stanboroughbury to serve development
elsewhere in Hatfield and it is suggested that it would be prudent to plan for an 8-10fe
secondary school, although we acknowledge your concerns around the size of the school
community.
I am aware that you have spoken with Roger Flowerday (Development Manager Hertfordshire
Highways) to discuss the implications of the new school on transport. I would suggest that
further discussions from this point forward be joint.
However, the work and consultation undertaken to date in support of education is based on
reasonable assumptions and well thought out in terms of design. The statement and education
proposal has been informed by previous discussions with the County Council and WHBC,
including local schools who attended the Education Workshop at the recent Stanboroughbury
and Symondshyde Charrette.
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Yours sincerely

Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officers
HCC Development Services
CC.

Samantha Young (HCC Children’s Services)
Roger Flowerday (HCC Highways)
Sue Tiley (Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council)

570

From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 June 2016 10:39
To: Simon Chivers
Cc: Sue Tiley
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Site Search - Long List
That’s fine Simon, what I did want to say to you on the phone was housing distribution and potential
allocations hasn’t been applied to the assessment – that is why the two school sites we are talking
about at HAT1 and Birchall Gardens aren’t shown, or in the case of HAT1 not shown in the location
the developer is suggesting. The assessment is taking a sequential approach looking at urban sites
then edge of settlement sites, additional layers including housing distribution will then be applied
onto this.
The other day I sent some suggestive times for a meeting with V&G to go through the assessment, I
think it would be beneficial to have this meeting for both HCC and WHBC to hear what they are
advising. It will also be an opportunity to update you on the feasibility work I have carried out on
the existing secondary schools, I mentioned previously that I was commissioning Transport
Assessments to help HCC assess the theoretical expansion potential of existing schools, I have just
received these back.
Kind regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638

From: Simon Chivers [mailto:S.Chivers@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 June 2016 10:13
To: Matthew Wilson
Cc: Sue Tiley
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Site Search - Long List

Matt,
Sorry I missed your call , but thank you for this and associated emails.
This information is very helpful. We will consider and come back to you if we have any queries at this
stage.
Kind regards,
Simon
Simon Chivers BA (Hons) BTP MRTPI
Principal Planner (Special Projects)
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Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Tel: 01707 357000
Direct: 01707 357347
email: s.chivers@welhat.gov.uk

From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 June 2016 09:56
To: Simon Chivers
Subject: FW: Welwyn Hatfield Site Search - Long List

Simon
I’m going to give you a call in a moment to discuss the attached, they read in order:
1. Full list
2. Long List
3. Long List Conclusions
The full list considers all the sites and provides the initial sift of sites to allow a long list to be
produced. The assessment incorporates all HCC land, commercially available sites and public land.
This stage has resulted in the following sites being proposed for further consideration, including a
highways assessment:
E - Manor Road, Hatfield
H1 - Land to the east of Comet Way, south of Ellenbrook
H2 - Land to the south of South Way, to the west of Southfield School.
H4 - Land to the west of the A1(M) and the east of Green Lanes
W1 - Land at Panshanger Aerodrome
W3 - Land to the west of the A1000 and south of Eddington Crescent
W4 – Land to the west of Brocket Road and north of Coopers Green Lane
The assessment is not complete and what is shown above and attached is only one piece of a jigsaw
that hasn’t been put together yet. Additional layers of information will be added to the search
(including your housing distribution) it is only when we have this will be have an understanding of a
preferred site. The assessment is incomplete and I strongly advise against sharing the results at this
point far widely.
There are some plans that accompany the attached but they are large and will need to be spread
over a series of emails.
Matt

Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
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Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638
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From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 15 August 2016 08:50
To: Simon Chivers; Sue Tiley
Cc: Kate Ma; Andrea Gilmour
Subject: WHBC Local Plan Secondary school Hatfield/WGC
Hi Simon, Sue
Thanks for meeting with us a fortnight ago to discuss education and specifically the V&G report
recommendations. As we discussed the purpose of the report was to identify three schools sites and
this is what V&G has done. I think it is important to note that V&G was not tasked with concluding
whether the approach of identifying two sites and having a criteria based assessment for the third is
suitable, indeed we may very well get to a position whereby we support the position as outlined in
the Local Plan. That said, the assessment has raised some questions I think need consideration.
As a site was unable to be found to the north/northwest of WGC the report tells us that either a
school site at HAT1 or on land at Brocket Road will likely be required to serve both WGC and Hatfield
pupil yield. Correct me if I’m wrong, but I believe the school at HAT1 has only been considered in
relation to Hatfield development in the past. I would suggest there are some questions needing
exploring, specifically:


Can an up to 10fe secondary school be physically accommodated at HAT1 – I don’t believe
a 10fe secondary school has been shown on the masterplan by Gascoyne Cecil Estates. What
is the land take and is that acceptable for WHBC.



What are the highway implications of a 10fe school at HAT1 - the work I am doing on pupil
yield will inform where the forms of entry will be coming from. We have never spoken to
the developer about the school serving WGC so what are highway / sustainable transport
implications of this? Also what assumptions have been made in the HAT1 Transport
Assessment.



When can a site be made available – if a third site allocation is not pursed a school in north
west Hatfield will be required early in the plan period as there are no expansion options at
existing Hatfield schools.

I would welcome your thoughts on how we move forward, we will be happy to meet with the agents
of Gascoyne Cecil Estates.
Kind regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638
Hertfordshire.gov.uk / twitter / facebook
Hertfordshire - County of Opportunity
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****Disclaimer****
The information in this message should be regarded as confidential and is intended for the addressee only unless explicitly stated. If
you have received this message in error it must be deleted and the sender notified. The views expressed in this message are personal
and not necessarily those of Hertfordshire County Council unless explicitly stated. Please be aware that emails sent to or received from
Hertfordshire County Council may be intercepted and read by the council. Interception will only occur to ensure compliance with council
policies or procedures or regulatory obligatio
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Welwyn Hatfield Secondary School Site Search
Wednesday 27th July (14:30-16:30)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, Council Offices, Welwyn Garden City AL8 6AE

Agenda
Attendees
Vincent & Gorbing (V&G)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC)
East Herts District Council (EHDC)
Hertfordshire County Council (HCC)

Agenda Items
1.

Introductions (ALL)

2.

Local Plan Update incl. timetable (WHBC/EHDC)

3.

Shortlist sites (V&G)*
 SA1 – Birchall Garden Suburb
 W4 - Land to the west of Brocket Road and north of Coopers Green Lane
 H2 - Land to the south of South Way

4.

Response to sites (WHBC)

5.

Next steps (ALL)

6.

AOB

*There is an assumption that the final report including details on the methodology has been
read before the meeting, this can be covered if required.

576

From: Matthew Wilson [mailto:Matthew.Wilson@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 15 June 2016 15:08
To: Sue Tiley
Cc: Samantha Young2 (Schools Planning)
Subject: RE: Education issues at Welham Green
Hi Sue
In terms of context, the school has a Planned Admission Number (PAN) of 30, which means 30
spaces per year group (a 1 form of entry (FE) school). The latest school census (Spring 2016 ) shows
156 pupils on roll (NOR), which means 156 pupil at the school across all year groups.
The NOR may well be less than the the total PAN multiplied by the number of year groups as the
capacity is not spread evenly across the school for various reasons. Including in this instance, the
school serving the needs of the local traveller community which often results in fluctuation in the
NOR throughout the year.
There is currently some capacity in all year groups but, as we have highlighted previously, this is
predominantly due to the current outflow to Brookmans Park due to parental preference. The
capacity is not spread evenly across the school. When we look at the GP data for children requiring a
reception place, for whom St Mary’s is their closest school, the school is appropriately sized to meet
the needs of current local children. It is anticipated that a small level of housing growth could be
supported within existing capacity but this would require the continued outflow to Brookmans Park
which is dependent on parental preference of families in Welham Green and also on the demand for
places at Brookmans Park from existing children in that settlement and of course from housing being
proposed in Brookmans Park.
I appreciate what Mr Campbell is saying and on the surface the NOR does seem to suggest capacity
which could support development but I would suggest this does not tell the whole story, for
example, if this capacity is in years 4 and 5, where do the children go to school before this?
Kind regards
Matt
Matthew Wilson
Senior Planning Officer, Development Services
Hertfordshire Property
Postal Point CHO313
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
Tel: 01992 556638 Comnet/Internal: 26638

From: Sue Tiley [mailto:S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 15 June 2016 10:12
To: Matthew Wilson
Subject: FW: Education issues at Welham Green

Hi Matt
Could you comment on this.
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Thanks

Sue

From: Colin Haigh
Sent: 14 June 2016 21:23
To: Sue Tiley
Subject: FW: Education issues at Welham Green

Hi Sue
Please could you arrange this request.
Ta, Colin
From: Colin Campbell <ColinCampbell@hill.co.uk>
Sent: 14 June 2016 16:54
To: Colin Haigh
Subject: Education issues at Welham Green
Colin
Further to our discussion this morning, could you supply us with a copy of HCC advice
regarding education capacity and issues at Welham Green? It seems completely at odds
with the OFSTED report and the school prospectus – the former says the capacity is 210
with a number on roll of 149, and the latter says 155 on roll – suggesting capacity for 56
to 61 children.
Thanks
Colin
Colin Campbell
Head of Strategic Land
07714 739085

The Power House Gunpowder Mill Powdermill Lane Waltham
Abbey Essex EN9 1BN
T 020 8527 1400 F 020 8501 8770 hill.co.uk
Hill Holdings Ltd is a limited company registered in England - Company Number
4202304
Registered office: The Power House Gunpowder Mill Powdermill Lane Waltham
Abbey Essex EN9 1BN
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1

Status
Open

Who
JD

Reps from Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council (Aecom) – wider highways impacts. Simon emailed James some while ago. Involving
Sue Jackson’s team. (Response due from James by 7 February 2017) – Request to JD (14/2/17) for update (AS)
Also consistency with advice from Sue Jackson, which we included in our Site Selection Paper (below):

2

Complete

AS

Highways: Junctions in Cuffley have been tested by the Highway Authority in the context of two scenarios; one assuming a lower
level of growth involving around 365 dwellings (including recent planning permissions) and the other assuming a higher level of
growth at just under 900 new dwellings.
The Highway Authority advises that there are two junctions of particular concern: the Plough Hill/Station Road/Northaw Road East
junction and the Northaw Road/Cattlegate Road junction. These are identified as congested junctions and adding development
traffic will exacerbate these problems.
For the lower scenario, the junctions could all operate within capacity, subject to junction reconfiguration resulting in changes to
priority. However, under the higher scenario, the Plough Hill/Station Road/Northaw Road junction is predicted to remain over
capacity even with a change in priority.
There are also implications in the wider area with impacts predicted under the higher scenario on other currently congested
junctions at the A1000/Shepherds Way and the A10/ Lieutenant Ellis Way junction.
This indicates that the potential for development at Cuffley will need to be managed to within the manageable limits of certain
junctions where congestion is predicted to cause concern.
Woolmer Green: Parish Council – case for a 30 mph speed limit through the village?
Response: Any request for a speed limit change would need to comply with Herts Speed Management Strategy. Level of growth
proposed would not trigger a reduction in speed limit. If at the planning application stage, the applicant sought a reduction in
speed limit, would need to comply with the Strategy.
Additional information – Speed Management Strategy link http://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/transtreets/ltplive/supporting/speed/
Importantly – The key criteria is that for 30mph to 70mph limits, the mean speed should not exceed the proposed limit once
implemented.

3

Complete

AS

Woolmer Green: Lessiters/Cawdor – employment sites, wish to explore the possibility of sharing access with WGr1:
Response: No HCC Highway objections in principle – subject to detailed design and landowner agreement.
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4

Open

JD

No further action necessary
Comment from Paul Donovan about J6 of A1(M). Could be increased pressure on the B197 and potentially impacts upon the
operation of the Clock Roundabout where mitigation measures identified do not fully alleviate the problems. Also states that
mitigation measures will be needed to ensure safe vehicle access. – We weren’t aware there were any issues with the level of growth
proposed – is this implying no further growth?
Response: Please clarify …..

5

6

Complete

Complete
(possible
email)

AS

AS

Please re-send email to Andy on potential school sites in Welham Green
Resent to C.Hyland (AS 13/2/17) by email
Wel16 – Urgent: including the access to Whitehill (Because this would be a change to the previous position, as discussed today please comment on the scale of development, impact on/mitigation at pinch point/conflicts with driveways, measures to School
Lane are not to facilitate Wel16 but to improve the existing situation in School Lane, widening opportunities etc).
Email sent 14/2/17. Query whether acceptable to forward direct to TPA (John Hopkins) or whether WHBC intend to respond.

7

Complete

AS

Note – this development is not contained within the Sept 2016 Comet Run
Hat11 – proposed allocation for 120 dwellings – speed reduction? / crematorium application / agree wording for an additional
comment to site specific considerations table in the Plan
There has been a recent application for a crematorium within the adjacent cemetary (6/2016/2623/MAJ), this includes confirmation
of 7 day average flows on Southway.
Review of Planning Access & Accessibility Appraisal (Journey Transport) - Concept for new access (shared with cemetary) is
acceptable. HCC would support the provision of signalised junction to ensure pedestrian safety / accessibility. Full safety audit and
modelling of junction timings will be required as part of the TA. Relocation of bus stops is not of significant concern.
Mean Average speeds on Southway = 35.0 mph SW bound / 34.4 mph NE bound, and therefore a reduction of speed limit to 40mph
would appear to meet with the County Councils speed management strategy for setting of speed limits.
(This development is contained within the Sept 2016 Comet Run)

8

Open

JD/AS Wel14 Linces Farm: please consider alongside Wel1, Wel2, Wel15 (relies upon these sites for access but also mentions access to
Wilshire Road).
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But also please consider promotion of this site (wider site area) to provide a secondary school
The promoter of Wel14 (Linces Farm) which lies to the east of Wel1/2/15 has suggested that a new bus route from Wilshere Road to
Fulling Mill Road and the Wel1/2/15 sites could be created if Wel14 is allocated

This would be advantageous – certainly there shall be a need to ensure that frequency of buses and permeability is secured
through the planning process. 215 is a peak service TThF, and school, with 300 /301 on Codicote Road –both would potentially
benefit from diverting in / through – to serve Wel1/2/15 and Wel14. Design would need to consider measures to prevent general
traffic routing through the site, as HCC would not wish to push additional traffic onto School Lane without further testing,
particularly following comments relating to Wel16.

(This development is not contained within the Sept 2016 Comet run)

9

Complete

AS

WeG3: Hill Residential: Construction traffic and turning into site from Welham Manor.
Swept Path 1410-57 – Likely shall require double yellow parking restrictions on proposed raised table – to eliminate parking within
the necessary turning envelope. Correct sized vehicle appears to have been used in preparing swept path plots. Could form
Grampian style condition. No evidence that refuse vehicles (and other large vehicles) are unable to serve Welham Manor. Corner of
Welham Manor provides inset parking on apex removing risk of parking on the bend.
(This development is contained within the Sept 2016 Comet Run)

10

Open

AS

WeG15 (Joint position statement with WeG1, WeG3, WeG6, Weg10, WeG12): Link to primary school potential:
Developments totalling 540 homes are predicted to add an extra 314 vehicle trips to the road network in Welham Green in the AM
peak hour and extra 335 vehicle trips to the road network in the PM peak hour. Dixons Hill Road is the key onward route for traffic
from the developments and around 180 additional vehicle trips end up at the junction with the A1000. This is currently a roundabout
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and is an existing congestion hotspot and modelling work indicates that there will be a need for additional capacity enhancement at
this junction (such as widening of approach arms) to enable development to take place.
Validate appendix 3 against Welham Green Modelling Report (D.Tan)- Requested 14/2/17
11

Complete

AS

BrP4: The RVC does not agree with paragraph 21.4 of the Draft Local Plan which places an absolute restriction on access to the
site from Bradmore Lane.

11. The project team is currently undertaking technical assessments with regard to the most appropriate option to achieve site
access. The most suitable access option should be agreed as part of discussions in respect of a future planning application. Access
to the site from Bradmore Lane is a potential option which, with a carefully considered design approach, could avoid having a
detrimental impact on the roads rural character. In order for the draft Local Plan policy to be fully justified, RVC therefore requests
that paragraph 21.4 is revised to state:
“Any access to the site proposed from Bradmore Lane should be carefully designed in consultation with the Council and Highway
Authority to ensure a safe access is constructed whilst predominately maintaining the rural character of Bradmore Lane”.

HCC would not support a new access onto Bradmore Lane. Modelling undertaken by HCC for development (including BrP4) within
Brookmans Park identifies that 5% development traffic shall direct via Bradmore Lane (22 vehicles AM peak). Bradmore Lane is a
rural road, insufficient in width to accommodate ease of 2 way traffic, subject to flooding. The County Council Rural Road policy
seeks to protect the character on rural roads. Concern would be that opening a new access onto Bradmore Lane would encourage
greater use of this route, already reported as being an attractive rat run. The County Council has received representation from
Water End residents over concerns that the development would increase rat running via this route, opening an access direct onto
Bradmore Lane would likely facilitate and encourage this and shall be resisted.

12

Complete

AS

This development is within the Sept 2016 Comet Run, and additionally within a more detailed assessment of Brookmans Park
(Implications of Development Sites in Brookmans Park, Apr 2016, but to a higher density (300))
BrP7 (Little Heath): Promoter rep states:
As previously set out, the principle access to the site would be from Hawkshead Road. The previously submitted site representations
identified the most suitable location for the site access taking into account the potential relationship with existing driveways opposite
the site.
23. The proposed site boundary in the draft Local Plan Policies Map (Sheet 4) may however mean that the site access would be
located further to the south-east and could cause greater conflict with existing driveways. This raises potential concerns regarding
conflicts between vehicle turning into/out of the development and neighbouring properties, which would need to be discussed with
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Hertfordshire. This therefore lends further support to the amended site boundary to allow optimal positioning of the access as shown
on the accompanying plan.
24. Hertfordshire County Council has previously confirmed that access to Site HS24 will be acceptable. AECOM is currently
undertaking survey work, including traffic counts to inform the Transport Assessment in advance of pre application discussions.

Previous HCC Comments: The proposal indicates a single pint of access from Hawkshead Road. The likelihood is a simple T

style junction would be sufficient but further testing of compliance with design standards will be required. Additional
permeability is considered to be a positive point particularly if it can reduce distances to local facilities. Any access shall
need to provide for30mph road (2.4m x 43m) with appropriate radii, demonstrated as achievable. Individually, it may
be possible to work through capacity style analysis to establish whether traffic generated by development can be
accommodated within the existing road network (or is additional off site work required). However, the advantage of
planning future growth is the opportunity to test cumulative impact of different options. At this stage the highway
authority are not aware of localised traffic capacity modelling which is takes into account combinations of sites in this
area. It is recommended that local junction models/series of models are developed which has the capability to allow all
parties to understand the cumulative impact of growth in Brookmans Park.
Roads in Herts specifies offsets between junctions only, rather than driveways. A driveway opposing a junction is not necessarily
unacceptable, but would present additional risk of conflict / confusion. HCC have no concerns with relocating the access, and
recognise that the proposal would potentially address the concern described. Visibility from the access will need to satisfy the
necessary visibility splay (2.4m x 43m) and provided within either public highway or land within the applicants control.
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-----Original Message----From: Rob Webster
Sent: 18 April 2016 10:19
To: 'Alan Story'
Subject: Citroen Garage - Great North Road, Hatfield
Importance: High
Hi Alan,
You’ll hopefully recall that a few months ago you gave us some Highways comments on the
suitability of the Citroen Garage in Hatfield for development. In essence, you judged that access was
a serious concern as the north end of the site can only be served directly from a roundabout; whilst
the southern end can only be served from the A1000 which has a 60mph speed limit. Partly on that
basis, we were going to judge the site to be unsuitable.
However, the landowners have just submitted a revised site layout plan – they would realign the
A1000 so that it ran alongside the railway, and remove/repurpose the roundabout at French Horn
Lane to form a gateway feature to Old Hatfield.
Our initial presumption would be that this might overcome the access issues to an extent, although
the geometry of the indicated road realignment (presumably in order for the works to be within
their land ownership) appears to be a little severe. Could you please let me know whether the
revised plan changes your initial view, or raises any new issues? Unfortunately we’re really pushed
for time in terms of finalising the Local Plan, so I’d be grateful if you could give me a response ASAP.
Much appreciated!

Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk | Twitter
@WelHatCouncil<https://twitter.com/WelHatCouncil>
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__________________________________________
From: Alan Story [mailto:Alan.Story@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 04 May 2016 11:10
To: Rob Webster
Subject: Citroen Garage - Great North Road, Hatfield

Rob
When I saw Carol / Sue I was of the understanding that there were a number of site plan options,
however you’ve only provided Option C. Comments therefore based on this alone.

Option C is, as I recall, the least acceptable option. The following concerns are noted;
Great North Road is a principle A road. Speed limits past the site are 60mph falling to 30mph. The
proposal identifies realigning the A1000, but this realignment is achieved through a particularly
severe dog leg as shown drwg sk-150505. Such a change in alignment at speeds of 60mph would be
unacceptable. Minimum curve radius to DMRB standards would be necessary. Forward visibility
through the entire route should be to DMRB standards.
No details on changes to speed limits are shown, but the proposed southern access, without
reduced speed limits (and irrespective of the above concern) will need to provide visibility splays
each direction of 215m.
The proposals also serve to remove the roundabout junction of Gt North Road, B197, and The
Broadway. Whilst this may be acceptable, respecting the dominant flows through the junction there
is a need for significant junction testing, particularly ensuring that the new arrangements do not
result in significant additional queue length. A significant concern is that the proposals do not have
the same capacity as the existing arrangement, and this would result in additional queuing.
I would note that the emerging Hatfield 2030 masterplan shall look at highway hierarchy and
movement within the town, and it may be that the proposals might support this – but presently –
this work is restricted to the vision statement, and whilst HCC shall be working alongside the project
team in furthering the vision in respect of highways, such work is very much in inception only.
Whilst the proposals do serve to provide a more pleasant entry to Old Hatfield, this should not be to
the detriment of the a1000, which as a main distributor serves to distribute traffic within towns,
around town centres and link town centres and main industrial areas to the Principle Road Network.
Minor observations (the detail) include that the creation of the public square (replacement) is
directing pedestrians to the busy intersection of B197 / Gt North Road but no detail of the
arrangements for this junction. No ped provision along Great North Road, except through this
feature – perhaps not a desire line.
I would repeat that my comments are only based on the layout proposed, which is unacceptable. It
is not to say that there are not opportunities to develop this site, but there are significant issues with
the scheme as proposed, and assessment of the impacts of removal of the roundabout in its’ present
form would be needed to ensure that the result of such removal is not severe.
I trust the above is of some assistance.
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Would you please perhaps ask Carole if she has sent across the details for the travellers sites she was
looking for initial comment. I do not appear to have received them and hope its’ not that they have
got lost in ether, or blocked due to file size.
Best regards
Alan

Alan Story.
Senior Development Officer
Highways, Mid Herts, 1st Floor East Link,
County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN

Telephone: 01992 658326 Internal dial: 58326
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SHLAA2 Reference

Site Address

2014 SHLAA2
estimated
HCC Highways
WHBC Comments
capacity
comments (2011)
(January 2014)
(Note: may be
reviewed in
the HELAA)

HCC Highways comments (January 2014)

Notes - (General Note for all sites: Guidance
contained within Roads in Herts, 3rd edition,
2011, Chapter 7; requires a Transport Statement
to be prepared where more than 50 but less
than 80 dwellings is proposed. A Full Transport
Assessment is required if more than 80 or more
dwellings is proposed.).

2016 Update (WHBC/HCC)

2017 Update

(Note: WHBC LPC submission). Promoter has
submitted that all of the land necessary to
accommodate improvements to Bell Lane is
within the control of the promoter. It would
be possible (in the promters view) to widen
Bell Lane and created a new pavement.

WHBC: HELAA Capacity 100

N/A

N/A

WHBC: Unsuitable in HELAA 2016. HCC Highways
resists new direct acces onot main distributor road
unless excpetional circumstances. Design principle for
a junction would be onerous. Uncertain that suiatble
access can be achieved withhout a resultant dealy on
the network.

N/A

HCC Highways 11 September 2014

Updated Comments Autumn 2015

If Bell Lane (southern boundary of site) could be
widened to 5.5m, no objection in principle to 100
dwellings, subject to impact on junctions and provision
of pedestrian routes through to the Great North Road.

Challenge for this site is being able to provde a safe
access to the site from both directions, which would
not result in unacceptable elays to the network.

Notes 2015

New Sites 2015/15 and additional sites 2015

Brookmans Park

BrP1

Upper Bell Lane
Farm Bell Bar/Bell
Lane

BrP2

Land to N.E Great
North Road

BrP4

BrP5

BrP6

Access from Bell
Lane, not Great
North Road.

160

56

Access to cross the
East Coast
Mainline and
suitability given
local network?

Land west of
Brookmans Park

Access to cross the
East Coast
Mainline and
suitability given
local network?

Land West of
Brookmans Park

Land east of Royal
Veterinary College

BrP7

Land south of Deep
Bottom

Has good access
potential onto
Blue Bridge Road

BrP8

Land south of
Brookmans Park

Do not assess:
Historic Park and
Garden

550

If exisiting width of Bell Lane is less than 5.5m
wide, it would not be suitable for 160 additional
dwellings (current SHLAA2 estimated capacity for
this site). If width of Bell Lane is 4.8m, then this
can accommodate up to 100 dwellings. However,
Query - given varying width of Bell Lane, what
the road already serves a number of dwellings.
capacity might be appropriate? Promoter has
Simple t-junction access would be suffciient. (No
suggested 100 with some potential for road
access from Great North Road as not good
widening within their gift (but not at all points).
practice to access from the principal road
network if alternative options exisit, thereby
preventing an increase in turning movements and
delays on the principal road network). Likely to
present a restriction to development but this
If only opportunity to access site is from the Great
North Road, the Principal Road Network policy
would apply; i.e resist new access points onto the
principal road network unless special
circumstances exist. Design principles would be
onerous, would need to demonstarte that no
delays would occur on the network. Ghost
isalnd/junction space would need to be explored.
Unclear iof an exisiting access already serves the

Footway of approximately 1.35m on northern side of
bridge only. Development to the west of Brookmans
Potential to generate 0.65 trips per dwelling.
Park would require additional footway and widened
Ongoing discussions - the provision of
Combination with BrP5, potential to generate
Aecom submitted supplementary report. CH
footway; both footways of 2m wide. Could not be
replacement ped/ cycle bridge is presently
i.r.o. 500 trips morning peak. Significant number
emailed 1 September indicating that they
Capacity currently 300 to allow for strategic
accomodated within the existing bridge deck. This
supported in principle, ongoing legal,
of trips to cross the bridge over the railway to
needed more certainty from Network Rail on
Green infrastructure. Query: Major upgardes to would lead to possession orders over the track, subject
feasibility and design work required. Scheme
travel towards the Great North Road to the east.
form of agreement and indication from HCC
and over bridge? Possession of track from
to agreement with Network Rail. Costs likely to to
density at the levels within the Terence O
Whilst junction solutions may be possible,
that such an agreement would be
Network Rail?
significant. (Road width is currently 5.4m over bridge,
Rourke / AECOM Local Plan consultation
develoment at this scale would trigger significant
entertained. Aecom confirmed by phone that
stabdards would normally require 5.5m. Whilst not a
response for Site BrP4 dated March 2015 can
improvements to the local highway network.
further discussions would be held.
highway objection for 10cm, if bridge were to be
be achieved.
Some traffic may travel north (Bradmore Lane).
widened, would seek widening). Exisiting poor visibility
across the bend, would need to be improved.

360

Potential to generate 0.65 trips per dwelling.
Combination with BrP4, potential to generate
i.r.o. 500 trips morning peak. Significant number
of trips to cross the bridge over the railway to
travel towards the Great North Road to the east.
Whilst junction solutions may be possible,
develoment at this scale would trigger significant
improvements to the local highway network.
Some traffic may travel north (Bradmore Lane).

As per BrP4, traffic and pedestrian would seek to travel
towards Brookmans Park village. With respect to the
bridge over the railway: Footway of approximately
1.35m on northern side of bridge only. Development to
the west of Brookmans Park would require additional
footway and widened footway; both footways of 2m
wide. Could not be accomodated within the existing
bridge neck. This would lead to possession orders over
the track, subject to agreement with Network Rail.
Costs likely to to significant. The separate footbridge
across the railway, to the south of the bridge, is
privately owned and is not public highway. (Road width
is currently 5.4m over bridge, stabdards would
normally require 5.5m. Whilst not a highway objection
for 10cm, if bridge were to be widened, would seek
widening).

230

Flood zone to the north would mean that the site
would be severed from exisiting develoment to
the north. Promoter has suggested access from
Bluebridge Road. Measures would be required to
control traffic speed along Bluebridge Road,
changing the nature of the road along this
stretch. Main access road would need to be 5.5m
wide. Possible mini-roundabout at entrance to
site. South east corner would form the start of
changing the charcter from rural to semiurban.Explore possibility of connecting site

See AS email of 12 August 2015 for detailed
comments. In summary - Subject to
appropriate assessment of the proposals
through the Transport Assessment, and
provision of appropriate mitigation in such
Footpath would need to be widened along Bluebridge
matters as well as provision of an appropriate
Road, along the length of the site.
and safe access, on the basis of the
information assessed I can see no significant
objection to proposals as set out in the
document ‘A neighbourhood at Brookmans
Park Site, BrP6’ )March 2015 prepared by

1,530

Transport modelling will consider capacity for 300
adjoining Little Heath. 300 may be acceptable in
highways terms with access to Hawkshead Road,
which is then in reasonably close proximity to the
Great North Road. However, 1,530 would require
significant highway infrastructure improvements
completly upgrading a rural road network to an
urban network.

Do not assess: Historic Park and Garden
Flood zone to the north would mean that the site
would be severed from existing development to
the north. The most suitable access is likely to be
from Bluebridge Road. Measures would be
required to control traffic speed along Bluebridge
Road, changing the nature of the road along this
stretch. Main access road would need to be 5.5m
wide. Possible mini-roundabout at entrance to
site. The junction with Hawshead Road would
form the start of changing the character from
rural to semi-urban.

Do not assess:
Historic Park and
Garden

BrP9

Friday Grove,
Brookmans Park

190

BrP10

Raybrook Farm,
Brookmans Park

120

The most suitable access is likely to be from
Bluebridge Road. Measures would be required to
control traffic speed along Bluebridge Road,
changing the nature of the road along this
stretch. Main access road would need to be 5.5m
wide. Possible mini-roundabout at entrance to
site. The junction with Hawshead Road would
form the start of changing the character from
rural to semi-urban.

Capacity currently 170 to take account of flood
zone, noise from railway.

WHBC: Suitable in HELAA for 300 dwellings (allocated
in dlpps for 250). Provision of new footbridge
highligted - legal agreement would be required with
HCC and Network Rail.

N/A

Rep to dlpps 1144 seeks: a flexible approach to providing access to the
site. There should be no absolute restriction on providing access from
Bradmore Lane.
Access from Bradmore Lane may be a suitable option for the site and
recent technical work indicates that this could be possible whilst
predominantly maintaining its rural character. The most suitable access
option should be agreed as part of discussions in respect of a future
planning application. Paragraph 21.4 should be adjusted accordingly.
No Change ... site capacity reduced to 250 - viability? The Highways
Authority would not support access from Bradmore way. Modelling
undertaken by HCC for development (including BrP4) within Brookmans
Park identifies that 5% development traffic shall direct via Bradmore
Lane (22 vehicles AM peak). Bradmore Lane is a rural road, insufficient in
width to accommodate ease of 2 way traffic, subject to flooding. The

Not being promoted

Raised with Aecom verbally - 19/10/15

WHBC: Suitable in HELAA for 234 dwellings but not
selected in Site Selection process

Significantly reduced site. Capacity now 190
adjoining Little Heath only.

See new sites

Do not assess - failed a stage 1 SHLAA criteria
assessmnet

Do not assess.

N/A

Would need to provide safe pedestrian crossing to
footpath along western side of Bluebridge Road or
provide new footpath links into village through the
provision of a continuous footpath. Narrow footpath
towards southern edge of village does not extend as far
as this site, possible opportunity to create footpath if
BrP10 were to be allocated.

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

dlpps1231 continues to promote this site.

Would need to provide safe pedestrain access into
village.

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

?
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WHBC: Note: This is now a Little Heath site having
been significantly reduced since it's original scale.
Suitable in HELAA for 150 dwellings but capacity
reduced in Site Selection to 100 due to Green Belt
concerns.

Rep to dlpps 1148 states that access has been compromised by boundary
adjustment.
The Highways
Authority state that Roads in Herts specifies offsets between junctions
only, rather than driveways. A driveway opposing a junction is not
necessarily unacceptable, but would present additional risk of conflict /
confusion. HCC have no concerns with relocating the access, and
recognise that the proposal would potentially address the concern
described. Visibility from the access will need to satisfy the necessary
visibility splay (2.4m x 43m) and provided within either public highway or
land within the applicants control.

Capacity now estimated at 140 (due to green
separation). Footpath would need to be provided along
Hawkshead Road frontage. Possible requirement for
pedstrian crossing on Hawkshead Road. Subject to safe
junction design, no objections in principle.

BrP12

BrP13

Peplins Wood,
Brookmans Park

West of Golf Club
Road, Brookmans
Park

190

Pre-application
inquiry received

Site now extended from original SHLAA2 review.
Proposal by promoter suggests 90 dwellings, plus
relocated school, plus scout hut. Exisiting school
site - is there a possibility of achieving access from
Peplins Way (promoters scheme suggests this as
Further comments received from HCC Highways
part of the design concept for the redevelopment
August 2014. Raises significant concerns around
of the school site), leaving Bradmore Way to cater
traffic associated with relocating school and
for new school and residential. Additional trips
exisiting highway capacity. Revise capacity down
for residential development and the school - may
to 40 dwellings at this stage of assessment
be a constraint due to width of Bradmore Way.
Junction into village centre would need to be
explored to ensure this can operate effectively.
190 dwellings raises concerns in highway terms
due to constraints of local road network.

30

Golf Club Road - a private road and partly owned
by HCC. Not public highway but part of the ROW
network. owned by the Golf Club (landoweners
promoting this site). HCC Highways would need to
be satisfied that development would not have an
unacceptable impact on the junction with
Brookmans Avenue. Design criteria to adoptable
standards would be need to be satisfied.

20

Golf Club Road. HCC Highways would need to be
satisfied that development would not have an
unacceptable impact on te junction with
Brookmans Avenue Design criteria to adoptable
standards would bneed to be satisfied.

Further information submitted

See AS email of 3 December 2014 for full
response. In summary: On the basis of the
work done by the Milestone Transport
Not highway maintained at the public expense.
Planning, and discussions on site, I would
Inadequate in width to serve a significant increase in
advise that we consider that the proposals
traffic. Road serves as PF68, used by pedestrains and
resolve the concerns that we have previously
cyclists (vulnerbale road users) to access school. Site
voiced on the potential for developing this
does not extend to Brookmans Avenue so no
site. I repeat that the above applies solely to
opportunity to widen road along full extent of access.
the development of the area identified as
Significant safety concerns. Road operates as a private
BrP13 and shall not relate to any additional
driveway and already serves more traffic than ideally
development along the length of the
suitable for a road of this type.
remainder of Golf Club Road.

Transport Statement submitted but did not
address the necessary improvements to Golf
Club Road to mitigate development. Option
to access from Georges Wood Road could still
be explored in highway yerms but this is not a
public highway so no further detailed
comments. (Roads In Herts) Golf Club Road is
part of the Rights of Way network hence
Highways comments.

dlpps1882 continues to promote site

HCC in detailed comments dated 5/11/15
have set out its' position in respect of
development within Golf Club Road summarised as; it is not possible for me to
object to the cumulative impacts of both
BrP13 and BrP14 each accessed from GCR. It
remains my view that the mitigation as set
forward by BrP13 (or any derivation proposed
in the future to maintain low speeds and
increase driver perception of vulnerable road
users.
I only consider that these measures be
implemented by whichever development is
first. In overall terms for GCR – I will be firm in
no greater than 100 vehicle movements in
any area, and this will be applied to any future
development that might emerge, however
cannot present a sustainable objection that
would prevent both BrP13 and BrP14 from
taking access from GCR subject to appropriate
HCC in detailed comments dated 5/11/15
have set out its' position in respect of
development within Golf Club Road summarised as; it is not possible for me to
object to the cumulative impacts of both
BrP13 and BrP14 each accessed from GCR. It
remains my view that the mitigation as set
forward by BrP13 (or any derivation proposed
in the future to maintain low speeds and
increase driver perception of vulnerable road
users. I only consider that these measures be
implemented by whichever development is
first.
In overall terms for GCR – I will be firm in no
greater than 100 vehicle movements in any
area, and this will be applied to any future
development that might emerge, however
cannot present a sustainable objection that

BrP14

East of Golf Club
Road, Brookmans
Park

BrP21

Great North
Road/Woodside
Lane

Presumption against from a principal road where a
secondary access is available. In this case, no vehicular
access from Great North Road. Pedestrian access
however supported. 50 dwellings would prompt the
requirement for a Transport Statement. Access from
Woodside Lane subject to visibility splays of 43m in
each direction. Ability to service refuse, emergency
and delivery vehicles within the site must be achieved.

BrP22

45/47 Kentish Lane

Access from Kentish Lane subject to visibility splays of
43m in each direction. Ability to service refuse,
emergency and delivery vehicles within the site must
be achieved.

BrP23

Adjacent 12-14
Bulls Lane

1 dwelling only proposed to rear of garden. Any
parking would require a vxo (vehicle crossover),
separate application to HCC. No new access permitted
within 10m of the junction. Visibility to 43m in each
direction (or to junction), from 2.4m back. Gates
should be minimum 5m from carriageway edge

BrP24

White Lodge Farm,
Bulls Lane

BrP25

Old Bell Bar
Nursery, Bulls Lane

Access available from Brookmans Avenue
Georges Wood Road if access not possible via
Golf Club Road

Alan to review latest comments in light of TA work

(See email from AS 10 July 2015) I can confirm
that the revised TA has addressed those
concerns previously observed by my
predecessor and myself, and by this email
copy to WHBC, confirm that HCC are satisfied
with the conclusions of the TA and that the
development proposals shall be acceptable.

No further intensifaction of existing accesss would be
supported. New access point would be required onto
Bulls Lane. 33m offset between a new and the existing
access with a 215m visibility splay would be required
(unless a speeed survey were to demonstrate
otherwise). (Note: existing access has vis to 170m no
accidents, such a reduction may be acceptable. Not a
sustainable location but trips arising would not be
severe impact
Existing access to Bulls Lane (Classified 'C'). Speed
60mph. Vis splays should be 215m in each direction.
Accepted existing, no accidents however allocating the
site for housing would increase frequency of use.
Endevours to improve available visibility over land in
applicants control / speed survey (85%'ile) to be used
to demonstrate that acceptable. Distance to highway
112m(min). Vehicles (refuse / emergency) should be
able to access and leave forward gear. Dependent on
width of access (3.6m HCC records) widening for
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As BrP31 is an adjunct to BrP14 and limited in scale,
this would also therefore be acceptable. I can’t find –
subject to one (or other) development providing a
scheme of improvements for pedestrian safety – a
reason that GCR can’t accommodate the flows. 100
vehicle movement per hour, will be strongly upheld
as the very maximum for this road (meaning
BrP13/BrP14 might be the very last development we
would support off this route (and this doesn’t
discharge the developers from securing the necessary
rights over GCR)

Check dlpps (landowner only)

I can’t find – subject to one (or other) development
providing a scheme of improvements for pedestrian
safety – a reason that GCR can’t accommodate the
flows. 100 vehicle movement per hour, will be
strongly upheld as the very maximum for this road
(meaning BrP13/BrP14 might be the very last
development we would support off this route (and
this doesn’t discharge the developers from securing
the necessary rights over GCR)

Check dlpps (DLA)

BrP26

Meadow Croft

BrP27

Hawkshead Farm

BrP28

Bell Lane Gospel
Hall

BrP29

South of Bulls Lane

BrP30

rear of 10-18
Mymms Drive

BrP31

Existing access onto A1000 serving a limited number of
vehicular movements. A1000 is principle A road,
50mph. Any proposal increasing frequency of use
should be required to improve visibility up to160m in
each direction from 2.4m set back. Opportunities to
improve orientation of approach recommended. All
vehicles should be able to manoeuvre in order to enter
/ exit in forward gear. Space clear of vis splays for bins
to be stored required, within 25m of carriageway.
Emergency vehicles require access to front door no
Hawkshead Lane, classified ('c') road, 40mph, local
distributor. Existing access. Visibility for any
intensification of use of access should provide 120m in
each direction, or 85%'ile speed survey. Up to 50 from
shared surface permitted via a 4.1m minimum width
road. All vehicles to enter / leave in forward gear, and
should consider needs of service / emergency
vehicles. Access into site forms part of North Mymms
Footpath (010). Discussions necessary with RoW, but
shall need to maintain such use in a safe manner. Any

Local access, 30mph. Vis to 43m each direction
existing. Subject to low density no concerns'

60mph past site. Achieving visibility splays for any new
access may be difficult. Shall need to provide 215m
each direction (2.4m setback) but due to highway
alignment unlikely to be achieveable. Speed survey
may support slight reduction on standards (85%), site
access shall need to be carefully considered, however
vis splays may be achievable within land in applicants
control. Emergency / refuse vehicles to be able to get
within recommended max distances.

Mymms Drive is private roads and not maintained by
the highway authority.

HCC in detailed comments dated 5/11/15 have set out
its' position in respect of development within Golf Club
Road - summarised as; it is not possible for me to
object to the cumulative impacts of both BrP13 and
BrP14 each accessed from GCR. It remains my view
that the mitigation as set forward by BrP13 (or any
derivation proposed in the future to maintain low
speeds and increase driver perception of vulnerable
road users.

r/o 70 Georges
Wood Road

Cuffley

Cuf1

The main concern
is that there would
be only one access
point via the
Meadway.
The Meadway, East
Suitability will
Cuffley
depend on the
width of the road;
if it is 4.8 meters
wide with a
footpath then it is
feasible
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Cuf2

No.38 The
Ridgeway, towards
Carbone Hill

52

Four exisiting dwellings with access onto the
Ridgeway. No significant highway issues to
ob=vercome with access onto The Ridgeway.

No further comments

220

Access via the exisiting employment area is not an
absolute barrier to development. Practically,
access does not appear to exist currently. 220
units - would need to explore if the exisiting
access via the employment area issuffcient to
accommodate housing (footways etc) or could
this be a designed solution.

No further comments

435

Access from The Ridgeway. Single point of access
can generally serve a maximum of 300 dwellings
(Note: Manual for Streets introduced some
flexibility to this threshold subject to design
solution). Can only fit one access point in the
width of the Cuf4 frontage. Would also require a
separate emergency access point which couldn't
be achieved along the frontage to The Ridgeway
together with access to serve 300 dwellings. So
this would either restrict development in terms of
capacity or would require joint working with
adjoining landowners.

Potential for significant cumulative effect on the wider
highway network (holding response from HA on Cuf5
application)

Cuf3

Land South of
Sopers Road

Cuf3 (plus land in
Broxbourne)

South side of
Cuffley Hill

Cuf4

Cuffley Hills Farm

residential and
employment?

Limit to development accessing via a cul-de-suc =
300 (including exisiting develoment). Would need
to be 5.5m wide to serve 100 plus dwellings.
Minor access road (4.8m wide) required for up to Further comments received form HCC Highways
100 dwellings (including exisiting), hence
August 2014. Reduce capacity down to 30.
promoters suggestion of 70 dwellings in Cuf1
would be in excess of 100 when exisiting
development taken into account.

Emailed to C.Hyland 13/10/15 comments
relating to a larger potential site which falls
withi Broxbourne but could join up with Cuf1

Site found suitable for 30 dwellings in HELAA.

Idea promted that this site could be taken forward with land in
Broxbourne but not pursued after initial enquiry (Mr H Brosnan). HCC
Hioghways provided comments on 13 October 2015.

N/A

Not being promoted

N/A

Now promoted alongside land in Broxbourne
2014/2015 and see also new 2015 urban
sites, Sopers Road Emplyment Area NO95

Found unsuitable in HELAA. Involves mulitple
landowners and long lease. Land partially within
Broxbourne. Other landowners/leasholders not
willing parties at current time.

No objection in principle to 30 additional dwellings.

Options Cuf10/11
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Promoter indicates in the region of 400 dwellings (and
a redevelopment of youth centre) across four parcels
A, B, C, D. Single point of access would restrict capacity
to no more than 350 dwellings. Access point may need
a ghost turn incorporated. Would require a Transport
Assessment and Travel Plan. Ability to service refuse,
emergency and delivery vehicles within the site must
be achieved. Visibility splays subject to road speed in
vicinity of site.

The impact on local junctions has been
demonstrated through the Transport
Assessment process, and acceptable
mitigation schemes proposed for the
junctions of Cattlegate Rd/Northaw Road East
/ Northaw Road West and station Road /
Plough Hill/ Northaw RoadEast. A single point
of access has been demonstrated as
acceptable, given a dedicated emergency
access route being proposed. Wider impacts
have not yet been demonstratedSingle point
of access has been resolved sufficiently to the
satisfaction of the Fire Authority (emergency
only access from Kingswell Ride). The
planning application that HCC have been
consulted upon was not provided with
sufficient information to demonstrate impact
on wider network. S106 HoTs and mitigation
have not been finalised, and no formal
response provided to the LPA.
Discussions ongoing - Highways response
drafted to LPA reference S6/2015/1342/PP,
developing S106 heads of terms. Presently subject to agreement to HoTs for 106, and
conditions, HCC would be presenting no
objection to this proposal - however it is
necessary to note that a formal response to
the LPA has not yet been issued by the
Highway Authority..

Cuf5

Land at Northaw
Road East

Proposed access
onto Northaw
Road East but as
the road has a
60mph speed limit Site is now subject
at this location
to pre-application
there will be
enquiry.
problems with
Masterplans
visibility. The site
prepared.
would also need
another access
point for this scale
of development.

Cuf6

Land at Northaw
Road East

Given the scale of
development
access should be
possible from
Northaw Road
East.

Cuf7

Wells Farm

Cuf9

Adj 32 Carbone Hill

No footpaths along Carbone Hill. However, a small
development of 3 dwellings (as promoted) off a private
drive with the ability to turn within the site so that
vehicles exit in forward gear would be acceptable in
principle subject to safe access and provision of
visibility splay of 43m in each direction.

Cuf10

Adj 1 The Ridgeway
(NW of Cuffley Hills
House)

No objection in principle subject to safe access with
43m visibility in each direction, when measured from a
point 2.4m back from carriageway edge and ability to
turn within the site and exit in forward gear.

Cuf11

Adj Cuffley Hills
Farm (Barn adj
Cuffley Hills House)

An existing access exists on an inner bend. Vehicle
movements already established. No objection in
principle to one dwelling.

Cuf12

Pre-application
inquiry received.

Detailed HCC Highways comments with case
Aware of a holding 'objection' from the
officer on pre-application. (Mark Peacock). Single
Highways Agency to a pre-application for this
point of access generally restricts development to
site - junction 25 of M25. Proposals for around
a maximum of 300 dwellings. (Note: Manual for
590 dwellings including elderly persons
Streets introduced some flexibility to this
accommodation.
threshold subject to design solution).

Single point of access causes concern for level of
development being proposed. Potential for significant
impact on the highway network. (Holding response
from HA on Cuf5 application)

400

130

Access from Northaw Road East. No signifcant
highways issues currently identified.

No further comments

90

Access from Northaw Road East. No signifcant
highways issues currently identified. However,
site is isolated from Cuffley village and effect of
development wouldf extend urban highway into a
rural area.

No further comments

Alternative Option (Cuf12)

See also New Sites

Found suitable in HELAA for 108 dwellings

Plannimg application received for 121 dwellings. No HCC Highway
objection subject to S106.

Found suitable in the HELAA for 75.

Access from Northaw Road East - single access could
serve up to 300 dwellings. Would need to be a major
access at 5.5m wide. Footways to both sides would be
required. Visibility splays would need to be 215m in
each diection (60 mph). New TA would be required
(impact with Cattlegate Road junction with Northaw
Road East and West and junction with Station
Road/Northaw Road and Plough Hill). Pedestrian
crossong facilities would be required in the vicinity of
the site.

Land at Northaw
Road East (part of
Cuf5)

Smaller alternative to Cuf5. Revised TA could be
submitted at planning application stage. (Not
February 2017: Informally,.HCC has objected to a roundabout on
objecting in principle ot larger scehme on Cuf5. The
Northaw Road East to serve a slightly larger Cuf12, which is subject to
variation would be the degree to which improvement pre-app. Two points of access proposed - no objection in higway terms.
works would be required).

Digswell

Dig1

Dig2

Dig5

Access will be via a
track on the
junction of New
Road and Harmer
Green Lane. There
is currently a dirt
track but think it is
only 3 metres
wide, which would
New Highways
Land behind 2 New
be a single track case submitted by
Road
road that would
landowner
only be suitable
for about six
houses. There may
also be problems
with access onto
New Road as it is
quite near an
existing junction.
Land Adjacent 81
Hertford Road

170

Point and route of access not clear
(notwithstanding plans from proomter). Further
information to be submitted. Appears that access
would involve land outside the site and would
cross the public footpath. Transport assessment
required for any scheme over 80 dwellings.
Otherwise, no significant highway issues raised at
the current time.

4

No significant highway issues raised at the current
time, subject to detailed design.

Further plans submitted.

Capacity now adjusted to 130. Would require safe
access arrangments from Harmer Green Road and
assessment of impact on roundabout with Hertford
Road.

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

No further comments

N/A

Smaller site promoted through dlpps: 1235 for 20-30 dwellings. HCC
Commenst: 1 Feb 2017:Would require safe access arrangments from
Harmer Green Road and assessment of impact on roundabout with
Hertford Road.

Adjacent 76
Hertford Road

Hertford Road (Local Distributor ('c') vehicle speeds
60mph. 2 points of access indicated. Poorly integrated
with village, opportunities to provide footway to link
with provision in village, and thereby safe ped access
(Depending on capacity, TS would be required - over
to schools / rail station. Vis splays from any access to
50 dwellings).
be 215m each direction, or potential to amend traffic
calming scheme. Vehicles to enter / leave in forward
gear and provision for refuse / emergency to be
provided.

22 High Road

Existing established access from High Road. No
frontage in front of existing PH for off road parking.
Promoter suggests converting pub to 3 dwellings plus a
further 3 dwellings in to the side. No objections in
principle.

Essendon

Ess5

591

Ess6

Adjacent Essendon
Manor

Speed limit at 60mph past the site. New access
acceptable in principle subject to 215m visibility splay
at 2.4m back from kerb face with no obstruction
between 600m and 2m high. (Any reductions will only
be supported by speed survey information). Gradient
shall be no greater than 5% for 5m into site. (Pre-app
advice provided N6/2014/2659/PA. Not known from
pre-app response if visibility splays and gradient
reduction are achievable).

Ess7

East of Essendon
Hill

Visibility from access would need to be 215m x 2.4m
from the northern access, but only 43m x 2.4 from
southern (due to speed limit change across site
frontage). Use of speed data may support reductions.
Recommend use of southern access, and ensures
greater integration with village itself. Bins / servicing
should be considered.

Hatfield

Hat 1

Hat2

Need more than
one access and
there are several
access possibilities
including Hatfield
Avenue, Coopers
Green Lane and
via Great North
Road cul-de-sac.
However, Coopers
Green Lane would
need a lot of
upgrading to
Stanboroughbury
accommodate the
Farm, North West
development.
of Hatfield
Very unlikely that
new access would
be allowed directly
onto Junction 4 of
the A1(M) via the
roundabout
between the
northbound onand off-slips. So
development is
possible but work
is needed to
consider
The development
is likely to need
access links to the
north and south.
So would need to
"Hatfield Green"
upgrade Astwick
site
Manor to the
north of the site.
Also need to
consider a link to
Hatfield Avenue.

115 is land in
WHBC area only.
Potential for
additional
dwellings on land
within St Albans

2,000

Considered previously. See comments to
Emerging Core Strategy (SC to insert comments)

1,400

Considered previously. See comments to
Emerging Core Strategy (SC to insert comments)

Hat3

Land west of
Hatfield

Hat4

West of J3 (A1M)

155

Hat5

West of J3 (A1M)

370

115

`

AS to review with JD and provide comments

With JD - he to respond shortly

AS to review with JD and provide comments

With JD - he to respond shortly

HCC Highways comments: The A1057 Hatfield
Road is the primary route between Hatfield and
the centre of St Albans. The route is extremely
busy and as a result it suffers from significant
congestion. In the vicinity of the site the road
could be considered as rural in character. In fact
this section of the Hatfield road is the point
where the character changes. This change of
environment is reinforced with an increase in the
speed limit to 40mph that terminates at the
eastern boundary of the site. In terms of
vehicular access, the existing neighbouring
development to the east is a similar scale and
features two simple priority style junctions linked
together with a service road allowing a forward
As per previous comments
No further comments
facing development giving the impression of a
residential area. The proposed site is likely to also
likely to require two accesses, although
depending on the scale, the second may be
designed for emergency use. Due to the strategic
importance of Hatfield Road both at a local level
and to wider road network, it will be necessary to
ensure any access arrangement does not cause
an obstruction and lead to further delays to the
priority traffic. It is reasonable to expect a
junction of this scale to require some realignment
and widening of the Hatfield Road in the vicinity
of the site. The introduction of another access
introduces an additional point of conflict in an
Wilkins Green Lane is a single track width road.
Would not support vehicular link between Hat4 and
Significant highways upgrade would be required
Hat5 across the Alban Way. Pedestrian permeability
to accommodate additional residential
only. Would require assessment of impact on wider
Due to Green Belt concerns, capacity reduced to
development changing character of road from
network including Hatfield Road, Station Road, Wilkins
70
rural to urban. (However, sustainble location in
Lane. Would need to demonstate thta an appropriate
terms of access to bus routes and The Alban Way
solution ecists to deliver access across flood zone.
(cycling and walking).
Careful consideration should adoption be sought.
Possible access direct to Ellenbrook Lane. Single
Would not support vehicular link between Hat4 and
point of access generally limits development to
Hat5 across the Alban Way. Pedestrian permeability
300 dwellings, plus access for emergency vehicles
only. Would require assessment of impact on wider
Due to Green Belt concerns, capacity reduced to
required. Impact also likely on Wilkins Green
network including Hatfield Road, Station Road, Wilkins
100
Lane, which would require significant upgrade
Lane. Would need to demonstate thta an appropriate
from rural to urban road (character and design)
solution ecists to deliver access across flood zone.
with road widening and provision of footpaths.
Careful consideration should adoption be sought.

(See also Hat19 in 2015 new sites list)

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

592

Refer to James if any changes - no objections in principle

CHPP resolved not to select Hat2

The A1057 Hatfield Road is the primary route between
Hatfield and the centre of St Albans. The route is
extremely busy and as a result it suffers from
significant congestion. In the vicinity of the site the
road could be considered as rural in character. The
speed limit of 40mph terminates at the eastern
boundary of the site. A TS/TA would be required at
planning application stage depending on scale of
development . In terms of vehicular access, would
require visibility splays of 120m in each direction. It
will be necessary to ensure any access arrangement
does not cause an obstruction and lead to further
delays to the priority traffic. The introduction of
another access introduces an additional point of
conflict in an area where safety cameras have been
introduced to in response to a poor accident history
alongside high vehicle speeds. The access
arrangement must not add further congestion to an
already congested route.

Hat 3 split in 2015 - Hat19 is small part of Hat3

Hat7

West of J3 (A1M)

Check - is this
being promoted
for housing or
employment?

100

No highway connection. Would need to gain
access via Hat5, adjacent SHLAA2 site.

No longer being promoted.

N/A

N/A

HCC email 9 feb 2016: In relation to the access to the
site, the highway authority has objected to previous
development proposals because the layout failed to
satisfy design criteria. A significantly upgraded
junction was also considered to represent a new
direct access to a principle road, which without
special circumstances fails to comply with HCC Local
Transport Plan policy. However, the continuous
unchecked expansion in use of the site over many
years and the intensification in use of the existing
access has led highway authority to believe that we
can no longer sustain an in principle objection relating
to a replacement upgraded access layout. This
decision has been taken with the assumption that the
existing access is permanently stopped up and the
replacement access fully complies with design criteria.
As a fundamental part of the design, it should be
noted that the A414 forms part of Hertfordshire’s
main east west routes and this section is one of the
busiest local roads in the county. The route will
provide a progressively important role in the strategic
road network due to predicted increases in demand.
A development of this scale and additional junction
will lead to further delays to the route. Therefore, it is
critical that an access design has sufficient capacity.
At this stage no further details have been provided
regarding the sustainable nature of the site. One of
the main themes of NPPF is the requirement for long
term sustainability. In transport terms location is a
fundamental element of sustainability. This proposal
is beyond typical walking and distances of a majority

Hat 8,9 10

500-550 estimated
by promoter of
site

Hat11

Hat12

Hat14

Hat15

Hat16

Nast Hyde Farm,
Ellenbrook

120

Major (full movement signalised) junction would
be required for vehicles/pedestrians and cyclists.
Steep bank to Southway would require significant
engineered solution to cut through the
embankment to Southway and to serve the site.
Secondary emergency access would also need to
Possible significant costs for engineered solution
be provided. Alternatively, access may be
- may impact on viability
possible via roundabout at junction with
Travellers Lane. Potential capacity issue may arise
when taken in conjunction with other
development along Travellers Lane (incinerator or
otherwise) but this may provide an opportuntiy
for a secondary access point.

No further comments.

See 2015 New sites list

Wilkins Green Lane is a single track width road.
Significant highways upgrade would be required
to accommodate additional residential
development changing character of road from
rural to urban. (However, sustainble location in
terms of access to bus routes and The Alban Way
(cycling and walking).

No further comments

N/A

Site area and capacity estimates reduced. Now
60 dwellings

Three Cornered
Field

Major (full movement signalised) junction would be
required for vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists. Steep
bank to Southway would require significant
engineered solution to cut through the embankment
to Southway and to serve the site. Secondary
emergency access would also need to be provided.
Alternatively, access may be possible via roundabout
at junction with Travellers Lane. Potential capacity
issue may arise when taken in conjunction with other
development along Travellers Lane (incinerator or
otherwise) but this may provide an opportuntiy for a
secondary access point.

No access from A1000. Access would have to be via
Mill Green Lane and Bush Hall Lane.

Symonshyde village

One of the main themes of NPPF is the requirement
for sustainability. In transport terms location is a
fundamental element of sustainability. This proposal is
beyond typical walking distances of existing
settlements the promotional documentation indicates
that cycling distances to outskirts of existing
settlements are on the higher side of normal
acceptable distances. It is acknowledged that the
proposal will include the provision of a new segregated
cycling/walking route which will link the development
with Stanborough Garden village. However, primarily
due to location, the likelihood is, without significant
sustainainble transport measures, residents of this
proposal will be heavily dependent on private cars and
therefore it is difficult to support the sustainable
characteristics of a settlement of this size in this

Mill Green

Each development is small, visibility from any access to
be to 43m x 2.4m. No significant concerns to
development. (Proposals form part of a wider
masterplan which has suggested the closing off of
A414 on slip. The developer is encouraged to have
detailed conversations with the Highways Authority on
such a matter, involving stopping up of highway rights,
and investigating whether this can be safely
accommodated, as well as establishing any impacts to
the junction of Hertford Road with east / west bound
merge lanes to A414).

593

Revised site area for housing, and/or employment,
retail. Adjoins potential cemetery site.

Site subsequently withdrawn - see new later 2015
sites for Mill Green. Revised Hat14 – now two
separate smaller parcels. Wheher or not closing off of
A414 were to be taken forward - no highways
objections in principle. Each development is small,
visibility from any access to be to 43m x 2.4m. No
significant concerns to development. (Proposals form
part of a wider masterplan which has suggested the
closing off of A414 on slip. The developer is
encouraged to have detailed conversations with the
Highways Authority on such a matter, involving
stopping up of highway rights, and investigating
whether this can be safely accommodated, as well as
establishing any impacts to the junction of Hertford
Road with east / west bound merge lanes to A414).

Access Appraisal sent to AS on 14 November 2016

Hat17

Hat18

Hat19

Mill Green

Each development is small, visibility from any access to
be to 43m x 2.4m. No significant concerns to
development. (Proposals form part of a wider
masterplan which has suggested the closing off of
A414 on slip. The developer is encouraged to have
detailed conversations with the Highways Authority on
such a matter, involving stopping up of highway rights,
and investigating whether this can be safely
accommodated, as well as establishing any impacts to
the junction of Hertford Road with east / west bound
merge lanes to A414).

Mill Green

Each development is small, visibility from any access to
be to 43m x 2.4m. No significant concerns to
development. (Proposals form part of a wider
masterplan which has suggested the closing off of
A414 on slip. The developer is encouraged to have
detailed conversations with the Highways Authority on
such a matter, involving stopping up of highway rights,
and investigating whether this can be safely
accommodated, as well as establishing any impacts to
the junction of Hertford Road with east / west bound
merge lanes to A414).

West of Bramble
Road

The A1057 Hatfield Road is the primary route between
Hatfield and the centre of St Albans. The route is
extremely busy and as a result it suffers from
significant congestion. In the vicinity of the site the
road could be considered as rural in character. The
speed limit is 40mph. A TS/TA would be required at
planning application stage depending on scale of
development. The highway authority are relutant to
provide new access points from the primary local road
network. The function of the routes classified as 'A'
roads is mainly movement between settlements
therefore it will be necessary to ensure any access
arrangement does not cause an obstruction and lead
to further delays to priority traffic. The introduction of
another access introduces an additional point of
conflict in an area where safety cameras have been

Alternative to Hat3 in part - smaller

Extended BrP7

See R.Flowerday response.

Little Heath

LHe1

Land North of
Hawkshead Rd

LHe2

Land east of Little
Heath

10

Do not assess: Site Do not assess: Site
is not available
is not available

Access onto Hawkshead Road, on the outside of a
bend with Osbourne Road. Detailed access
arrangements would need to be explored and
agreed as opposite a road junction.

Site enlarged. Capacity now 35.

No objections in principle subject to detailed design,
visibility splays and servciing arrangements

Wider modelling?

Do not assess: Site is not available

Do not assess

N/A

N/A

See letter Roger Flowerday with details of
wider modelling 2/10/15

BrP7

Hawkshead Road

The proposal indicates a single point of access from
Hawkshead Road. The likelihood is a simple T style
junction would be sufficient but further testing of
compliance with design standards will be required.
Additional permeability is considered to be a positive
point particularly if it can reduce distances to local
facilities.Any access shall need to provide for30mph
road (2.4m x 43m) with appropriate radii,
demonstrated as achieveable. Individually, it may be
possible to work through capacity style analysis to
establish whether traffic generated by development
can be accommodated within the existing road
network (or is additional off site work required).
However, the advantage of planning future growth is
the opportunity to test cumulative impact of different
options. At this stage the highway authority are not
aware of localised traffic capacity modelling which is
takes into account combinations of sites in this area. It
is recommended that local junction models/series of
models are developed which has the capability to
allow all parties to understand the cumulative impact
of growth in Brookmans Park.

LHe3

Swanley Park,
Swanley Bar

95-120 dwellings. 2 points of access indicated visibility from each would need to be 160m (at 2.4m)
minimum. AM / PM peak (weekday) impact on
junctions to be assessed Swanley Bar Lane j/w A1000
and Hawkshead Rd j/w A1000. TA / TP will be required
at Planning. Potential to provide additional bus stops
(routes 200/201) in proximity to site.

Oaklands and
Mardley Heath

OMH1

Land adjacent to 18
20 The Avenue

3

Planning permission already granted.

Do not assess

N/A

N/A

OMH2

Land at 18 The
Avenue

1

Dwelling completed.

Do not assess

N/A

N/A

AS to review and provide comments

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS - anything outsrtanding?
See comment in previous cell.

Other than the need to bring refuse and servicing
vehicles into the site and to allow for emergency
access, no further comments

N/A

OMH3

Land behind Worth
House, Danesbury
Park Road

20

Appears to be a narrow access onto Danesbury
Park Road (an unmade road). Not clear if access
would meet design standards and whether
Capacity could be 35 on standard methodology
visibility splays could be achieved. 19 metres
visibility splay would be required; not clear if land
within ownership of landowner to achieve this.

OMH4

Land at 9 The
Avenue

5

Access via The Avenue. Subject to detailed access
requirements. Visibility splay of 2.4m x 43m
would be required.

594

Promoter seeks a revised boundary - with HCC to consider

OMH5

Land rear of 2-12
Great North Road

OMH6

Land adjacent
Danesbury Lodge

OMH7

Land at 22 The
Avenue

OMH8

??

Access could be
secured for this
site

20

3

Access via The Avenue. Subject to detailed access
requirements. Visibility splay of 2.4m x 43m
would be required.

Other than the need to bring refuse and servicing
vehicles into the site and to allow for emergency
access, no further comments

Access arrangements not clear.

N/A

Other than the need to bring refuse and servicing
vehicles into the site and to allow for emergency
access. Access via a private road. Will need 2.4m x 43m
visibility splays to The Avenue

N/A

Need to demonstarte that vehicles can access and
egress site in forward gear and subject to visibility
appropriate to the speed of the road, no objections in
principle.

N/A

Note: Access would be via The Avenue in connection
with OMH5 (subject to normal visibility etc)

Addirional property added to ON=MH5

Roads (Danesbury Park Road / The Avenue) are
privately maintained road. The site however is not
very sustainable, noting that vehicle widths along
Danesbury Park Road / The avenue are limited) and no
footways / lighting provided. HCC can only concern
itself with the interaction between the site and the
highway network i.e. junction the avenue with Great
North Road. Presently operates serving dwellings on
The Avenue, Gwynea Close, Oldwood, copper
beeches, bluebells, havest court, juniper gardens, the
crest, with no reported accidents. Any intensification
of use of the access should demonstrate that the right
hand turn lane provided remains sufficient to fully
accommodate movements associated with the
development. Footpath Welwyn 039 runs through the
site and this shall need to be retained and provided
for, any proposed deviations shall require discussion
with HCC RoW and separate legal agreement.

Amended site boundary for OMH6 clarified with
agent

Promoter suggests 44 flats. Site in existing use as a car
dealership with deliveries already taking place.
Redevelopment for residential raises no objection in
principle. Ability to service refuse, emergency and
delivery vehicles within the site must be achieved.
Vehicles must be able to exit in forward gear.

Not reported to CHPP as a new site. Same site as Stl9
in orginal SHLAA - site failed stage 1 sieve. No further
review required.

Stanborough

Stl16

Jaguar Garage

Welham Green

10

On it's own, if road is 4.8m wide and doesn't
serve more than 100 dwellings [in Welham
Manor] to the junction with Dixons Hill Road,
then no objection in principle. However, if
brought forward with WeG2/WeG3 then explore
opportunity to access from Charkham Mews.

Welham Manor
grounds

20

To the east of WeG1. If landownership allows,
then could gain access from Charkham Mews.
Require minimum of 4.1m wide access road.
Could be a shared surface. (Also, if garage to last
property in Charkham Mews were incorported,
access would be improved.

South of Welham
Manor

55

WeG1

Welham Manor
house

WeG2

WeG3

Only a small
development and
access should not
be a problem from
Welham Manor
Road.

No further comments

N/A

Capacity now 15

No further comments

N/A

Access appraisal submitted Sept 2011 and
updated October 2013. Access via Welham
Manor acceptable provided serving no more than
100 dwellings including exisiting. On it's own,
acceptable but if WeG1 and or WeG2 were to
come forward, then road capacity of Welham
Manor would be exceeded.

Capacity now 45

No further comments

Review in light of WeG15 (new site), If
WeG15 were to come forward, the
opoortunity may arise to secure an
alternative access to WeG3 as an alternative
to Welham Manor which whilst acceptable
for a limited number of dwelligs, is parked on
highway/pavements.

Capacity now 120

AS to review

Residential capacity now 120

AS to review

Yes

Capacity now 70

Subject to visibility splays, junction safety and servicing
within site, no further comments or objections in
principle

WHBC to review LPC response and if
necessary email AS

WeG4 a

Land at
Marshmoor, off
Great North Road

Really? Not Great
North Road?
Promoter has
Site enlarged to combine 3 sites in different
submitted
The best access
170 estimate; ownership. Estimated capacity of 170. Site can be
correspondence
would be from
needs
served from a single point of access from the
form HCC on
Marshmoor Lane
checking
Great North Road. Would require visibility splay
access from Great
of 120m.
North Road. Email
from Lindsey Lucas
October ? 2013

WeG4 b

Land at
Marshmoor, off
Great North Road

Being promoted for employment. No detailed
access arrangements submitted although
Employment
December 2011 WSP suggests a number of
and residential
highway improvements, page 13. Would be
(mixed use) preferable to access from an upgraded Dixons Hill
Road, rather than the A1000 (which would
require an additional arm.

WeG6

Skimpans Farm,
Bulls Lane, Welham
Green

WeG8

New Barnfield

120

If the whole broad
location is
developed, the
area to the north
will need motor
Subsequently, HCC
vehicle access
Property indicated
from Hatfield and
that if the
the area to the
Incinerator were
south would need
to go ahead then
motor vehicle
the access does
access from
not have capacity
Welham Green to
to accommodate
prevent rathousing
running between
development as
Hatfield and
well.
Welham Green.
The site is well
linked and access
should not be an
issue.

340

Access from Bulls Lane. Page 13 of jtp brochure
shows points of access. No objection in principle
in Highways terms. (Plans suggest 75 dwellings).
Plans show a split development.

On its own, access may be possible via Travellers
Lane but development in excess of 300 dwellings
would require 2 points of access. (Secondary
access may be possible via smaller dog legged
area of land). Note: If Incinerator comes forward,
then this site would not be available.

High Court Challenge pending following recent
refusal of planning permisison by SoS

No further comments

Joint position statement with other WeG sites

Opportunities to improve access may arise if
adjoing site were to be allocated alongside
this site.

Transport evidence sent to AS 14 November 2016. Joint position
statement with other WeG sites

JD to respond

JD to respond

Joint position statement with other WeG sites

The supporting material includes several
options for the site. All options appear to
include a single vehicle access taken from the
roundabout junction at South Way. A recent
planning application on the site for a major
waste treatment facility demonstrated a
suitable access arrangement was achievable
for this use. However, the addition of a major
residential development or employment site
Email sent 7 September 2015 to AS to discuss has not been tested. It is not clear whether
with JD
possibility of serving the site with additional
accesses has been fully investigated. The text
refers to car free connection to Welham
Green. In general terms, a development that
represents c.300 dwellings will require a
second access.

The supporting material includes several options for
the site. All options appear to include a single vehicle
access taken from the roundabout junction at South
Way. A recent planning application on the site for a
major waste treatment facility demonstrated a suitable
access arrangement was achievable for this use.
However, the addition of a major residential
development or employment site has not been tested.
It is not clear whether possibility of serving the site
with additional accesses has been fully investigated.
The text refers to car free connection to Welham
Green. In general terms, a development that
represents c.300 dwellings will require a second
access.

We are aware of several sites in and around Welham
Green that have been submitted as part of the local
We are aware of several sites in and around plan process. Individually, it may be possible to work
Welham Green that have been submitted as through capacity style analysis to establish whether
part of the local plan process. Individually, it traffic generated by development can be
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Re-promoted

WeG10

Dixsons Hill Road

WeG11

Marshmoor Lane

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

N/A

Cravenia, Great
North Road

WeG13

Rookery Café

WeG14

1-2 Railway
Cottages,
Marshmoor Lane

N/A

120

Highway would need to be 5.5m wide to serve
this number of dwellings. Access via Dixons Hill
Road. May change the nature of this part of
Dixons Hill Road (in highways terms), e.g. may
need to alter speed limit. Single point of access
only would be required with visibility splay of

No further comments

Highway would need to be 5.5m wide to serve this
number of dwellings. Access via Dixons Hill Road. May
change the nature of this part of Dixons Hill Road (in
highways terms), e.g. may need to alter speed limit.
Single point of access only would be required with
visibility splay of 2.4m x 43m if speed limit is 30mph.
HCC would not wish to intensify the use of Marshmoor
Lane any greater than existing levels. Marshmoor Lane
junction with Dixons Hill Road is substandard with little
opportunity for improvement due to bridge parapet
and proximity. Any intensification of use of
Marshmoor Lane would be resisted by HCC on
highway safety grounds.

N/A

Re-promoted

Promoter suggests 40/50 dwellings. Access from
Pooleys Lane subject to visibility splays of 43m in each
direction. Ability to service refuse, emergency and
delivery vehicles within the site must be achieved.
Vehicles must be able to exit in forward gear. No
objection in principle. Capacity in excess of 50
dwellings would require a Transport Statement. Right
of Way on eastern side of site.
Review (a) on its own with access from Great North
Road, (b) as part of WeG4a and WeG4b
New access should have visibility splays of 120m in
each direction. The proposed access should seek to be
situated a minimum of 50m from any opposing
junction. The new access should be provided to a
minimum width of 4.2m. Ability to service refuse,
emergency and delivery vehicles within the site must
be achieved. Vehicles must be able to exit in forward
gear.
HCC would not wish to intensify the use of Marshmoor
Lane any greater than existing levels. Marshmoor Lane
junction with Dixons Hill Road is substandard with little
opportunity for improvement due to bridge parapet
and proximity. Any intensification of use of
Marshmoor Lane would be resisted by HCC on
highway safety grounds.

Joint position statement with other WeG sites

Joint position statement submitted with other WeG sites
Withdrawn - no need for any further review

Highway Objection

The proposal indicates a single point of access from
Station Road. The likelihood is a simple T style junction
would be sufficient but further testing of compliance
with design standards will be required. A further
pedestrian/cycling access may be available through the
farm which would generally be welcomed. Additional
permeability is considered to be a positive point
particularly if it can reduce distances to local facilities.
Further overall benefits may be provided if it is
possible to work together with adjacent proposals to
plan and incorporate useful links through several sites
for all modes.

WeG15

Potterells Farm

WeG16

North of Bulls Lane

We are aware of several sites in and around Welham
Green that have been submitted as part of the local
plan process. Individually, it may be possible to work
through capacity style analysis to establish whether
traffic generated by development can be
accommodated within the existing road network (or is
additional off site work required). However, the
advantage of planning future growth is the
opportunity to test cumulative impact of different
options. At this stage the highway authority are not
aware of localised traffic capacity modelling which is
takes into account combinations of sites in this area. It
is recommended that local junction models/series of
models are developed which has the capability to
allow all parties to understand the cumulative impact
of growth in Welham Green.

Transport evidence sent to AS 14 November 2016

No significant objection - visibility ideally should be to
DMRB, but development has potential to reduce
vehicle movements, and no accidents exist presently

Welwyn

Wel 1

Land at Kimpton
Road, Welwyn
Village

Sites (Wel1 and
Wewl 2) should be
removed due to
access problems .
For the larger site
(Wel 1) it is
proposed a new
bridge should be
built over the River
Mimram to the
existing
Query: Cost of
roundabout on the upgrade to bridge?
B656 Codicote
Road. The main
concern is that
access from the
site would be onto
Kimpton Road,
which is too
narrow to cope
with this scale of
development.

220

Comments from HCC Structures Team: HCC
0469, Singlers Bridge, carrying Fulling Mill Lane
over the River Mimram. Some facts that may or
(HCC Structures Team have reviewed may not interest you: The existing bridge is a
estimated cost of Singlers Bridge upgrade brick arch, construction date unknown. It was
£500,000). Fulling Mill Lane and Kimpton Road
saddled with reinforced concrete in 1989. *
would both need significant highways upgrade to
Whilst the structure is clearly old, there is no
accomdoate scale of development changing the
record of it having listed status in the Bridges
character of the road from rural to urban. New
database. * The alignment of the road/bridge
plans submitted in January 2014 including
appears to be poor as much of the recorded
detailed plans. 278 dwellings proposed for Wel1
maintenance is for parapet repairs and impact
and Wel2 (jointly). Proposes realignment of road
damage. * The carriageway is narrow and there
and upgrade to Singlers Bridge. Proposes a
is no provision for pedestrians. *The recorded
replacement signalised junction on Codicote
capacity of the bridge is 40T i.e. full highway
Road. Non standard junction layout as shown on
loading. Regarding demolition and
plan E2056/4B looks awkward and a Stage 1
reconstruction, the following are immediately
safety audit would be required before taking this
apparent considerations that cannot be
site any further.
accurately costed at this early stage: * The
Environment Agency will have requirements for
the river flow at this location. Presently, the
bridge appears to be a throttle in the
watercourse which may be desireable or they
may require the span to be increased. * The
requirements of the EA may/will dictate
whether the abutments need to be replaced
and how much work is to be undertaken from
within the watercourse. * Statutory
undertakers have plant in the vicinity that will
need to be accommodated. * The proposed use
will have a bearing on the approach alignments.
There will be other issues to consider but at the
moment I have assumed: demolition and
removal of the existing bridge and abutments; a
new construction of precast concrete beams
with reinforced concrete infill on new
abutments; a width to give two lanes of traffic
and one pedestrian footway; compliant
parapets; a span of approx 2m longer than
existing. I have not allowed for carriageway
widening or realignment on the approaches. In
short: 1) Demolition & reconstruction approx
£300,000; 2) Allowance for above issues and

Yes (see new site Wel15)
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As stated in supporting text, it has been
recognised that Singlers Bridge restricts the
scale of further development of land along
Fulling Mill Lane between Codicote Road and
Kimpton Road. Information associated with
proposals includes a major redesign of the
Fulling Mill Lane/Codicote Road roundabout
junction to include a new replacement
Mimram River bridge. In principle the layout
appears feasible, obviously, it would be
subject to further capacity and detailed
design tests.One of the main NPPF themes is
the requirement for sustainability. In
transport terms location is a fundamental
element of sustainability. This proposal is
beyond typical walking distances of existing
settlements and even normal cycling
distances only reach outskirts of existing
settlements. However, primarily due to
location, the likelihood is residents of this
proposal will be heavily dependent on private
cars and therefore it is difficult to support the
sustainable characteristics of a settlement of
this size in this location. Any further major
development on the site will require
significant investment in sustainable transport
measure to truly meet NPPF objectives.

From email 28 April 2014. We believe this layout could
be made to work. The more detailed design and
capacity analysis required may lead to further
amendments to the layout but the principle of
replacing the roundabout junction with a signalised
junction of this nature and scale is feasible

Enlarged area (includes proposed parking for
cemetery)

Transport evidence sent to AS 14 November 2016

Wel 2

Wel 3

Wel 4

If developed on its
own, the smaller
site (Wel 2) would
access onto Fulling
Mill Lane.
Land to east of
However, without
Query: Cost of
Welwyn Cemetery any infrastructure upgrade to bridge?
improvements
Singulars Bridge is
too narrow to
cope with the
development.

School Lane
Welwyn

Sandyhurst, The
Bypass, Welwyn

Wel 5

Reserve School Site,
Welwyn

Wel 6

Gravel pit site,
Kimpton Road

Wel 7

The Frythe

Wel11 (extended)

The access
changes at the site
as School Lane
becomes a single
track road. This
would need to be
overcome if
development was
taken forward.

Would need a
junction onto B197
but need to think
about junction
Promotor has
spacing (due to
submitted further
proximity of opp
information
junction), need
sufficient distance
(50/60m) between
junctions.

Site should be
removed due to
access issues.
Same access
problems with
Kimpton Road as
Wel1 and Wel2.
Planning
permisison now
granted for the
redevelopment of
this site.

70

is no provision for pedestrians. *The recorded
capacity of the bridge is 40T i.e. full highway
loading. Regarding demolition and
reconstruction, the following are immediately
apparent considerations that cannot be
accurately costed at this early stage: * The
Environment Agency will have requirements for
the river flow at this location. Presently, the
bridge appears to be a throttle in the
watercourse which may be desireable or they
may require the span to be increased. * The
requirements of the EA may/will dictate
whether the abutments need to be replaced
and how much work is to be undertaken from
within the watercourse. * Statutory
undertakers have plant in the vicinity that will
need to be accommodated. * The proposed use
will have a bearing on the approach alignments.
There will be other issues to consider but at the
moment I have assumed: demolition and
removal of the existing bridge and abutments; a
new construction of precast concrete beams
with reinforced concrete infill on new
abutments; a width to give two lanes of traffic
Bridge is single width and there is no space to wait
and one pedestrian footway; compliant
having left the roundabout and to allow traffic in the
parapets; a span of approx 2m longer than
Consider if Wel2 on its own could be delivered
opposite direction to pass. Potential for conflict
existing. I have not allowed for carriageway
without upgrade to Singlers Bridge. Otherwise, if widening or realignment on the approaches. In between road users and also vehicles and pedestrians
developed with Wel1, see comments for Wel1
due to narrow width of bridge. No space for priority
short: 1) Demolition & reconstruction approx
above.
holding. Wouldn't support Wel2 in isolation of Wel1
£300,000; 2) Allowance for above issues and
and the significant highway upgrades required to
unknown £100,000 ish; Total £400-450K (works
facilitate this site.
costs only). A smaller structure with substandard provisions, nearer to the size of the
existing would be cheaper but it is unlikely
anyone would turn out for less than £250k. NOT
CLEAR IF WEL2 COULD PROCEED ON ITS OWN
WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT HIGHWAY UPGRADES QUERY

Yes (see new site Wel15)

10

The access changes at the site as School Lane
becomes a single track road. This would need to
be overcome if development was taken forward.

School Lane may need to be widened and adequate
visibility will be required at any access point. Width of
School Lane unlikely to provide sufficient visibility and
passing of two way traffic.

N/A

20 (50?)

Note: Further submission made December 2013
including highways. Shows 40 flats and 10 houses.
HCC Highways raise no objections to the principle
of development here with access from Welwyn
By-Pass Road as shown on the pre-application
note on Highways and Transport (November
2013).

No further comments to pre-app.

N/A

160

HCC submission (V&G) states that the site does
not have an existing access. There may be an
opportunity to explore access via Tudor Road .
Capacity may be restricted, e.g. 50 dwellings.
White Hill Road only for pedestrinas/cyclists and
emergency access. Landowner should be asked
for further details if they wish to continue
promoting this site.

No access demonstrated to date

No access demonstrated.

100

James to carry out site visit. Refer to Wel1 and
Wel2 for cost of upgrading bridge and capacity
of bridge from single to dual width. Note: Part of
this site falls within North Herts. The estimated
capacity (100) takes into account land in both
LPA areas.

Unclear if could only take place with Wel1 and
Wel2

Could only take place if significant highway upgrades
were to take place including upgrade of Singlers Bridge.
Would need to come forward with Wel1 and Wel2 to
achieve this. Would change character of road from
rural to semi-urban.

See Wel15 (new site)

Planning permission already granted.

No need to assess further

N/A

N/A

As stated in supporting text, it has been
recognised that Singlers Bridge restricts the
scale of further development of land along
Fulling Mill Lane between Codicote Road and
Kimpton Road. Information associated with
proposals includes a major redesign of the
Fulling Mill Lane/Codicote Road roundabout
junction to include a new replacement
Mimram River bridge. In principle the layout
appears feasible, obviously, it would be
subject to further capacity and detailed
design tests.One of the main NPPF themes is
the requirement for sustainability. In
transport terms location is a fundamental
element of sustainability. This proposal is
beyond typical walking distances of existing
settlements and even normal cycling
distances only reach outskirts of existing
settlements. However, primarily due to
location, the likelihood is residents of this
proposal will be heavily dependent on private
cars and therefore it is difficult to support the
sustainable characteristics of a settlement of
this size in this location. Any further major
development on the site will require
significant investment in sustainable transport
measure to truly meet NPPF objectives.

Joint statement with Wel1

The Highway Authority does not object to the
principle of a limited amount of development (of
around 10 dwellings) where this does not intensify
the existing use of the access and sufficient visibility
splays are provided. The site frontage to School Lane
means that the opportunity should exist to improve
visibility, which is single track in the vicinity of the
site’s southern boundary. The limited level of
development is also justified by the fact that much of
School Lane, eastwards from the site towards the
village centre, is single carriageway (below 4.1m in
width), with a narrow pinch point of below 4m in
width, close to the village centre adjacent to a listed
building where the highway boundary is significantly
constrained, with no opportunity for widening.
Intensification of the use of School Lane could result
in traffic backing up in both directions with the
concern that conflict with traffic using the High Street
would arise. Given this significant constraint, the
Highway Authority considers that limiting additional
traffic generation along School Lane is necessary in
the interests of the users of the wider highway
network.

120m visibility splay required measured 2.4m from the
back of the carriageway. This will need detailed design
of the frontage treatment. Speed limits transition are
in close proximity to the site. Mini-roundabout not
considered an acceptable solution. Promoter advised
to undertake speed survey and safety audit.
Alternative access from Carleton Rise would involve a
steep change in levels and uncertain if this remains an
option as other landowner involved. Agent (Mr
Berridge) remains satisfied he can provide the visibility
splay within highway verge / land within his control.

Vineyards, Codicote
Road
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Wel14

Wel15

Promoter suggests 100 dwellings. Subject significant
highway upgrades and capacity upgrades across
Singlers Bridge and at the roundabout on Codicote
Road. In association with Wel1 and Wel2.

Linces Farm

As stated, it has been recognised that Singlers Bridge
restricts the scale of further development of land
along Fulling Mill Lane between Codicote Road and
Kimpton Road. Information associated with proposals
includes a major redesign of the Fulling Mill
Lane/Codicote Road roundabout junction to include a
new replacement Mimram River bridge. In principle
the layout appears feasible, obviously, it would be
subject to further capacity and detailed design
tests.One of the main NPPF themes is the requirement
for sustainability. In transport terms location is a
fundamental element of sustainability. This proposal is
beyond typical walking distances of existing
settlements and even normal cycling distances only
reach outskirts of existing settlements. However,
primarily due to location, the likelihood is residents of
this proposal will be heavily dependent on private cars
and therefore it is difficult to support the sustainable
characteristics of a settlement of this size in this
location. Any further major development on the site
will require significant investment in sustainable
transport measure to truly meet NPPF objectives.

Fulling Mill Lane

School Lane
Welwyn

N/A New site

250 new site

WGC1

Creswick, South
West Welwyn
Garden City

Best option would
be access onto
Chequers, with a
secondary access
to Hollybush Lane.
Possibility of
motor vehicle
access to western
portion of the site
from Chequers,
with the eastern
portion only being
accessed from
Hollybush Lane.
Access onto Ascots
Lane is likely to be
a problem as it is a
narrow road.

200

WGC2

Digswell Pumping
Station, Land off
Bessemer Rd

20

WGC3

Site at the Holdings,
Cole Green Lane

70

Wel16

The Highways Authority considers that subject to the highways
improvements necessary for sites Wel 1, 2 and 15, there is sufficient
capacity within the junction improvements to accommodate Wel14.
However, the mitigation measures discussed would be insufficient to
cater for a secondary school. The original AECOM work found that the
mitigation provided sufficient capacity within the junction to provide for
400 dwellings, and subsequent work (Aecom Technical Note ‘Review of
Operation of Highway Network’, dated November 2015.) retested this on
an assumption of housing of upto 600 dwellings and found this to be
adequate. It is understood that this junction therefore would provide
for the revised numbers of dwellings across Wel1, 2 and 15 (circa 232
dwellings) and the potential for housing of Wel14. 600 dwellings might,
as a very rough guide, equate to circa 300 AM trips.
A secondary school in this location might experience approximately 56%
car use. Therefore a school of the size proposed miht generate more
trips than the junction improvements are predicted on. This could have
severe impact on local conditions, particularly the operation of the
Fulling Mill Lane roundabout junction with Codicote Road.
Notwithstanding capacity concerns the need to provide pedestrian
routes becomes further important to support the above mode share
assumptions. Presently, the site location and routes do not support the
above assumption, and therefore traffic impacts would likely be greater.

N/A

Refer to HCC submission in response to the
LFHOUAs

Access via Bessemer Road,an A road, the A1000.
Access would have to be to a very high standard.
Upgrade to existing access. On the outside of a
bend. No objections in principle.
Access from Cole Green Lane. Detailed design
would need to demonstrate safe access taking
into account proximity to other points of access.
May be difficult but possible. No objection in
principle.

No further comments

Provided exisiting access could be utilised and sufficient
visibility can be provided (could be 120m)

N/A

No further comments

N/A
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N/A

Much of School Lane, and all of White Hill Lane are
single carriageway (beneath 4.1m). The access is
unclear, as is the level of proposed residential density.
Improvements to either carriageway will be necessary
to provide 2 way width up unto the site access in order
to ensure access, and this shall be to a minimum 4.8m.
Access from School Lane would appear to be more
achievable. Visibility shall need to be provided
appropriate to vehicle speeds (60mph) i.e. 215m in
each direction however the developer may be able to
demonstrate that vehicle speeds are beneath this –
but this may be as a result of the existing, limited,
width and would likely rise as a result of widening
(above). Any change in level at the site access shall
need to be no greater than 1:10, and shall require
regrading within the site. Links to the existing footway
provision in the area shall need to be provided in order
to link to the wider settlement. Approaches into the
site would need to be constructed to RiH.

The promoter identifies that improvements to the
carriageway width may be problematic. The Highway
Authority has observed that much of School Lane,
eastwards from the site towards the village centre,
and all of White Hill are single carriageway (below
4.1m in width). In order to serve a development of
250 dwellings (or more), the carriageway would need
to be upgraded to provide 2-way width (at 4.8m).
However, no such solution has been advanced. There
is a narrow pinch point along School Lane of below
4m in width, close to the village centre adjacent to a
listed building where the highway boundary is
significantly constrained, with no opportunity for
widening. Intensification of the use of School Lane to
serve a site of this scale is likely to result in traffic
backing up in both directions around this pinch point
with a concern that a severe highway impact in the
proximity of the junction of School Lane with the High
Street would arise. Given the highway constraints, the
level of intensification would present a significant
concern for users of the local highway network and

Dlpps reps: Protmoter contends has overcome Highway issues. Proposed
size of site and capacity reduced. Transport evidence supplied to HCC
Highway. Email received 1 February from promoter to confirm: We are
pleased to hear through our Transport Consultants that Alan Story at
Hertfordshire County Council has confirmed that he and his team are
now satisfied with the scale of development and the preliminary package
of infrastructure improvements proposed. We understand that you are
meeting him tomorrow and that he will be informing you that there is no
longer a highways objection to the site based on a maximum of 95 units
in terms of residential land allocation.
The Highways Authority update (14.2.17): The scheme promoter has
appointed a transport consultant, and in turn, submitted significant
additional information that includes a highway improvement scheme
that satisfies the Highway Authority that the previously voiced concerns
over the potential severe impacts of additional traffic along School Lane
can be mitigated sufficient that impacts on the High Street and the wider
highway network can be overcome and that a refusal for refusal, on
highway grounds, would be difficult to maintain.

WGC4

WGC5

The rule of thumb
is about 300
houses for a single
access. At approx
900 dwellings, the
site will need more
than one access.
Possibilities
include Herns Lane
and Panshanger
Lane, but the latter
will require
significant
Land at Panshanger
improvements.
Aerodrome .
Given the scale of
Safeguarded land development in
not Green Belt
this area may need
to think about a
new Junction on
the A414. NB. The
current junction of
the A414 and
Panshanger Lane is
left-in left-out.
Junction
improvement
would be easier to
achieve if the
broad location at
Similar access
issues as WGC4,
will need to
upgrade
Panshanger Lane
and consider a
Land south of WGC
new junction onto
the A414. Cole
Green Lane /
Birchall Lane
would probably
need upgrading to

WGC6

East of Digswell Hill,
West of Welwyn
Garden City

WGC9

Warrengate Farm,
Bericot Green

WGC10

WGr1

WGr2

WGr3
WGr4
WGr5

WGr6

New submission
from landowners
with access shown
from Crossway

200

Refer to HCC submission in response to the
LFHOUAs

Develeoper will need to review public transport
accessibility, secondary point of access and overall
access arrangements including impact on exisiting
junctions in the wider highway network, particularly
Herns Way/Herns Lane/Moors Walk
junction/roundabout. Pedestrian permeability to
school would need to be explored.

Submitted plans suggest an upgraded
roundabout from the A414 to serve southern part
of site. Further access from Cole Green Lane to
serve northern part of site. No objections in
principle on highways grounds.

Would require secondary point of access. Public
transport accessibility in and around site would need to
be addressed.

Promoter has suggested access from Crossway.
Scope in highways terms to serve some
development; depending on the width of
Crossway and the number of dwellings this road
already serves. If 4.8m then up to 100 dwellings
including exisitng.

Query - is this an adopted highway? Promoter
claims private road but we are not convinced.
Check with HCC.

HBC exploring options to consider WGC6/10
separately with potential to access WGC6
from Digswell Hill, vehicle speeds on Digswell
Hill are 60mph, thereby introducing a need to
provide a visibility splay of 215m in each
direction however this does not appear to be
achieveable within Highway bounds / site
boundary Also, shared use wouldn’t be
appropriate accessed directly onto a
Secondary Distributor, a minor access
(minimum) shall be required – provided with
appropriate kerb radii, footways etc.
Opportunity should be taken to provide
permeability through the site for Pedestrians
through WGC6 to facilitate links to local bus
services

AS to check if this part of The Crossway is public
highway and width etc.

No objections in principle

In response to your email 4/11/15 and potential to
access WGC6 from Digswell Hill, I would simply
observe that vehicle speeds on Digswell Hill are
60mph, thereby introducing a need to provide a
visibility splay of 215m in each direction which I don’t
think is available, and site boundary doesn’t appear to
demonstrate that there are many opportunities to
provide such a splay. A new access from Digswell Hill is
therefore unlikely to be acceptable. Also, shared use
wouldn’t be appropriate accessed directly onto a
Secondary Distributor, a minor access (minimum) shall
be required – provided with appropriate kerb radii,
footways etc. Opportunities to provide permeability
through the site for Pedestrians through WGC6

62 The Crossway
(split from WGC6)

Access from New
Road is likely to be
difficult, better
East of Great North
option is to link to
Road, Woolmer
London Road from
Green
the north of the
site (next to
chocolate factory).
Land North of
Woolmer Green
Land adjacent to 52
London Road,
Woolmer Green
Land in front of 17
Twin Foxes
Land in front of 9
Twin Foxes

Potential to access WGC6 from Digswell Hill, I would
simply observe that vehicle speeds on Digswell Hill are
60mph, thereby introducing a need to provide a
visibility splay of 215m in each direction which I don’t
think is available, and site boundary doesn’t appear to
demonstrate that there are many opportunities to
provide such a splay. Also, shared use wouldn’t be
appropriate accessed directly onto a Secondary
Distributor, a minor access (minimum) shall be
required – provided with appropriate kerb radii,
footways etc. Opportunities to provide permeability
through the site for Pedestrians through WGC6.

200

Access from New Road is likely to be difficult
given the nature and design of the road. Access Capacity now 150 with possibility of access from
from the B197 would be preferable if achievable.
B197
Single point of access could serve up to 300.

60

Access via the B197. Priority junction would need
to be provided. No objection in principle.

50

Access via the B197. priority junction would need
to be provided. No objection in principle.

4
10

No highways objection in principle, subject to
detailed junction design.
No highways objection in principle, subject to
detailed junction design.

Capacity now 50

Subject to visibility splays and access for service
vehicles, no further comments

Yes - email sent 7 September 2015

No further comments

N/A

No further comments

N/A

No further comments

N/A

No further comments

N/A

Reviewed - AS to discuss with JD and then
sumarise

Not a sustainable location. No objection in technical
terms subject to visibility splays, turning ability within
the site and vehicles being able to exit in forward gear.
However, an unsustainable location, being remote
from passenger transport links and in between
villages.

Mardleybury
Manor

599

Withdrawn - no need for any further review

Site Ref

Location

Agent/Promoter

Sopers Road Employment Area

Agent on behalf of mulitple landowners

Highways Comments

Notes

Cuffley
NO95

85 dwellings replacing B1. Whilst a TS would be required as part
of any formal application, there is a reasonable expectation that
peak hour trips shall reduce.

Hatfield

HE80

Onslow St Audrey School,
Howe Dell

HC94

Hatfield Fire Station

HC95

Morgan Smith Electronics,
126 Great North Road

HE98
HS91

Access from Old Rectory Lane would require modelling entire
junction, and interfere with priorities at this junction. Vehicle
Access from Howe Dell preferable (How Dell 6.8m wide
carriageway) however will need to link to pedestrian network as
appropriate.
Access either Wellfield Road and / or Lemsford Road - if Lemsford
Rd, junction modelling to ensure RHT lane sufficient to
accommodate additional movements, if Wellfield Road standard
priority junction vis 43m x 4.5m. 70 dwellings would potentially
push AADT above 250 and there may be a need (for any access to
Wellfield Rd) to provide ghosted RHT lane into development.
Servicing should be internal to site, ability to enter / leave forward
gear, particularly for B197 Wellfield Road.
Gt North Rd is Local Distributor (incorrect classification, as cul-desac this point). Vis. At this point achievable to 43m each
direction. No significant concerns voiced
Access presently onto Roundabout of A1000 Gt North Rd (main
Part urban/part Green Belt
distributor) French Horn Lane (Secondary Distributor). No egress
from this point would be acceptable, given alignment onto
roundabout, opportunities to remove this access completely
should be sought. All movements onto Great North Road.
Present access forces left in / left out, but may make filter into
right hand lane difficult in AM peak. Related access to south of
site might provide more appropriately, but may require RHT
ghosted island to enable southbound vehicles to enter without
obstructing function of Gt North Rd. All servicing to be within the
site. Vis splays from any new access would need to be 215m, in a
southboudn direction

Citroen Garage, Great
North Road
Land off Filbert Close (Hazel
grove School)

HCC

Circa 38 dwellings would be proposed, and that access will be
through Filberts Close. I can see no significant concerns at this
time in respect of an access from the field access at end of Filbert
Closeplan would be helpful.

Welham Green
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WG90
Unit 3 Travellers Close
Welwyn Garden City

Han91

Sh91

Land at Gosling Sports
Centre

15 Digswell Park Road

Pea98

WGC Fire Station

Pea96

Argos Site, Bessemer Road

Pea97
How92
Woolmer
Green

Norton Site, Bridge Road
East
Woodside Centre

Access could be via Pooleys Lane or Travellers Close. Visibility
from Travellers Lane is restricted, and there is an accident history
at this location, any intensification of use of this access would be
of concern. Ped links (minimum) should be provided to Pooleys
Lane, enabling access to local bus routes. Visibility from any
access should be to MfS for 30mph (43m)

Separately HCC have received pre-application enquiries for the
development of this site, including a number of access proposals.
I attach a full copy of the response to this. Of the 4 access
options, a review suggests that the roundabout at Lemsford Lane
is the preferred option because it is the easiest to maintain and is
the best option for Stanborough Road. There are existing
roundabouts both north and south of the development on
Stanborough Road which suggests that roundabouts are
appropriate for the location.
Disgwell Park Road is highway, but does not feature any footways
from j/w entrance Knightsfgfiel School, to adj number 29. The
route appears to work as a shared surface without problem.
Overall development in Digswell Park Road should not push
number of dwellings from shared surface to above 50.
Access prefered from Woodfield Road to protect main function
Bridge Road East, however any access to provide appropriate
visibility. Opportunities to reduce width / remove access to BRE
would benefit pedestrians. Proliferation of accesses at this point
on BRE (Bridge Court/80 BRE, land rover / B1 use). Review of
junction performance, to identify whether there is a need for RHT
lane (ghosted)
2/3rds this site has consent…….first 1/3rd - expecting application
shortly
143 dwellings - considering office use on site, and existing access
points, CoU would be unlikely to have material impactt
No significant issues
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No significant issues
WE90

Entech House, London Road
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Welwyn Hatfield New SHLAA Sites - April 2015
Site
CUF3

HCC Comments
This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. However, given the site location within the
sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be
allocated and be brought forward for development. The site is adjacent to ELAS227 Sopers Road Cuffley in the adopted Waste
Site Allocations document on the west boundary for Site A and B, and the north boundary of Site C.

CUF10 The Ridgeway

This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'
close to the residential area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
However, given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site
during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development. However, this opportunity maybe
smaller considering the proposed area is smaller than the original Cuf4. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is
registered for this site in relation to previous mineral workings or waste development.

CUF11 The Ridgeway (Barn)

This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'
close to the residential area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
However, given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site
during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development. However, this opportunity maybe
smaller considering the proposed area is smaller than the original Cuf4. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is
registered for this site in relation to previous mineral workings or waste development.

HAT15 Symondshyde Village

This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt and adjacent to Mineral Resource Block 13. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'.
This site is adjacent to an operational mineral extraction site known as Hatfield Quarry. The south of the site is covered by
existing applications for Hatfield Quarry, however the northern part of this site has not been extracted. Given the sites location
within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the
site be allocated and be brought forward for development.
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WeG11 Marshmoor Lane

Previous comments to WeG4 would also apply to this site. There may be a superficial cover of sand and gravel overlying chalk
and clay beneath (area is subject to standing surface water). There is existing residential development near to the site. The site is
outside a mineral resource block, with predominantly chalk rather than sand and gravel. No objections in principle on minerals
grounds, however there maybe issues with drainage on the site.

WeG12 Pooleys Lane

The site falls within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is registered for
this site in relation to minerals. The site is located near to the Allocated Site AS048 New Barnfield and adjacent to ELAS048a
Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.

Wel11 The Vineyards Welwyn

The site falls within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is registered for
this site in relation to minerals or waste.
The site falls within the sand and gravel belt and adjoins residential properties to the south. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been
checked and nothing is registered for this site in relation to minerals or waste.

Wel14 Linces Farm Welwyn

WGC9 Warrengate Farm, WGC

This site is within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Exposed
Mineral, assessed'. This site also falls within Minerals Resource Block 12. However as a small site and developed on its own, there
is no objection in principle. However, in combination with Panshanger Aerodrome (WGC4) or if the larger area proposed were to
come forward outside the red hatched area as shown, mineral sterilisation issues are more of a concern.

Rookery Cafe

The site falls within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is registered for
this site in relation to minerals. The site is located near to the Allocated Site AS048 New Barnfield and adjacent to ELAS048a
Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.
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Site Reference

Site Address

Notes

Previous Comments
Provided?
No

HCC Minerals Planning Authority Comments - Oct 2015

BrP21

Great North Road/
Woodside Lane

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Brp22

45/47 Kentish Lane

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

No

This site falls within the sand and gravel belt and is outside a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden' close to
the residential area. There maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site
be allocated and be brought forward for development.

Brp23

Adjacent 12-14 Bulls Lane New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

No

This is a small site which falls within the sand and gravel belt and is outside a mineral resource block. The Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In
principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

BrP24

White Lodge Farm, Bulls
Lane

No

This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt, not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

No

This is a small site, within the sand and gravel belt, not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

No

This is a small site, within the sand and gravel belt, not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

No

This is a small site, within the sand and gravel belt, not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

No

This is a small site, within the sand and gravel belt, not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets show that this area is on the boundary of the area marked as 'Continuous or almost continuous
spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral
sterilisation grounds.
This is a small site, within the sand and gravel belt, not within mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

BrP25

BrP26

BrP27

BrP28

BrP29

BrP30

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Old Bell Bar Nursery, Bulls New and Amended Green
Lane
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Meadow Croft, Great
New and Amended Green
North Road
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Land spanning New
New and Amended Green
Cottages Lane
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Bell Lane Gospel Hall
New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Land south of Bulls Lane New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
Rear of 10-18 Mymms
New and Amended Green
Drive
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

No

This site falls within the sand and gravel belt and is outside a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no
objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

This site adjoins the residential area and is within the sand and gravel belt. not within a mineral resource block. The Institute
of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent. In
principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
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BrP31

r/o 70 Georges Wood
Road

New and Amended Green
No
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended GB
Yes, comments provided in
Site reported CHPP June 2014 and April 2015 to Cuf3
2015
and land in Broxbourne.

This is a small site to the rear of residential properties. The site is within the sand and gravel belt and not assessed by
Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) as within the urban area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed
for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

Cuff3

South side of Cuffley Hill

Cuf9

Adj 32 Carbone Hill

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

This is a small site with residential properties to the west. The site is within the sand and gravel belt and is outside mineral
resource block. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost
continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. Given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the
opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for
development. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

Cuf10

North West of Cuffley
Hills House

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Yes, comments provided in This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
April 2015 - (Cuf10 The Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'
Ridgeway)
close to the residential area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation
grounds. However, given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources
for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development. However, this
opportunity maybe smaller considering the proposed area is smaller than the original Cuf4. HCC GIS Layers have been
checked and nothing is registered for this site in relation to previous mineral workings or waste development.

Cuf11

Barn Adj Cuffley Hills
House

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Yes, comments provided in This is a greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of Geological
April 2015 - (Cuf11 The Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'
Ridgeway (Barn)).
close to the residential area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation
grounds. However, given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources
for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development. However, this
opportunity maybe smaller considering the proposed area is smaller than the original Cuf4. HCC GIS Layers have been
checked and nothing is registered for this site in relation to previous mineral workings or waste development.

Cuf12

Land at Northaw Road
East

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015) - Alternative to
previously promoted site
(Cuf5)

Comments provided to
Cuf5 in 2014.

Cuf12 is a large greenfield site within the sand and gravel. The site is not within a minerals resource block and has residential
development to the east. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel
either not potentially workable or absent'. However, given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the
opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for
development.

Dig5

Adjacent 76 Hertford
Road

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

This site falls between Hertford Road and the Mimram River. The site is within the sand and gravel and the Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets shows that this area as a mix of 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of
mineral beneath overburden' and 'Exposed Mineral, assessed'. Given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there
maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought
forward for development.

No

This is a large greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt but not within a mineral resource block. The Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In
principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. However, given the site
location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during
development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development. The site is adjacent to ELAS227 Sopers
Road Cuffley in the adopted Waste Site Allocations document on the west boundary for Site A and B, and the north
boundary of Site C. Please also see the comment to No95 (Urban Site).
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Ess5

22 High Road

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015
New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

No

Ess6

Adjacent Essendon
Manor

Ess7

East of Essendon Hill

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

No

Hat11

South of Hatfield

New and Amended Green Yes, comments provided in
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014 for the larger
(submitted since 25th
promoted area - Comments
June 2015) - reduced in
Updated.
size and area from original
Hat11.

This is a large site within the sand and gravel belt and is outside a minerals resource block. The Institute of Geological
Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. This area is
maybe chalk and clay rather than sand and gravel. This site is located north of the Allocated Waste Site (AS048 New
Barnfield) and west of ELAS048a Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocation document 2014. This site also falls
within the Area of Search C for LAC Waste Treatment and Transfer Facility and the related Policy 1: Strategy for the provision
for waste management facilities’ of the Adopted Waste Core Strategy Nov 2012.

Hat14

Mill Green

Hat16

Mill Green

Hat17

Mill Green

Hat18

Mill Green

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

This is a small site and is within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states
this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. In principle, no objection to the area
being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. The site is near to an existing Sewage Treatment Works (Mill
Green) which is an existing safeguarded waste site.
This is a small site and is within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states
this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. In principle, no objection to the area
being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. The site is near to an existing Sewage Treatment Works (Mill
Green) which is an existing safeguarded waste site.
This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. In principle, no objection to the area being
progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. The site is near to an existing Sewage Treatment Works (Mill Green)
which is an existing safeguarded waste site.
This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. In principle, no objection to the area being
progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds. The site is near to an existing Sewage Treatment Works (Mill Green)
which is an existing safeguarded waste site.

No

No

No

No

No

This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt, with residential properties to the north and south. The Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets shows that this area as 'Exposed Mineral, assessed'. In principle, no objection to
the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt, with residential properties to the north and south. The Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets shows that this area just outside of the 'Exposed Mineral, assessed'. In principle,
no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt, with residential properties to the north and south. The Institute of
Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states part of this area as 'Exposed Mineral, assessed'. Given the site location
within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should
the site be allocated and be brought forward for development.
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Hat15

Symondshyde Village

Hat3

St Albans Road West

Hat19

West of Bramble Road

BrP7 Extension Hawstead Road

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Yes, Comments Provided in
April 2015 - Comments Comments for this site were previously provided in April 2015 which stated 'This is a large greenfield site within the sand
Updated.
and gravel belt and adjacent to Mineral Resource Block 13. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states
this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. This site is adjacent to an
operational mineral extraction site known as Hatfield Quarry. The south of the site is covered by existing applications for
Hatfield Quarry, however the northern part of this site has not been extracted. Given the sites location within the sand and
gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be
allocated and be brought forward for development'. Further consideration should be made to the proximity of other sites in
the area for either potential mineral extraction or future built development. There are a number of larger sites in this
location and the cumulate impacts of these proposals need to be fully understood. The phasing of the developments,
particularly the relationship between mineral extraction and the residential development needs to be looked at in more
detail.
New and Amended Green Yes, comments provided in This site lies within an area of 'continuous or almost continuous spread of minerals beneath overburden ' on the Institute
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014.
of Geological Science data sheet. Given the site location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to
(submitted since 25th
extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development.
June 2015)
New and Amended Green No (comments provided in This site falls within the sand and gravel belt and adjacent to a residential area. The Institute of Geological Science (now
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014 when Hat3 covered BGS) data sheets states this area as 'Continuous or almost continuous spreads of mineral beneath overburden'. Given the
(submitted since 25th
this area)
site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during
June 2015) - Alternative
development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development, particularly if the wider area covered by
smaller parcel to
Hat3 were to also come forward.
previously promoted site
Hat3
New and Amended GB
Comments provided in In combination with BrP7 this is a large greenfield site. The extension area is within the sand and gravel belt but not within a
Site reported CHPP June
2014 for BrP7
minerals resource block. The site is near to an area of 'Exposed Mineral, assessed' by the Institute of Geological Science
2015 - Extension to site
(now BGS) data sheets. Given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract
resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development,
particularly if BrP7 and the extension were to come forward together.

LHe3

Swanley Park, Swanley
Bar

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

OMH5
Extension

r/o 12 Great North Road

New and Amended GB
Comments provided in April The extension to OMG5 is outside the sand and gravel belt and not within a minerals resource block. This is a small site,
Site reported CHPP June
2014 to OMH5 Land rear of adjoining a residential area. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation
2015 - extension to OMH5
2-12 Great North Road. grounds.

OMH6

Land adjacent Danesbury New and Amended Green
Lodge
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015) - previously
promoted (boundary
corrected)

No

This is a large greenfield site within the sand and gravel, with residential development to the west and surroundings. The
Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or
absent'. However, given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources
for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development.

This is a large greenfield site outside the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets
shows that this area as a mix of 'Exposed Mineral, assessed' and 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'.
There maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be brought forward
for development.
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WeG8

New Barnfield

New and Amended Green Yes, comments provided in
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014 - Comments Updated
(submitted since 25th
June 2015) - resubmitted
site

This is a large site within the sand and gravel belt and is outside minerals resource block. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. This area is maybe
chalk and clay rather than sand and gravel. Part of this site is an Allocated Waste Site (AS048 New Barnfield) in the adopted
Waste Site Allocation document 2014 and adjacent to ELAS048a Travellers Lane. This site also falls within the Area of Search
C for LAC Waste Treatment and Transfer Facility and the related Policy 1: Strategy for the provision for waste management
facilities’ of the Adopted Waste Core Strategy Nov 2012. This site encompasses the site outline for the Allocated Waste Site
(AS048) and is promoted in the SHLAA for Waste, employment and/or residential development. Consideration should be
given to sensitive receptors being located in the areas near to potential waste uses.
New and Amended Green Yes, comments provided in This is a large greenfield site, within the sand and gravel belt with residential to the north east. This site is not within a
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014. Comments updated minerals resource block. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either
(submitted since 25th
not potentially workable or absent'. However, given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the
June 2015)
opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for
development.
New and Amended GB
Yes, comments provided in Previous comments to WeG4 would also apply to this site. There may be a superficial cover of sand and gravel overlying
Site reported CHPP June
April 2015.
chalk and clay beneath (area is subject to standing surface water). There is existing residential development near to the site.
2015
The site is outside a mineral resource block, with predominantly chalk rather than sand and gravel. No objections in
principle on minerals grounds, however there maybe issues with drainage on the site. The site is located near to the
Allocated Site AS048 New Barnfield and ELAS048a Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.

WeG10

Dixon Hill Road

WeG11

Marshmoor Lane

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015 - southern area
promoted for housing

Yes, comments provided in The site falls within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this
April 2015.
area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is
registered for this site in relation to minerals. The site is located near to the Allocated Site AS048 New Barnfield and
adjacent to ELAS048a Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.

WeG13

The Rookery Cafe

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Yes, comments provided in This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states
April 2015.
this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. HCC GIS Layers have been checked and nothing is
registered for this site in relation to minerals. The site is located near to the Allocated Site AS048 New Barnfield and
ELAS048a Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.

WeG14

1-2 Railway Cottages,
Mashmoor Lane

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

This is a small site and adjacent to WeG11. There may be a superficial cover of sand and gravel overlying chalk and clay
beneath (area is subject to standing surface water). There is existing residential development near to the site. The site is
outside a mineral resource block, with predominantly chalk rather than sand and gravel. No objections in principle on
minerals grounds, however there maybe issues with drainage on the site. The site is located near to the Allocated Site AS048
New Barnfield and ELAS048a Travellers Lane of the adopted Waste Site Allocations document.

WeG15

Potterells Farm

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

This is a large greenfield site, within the sand and gravel belt with residential to the north east. This site is not within a
minerals resource block. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either
not potentially workable or absent'. Given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to
extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development.

WeG16

North of Bulls Lane

New and Amended Green
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)

No

This is a small site within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area
as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no objection to the area being progressed for
housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.
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Wel1

Fulling Mill Lane (North)

New and Amended Green Yes, comments provided in
Belt SHLAA Sites
2014 to Wel1. Comments
(submitted since 25th
updated
June 2015)

This is a large greenfield sites within the sand and gravel belt and residential to the south. The Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent' and particularly within
the area not assessed. However, given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to
extract resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development,
particularly if Wel14 and Wel15 were to also come forward.

Wel11
Extension

Vineyards, Codicote Road New and Amended GB
Comments provided in April The small extension to Wel11 falls within the sand and gravel belt, however the Institute of Geological Science (now BGS)
Site reported CHPP June
2015 to Wel11.
data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. In principle, no objection to the
2015 - Extension to Wel11
area being progressed for housing on mineral sterilisation grounds.

Wel14

Linces Farm, Welwyn

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

Wel15

Fulling Mill Lane (South)

Wel16

South of School Lane

WGC9

Warrengate Farm,
Berricot Green

New and Amended Green
No
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended Green
No
Belt SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25th
June 2015)
New and Amended GB
Yes, comments provided in
Site reported CHPP June
April 2015.
2015

This site falls within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as
'not assessed'. However, given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract
resources for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development,
particularly if Wel14 and Wel1 were to also come forward.
This is a large greenfield site within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets
states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or absent'. However, given the site's location within the
sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for use on site during development should the site be
allocated and be brought forward for development.
This site is within the sand and gravel belt. The Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as
'Exposed Mineral, assessed'. This site also falls within Minerals Resource Block 12. However as a small site and developed on
its own, there is no objection in principle. However, in combination with Panshanger Aerodrome (WGC4) or if a larger area
were to come forward, mineral sterilisation issues maybe more of a concern.

WGC10

62 The Crossway

New and Amended GB
Site reported CHPP June
2015

No

This site is adjacent to the A1(M) and within the sand and gravel belt and not assessed by Institute of Geological Science
(now BGS). Given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources for
use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development.

HC95

Morgan Smith
Electronics, 126 Great
North Road

New and amended Urban
SHLAA Sites (reported to
CHPP 25 June 2015)

No

This site forms part of the ELAS224 Great North Road in the adopted Waste Site Allocations document 2014.

WG90

Unit 3 Travellers Road

New and amended Urban
SHLAA Sites (reported to
CHPP 25 June 2015)

No

This site forms part of the ELAS048a Traveller Lane (Employment Land) in the adopted Waste Site Allocations document
2014.

Han91

Land at Gosling Sports
Centre

New and amended Urban
SHLAA Sites (reported to
CHPP 25 June 2015)

No

This is a large urban site, and is adjacent to ELAS043 Burrowfields/Chequersfield in the adopted Waste Site Allocations
document 2014.

Yes, comments provided in This is a large greenfield site which falls within the sand and gravel belt and adjoins residential properties to the south. The
April 2015. Comments
Institute of Geological Science (now BGS) data sheets states this area as 'sand and gravel either not potentially workable or
Updated
absent'. However, given the site's location within the sand and gravel belt there maybe the opportunity to extract resources
for use on site during development should the site be allocated and be brought forward for development, particularly if
Wel1 and Wel15 were to also come forward.

Urban Sites
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Pea96

Argos Site, Bessemer
Road

New and amended Urban
SHLAA Sites (reported to
CHPP 25 June 2015)

No

This is a large urban site, and falls within ELAS223 Welwyn Garden City Industrial Area in the adopted Waste Site Allocations
document 2014.

WE90

Entech House, London
Road

New and amended Urban
SHLAA Sites (reported to
CHPP 25 June 2015)

No

This site is opposite ELAS236 Woolmer Green Employment Area (North) in the adopted Waste Site Allocations document
2014.

NO95

Land at Sopers Road
Employment Area

New Urban SHLAA Sites
(submitted since 25 June
2015)

No
This site forms part of the ELAS227 Sopers Road, Cuffley in the adopted Waste Site Allocations document 2014. It is noted
that this site adjoins the area identified as Cuf3, both of which are identified for residential development. If both areas were
to come forward for residential development, this would leave a small remaining part of ELAS227, the impact on the ELAS
area needs to be fully understood, and likewise, consideration to sensitive receptors near to potential waste uses.

611

Minutes of the Duty to Cooperate Meeting with Welwyn Hatfield Borough
Council and HCC on 9 June 2016

1.

Attendance

The meeting was attended by:
o Sue Tiley (ST): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Anne Day (AD): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Julie Greaves (JG): Minerals and Waste Policy Manager, Hertfordshire
County Council
o Gemma Nicholson (GN): Planning Policy officer, Hertfordshire County
Council
2.

Progress of LDF/Local Plan:

ST stated that the recommendations for sites for inclusion within the Local
Plan will be taken to Committee on Monday 13th June. This document is within
the public domain and can be found online at the committee agenda pages.
Site boundaries may change slightly within the Local Plan following final
assessment.
ST stated that the list of sites is not enough to meet their current target so
there are some further site options available to members for discussion.
ST provided an update of the sites for HCC as follows:
Hat 1 – 1,650 dwellings (partly within the Green Belt which will be used for
playing fields for the secondary school)
Hat 2 – not for inclusion within the Local Plan based on outstanding S106
details for mineral extraction and delivery of a country park.
Hat 15 – recommended as going forward as a new settlement, plus a new
Gypsy and Traveller site off Coopers Green Lane.
Hat 4 & 5 – not recommended to go forward to the Local Plan.
WCG4 (Panshanger Aerodrome plus some HCA land) - recommended for
725 dwellings. It is proposed to amend the Green Belt boundary to reflect
topography. The impact of this development on Panshanger park has been
assessed through a Heritage Assessment.
At this stage it has not proved viable to move or replace the current air strip.
Birchall Garden Village – proposed as the full site, a draft heritage
assessment has been produced. WelHat and East Herts are currently drafting
an MOU which will be provided HCC in due course. Masterplan principles will
be developed through SPD for area as a whole.
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With some residential development in the first 5 years of the plan there is a
need for a secondary school site to serve WGC within the East Herts side.
Therefore the school would need to be one of the first phases of development.
In addition East Herts have suggested that there is an opportunity to provide
an access route through the new development to the HWRC to replace
access from the A414.
Woolmer Green – 150 units plus existing employment land designated as an
employment area
Welwyn Villages – WelHat are looking at the more favourable sites
Welham Green – Mashmoor and Gypsy Traveller site Foxes Lane are the
only sites to be recommended (housing and employment land for B1 only
recommended for Marshmoor)
New Barnfield – HCC have not confirmed position, therefore WelHat see the
site as not available given WSA allocation. Not proposing to remove from
Green Belt.
Brookmans Park – constrained by primary school provision, 250 dwellings
plus a smaller site for 24 units.
Little Heath – BrP7 for 100 dwellings and Little Heath1 - 30 dwellings
Cuffley – Cuff1 & 6 Cuff 7 with some infilling resulting in small part of Cuff 12
coming forward.
ST stated that some of the transport modelling work is still outstanding in
regards to mitigation and work is still going ahead for the Local Plan.
The Local Plan will be taken to members on 20 July and Cabinet on 2 August
for consultation on the pre-submission plan from approx. 3rd week in August.
Submission is anticipated for Feb 2017.
3.

Housing numbers – SHLAA progress/Site Allocations:

(See section 2)
4.

Green Belt Review

ST stated that there will be some amendments to the Green Belt boundary
however WelHat are not proposing to remove New Barnfield or Roehyde from
the Green Belt. WelHat are proposing to remove Birchall Lane from the Green
Belt in as this falls within the Birchall Garden Suburb area. This area will be
allocated for Employment Land.

5.

Are any major developments due to commence?
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Application at The Holdings for office and employment use on the former
equestrian land was recommended for approval but is now with SoS as
departure from the plan.
ST stated there is a current application at Entec House for residential
development.
WelHat stated that prior notifications seem to have slowed down since being
made permanent.
Determination for the application at the Shredded Wheat site is expected in
the Summer through Committee.
6.

Employment land study progress:
o Article 4 exemptions

WelHat are considering Article 4 Direction to protect some of the more
valuable office land namely Shire Park and Hatfield Business Park.
7.

Legislation Changes and Updates
-

-

8.

Housing and Planning Act 2016 (no regulations published yet) ST
made reference to Permission in Principle and stated that WelHat is
not sure how it will affect the Local Plan yet but is expecting it to be
covered at examination.
Changes in thresholds for affordable housing and starter homes, not
affecting WelHat too much at the moment.
Changes within the NPPG regard duty to cooperate with the LNP &
LEP.
Waste Local Plan:
o Core Strategy, Waste Site Allocations and ELAS SPD

The Waste Local Plan is adopted comprising the Waste Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies document and the Waste Site Allocations
document.
The Employment Land Areas of Search SPD was adopted at full council on
10 November 2015.
The team are continuing to monitor the waste plan.
Ratty’s Lane (Rye House Energy Recovery Facility) planning application is
expected in Autumn 2016. The EIA scoping opinion is currently with the
Development Management team. This site is currently operated by Tarmac as
rail aggregates depot.
Waste Disposal Authority are updating elements of the Waste Management
Strategy but not looking to update the spatial strategy at the moment.

614

9.

Minerals Local Plan:

Following the initial consultation on the MLP review, all reps were presented
to Members in February 2016 where the site selection methodology was also
approved.
HCC is currently drafting policies and supporting text in preparation for the
Draft Minerals Local Plan. The draft should be out for consultation in Autumn
2016, with submission scheduled in 2017.
The Call for Sites took place in February to April 2016 with 19 sites put
forward. HCC is working with Land Use Consultants to assess the sites using
the approved site selection methodology. No assessments have taken place
yet. GN confirmed that an informal engagement event may take place in the
lead up to Draft Plan stage.
The application at BAe (Hatfield Aerodrome) is likely to go to committee in
September.
10. Any other business:
The DtC Protocol and WDF Guide for District Councils have been issued.
ST confirmed that they are producing an addendum to the SFRA following the
recent changes by the EA. The addendum should be available online.
As discussed above WelHat are producing an MoU with East Herts for
Birchall Farm, which will need HCC involvement.
11. Follow up action:
o Additional Duty to Cooperate meetings: possible need for site
specific meetings in due course and continue with 6 mths
meetings through plan production
o HCC to provide comment on shapefiles and draft policy wording
for minerals and waste
o Further discussion regarding MoU.
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Duty to Co-operate Meeting Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Minerals and Waste
17th March 2017
Minutes
Attendance:
The meeting was attended by:
o Sue Tiley (ST): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Philip Wadsworth (PW): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Julie Greaves (JG): Minerals and Waste Policy Manager, Hertfordshire County
Council
o Gemma Nicholson (GN): Planning Policy officer, Hertfordshire County Council
Agenda:
1. Matters arising from meeting 15 November 2016
o ST advised that the updated SFRA is available on the website
o MOU with WHBC, EHDC and HCC needs finalising and signing off. WHBC
will circulate revised copy.
o JG did speak with Development Services in regards to a position statement on
New Barnfield site. HCC feel that this should be initiated by WHBC.
o HCC has provided excluded development list for comment as part of the
follow up to the Mineral Safeguarding engagement event.
o Meeting with Gascoyne Cecil, Cemex, HCC Property Services (Education)
and HCC Minerals and Waste Policy is still required. WHBC to arrange.
2. Matters raised by Hertfordshire County Council in response to the
Welwyn Hatfield Proposed Submission Local Plan
a. New Barnfield and Roehyde in Green Belt
ST stated that New Barnfield and Roehyde would be remaining in the Green Belt.
The Waste Allocations are shown on the policies map. New Barnfield will remain as
a major developed site in the Green Belt.
Submission has been received for employment land at Roehyde. This is a different
site area and mainly falls within St Albans. Therefore it is not delivering much for
WHBC so not considering taking it forward.
b. Sterilisation of minerals from windfall development
No amendments are to be made. Policy 34 covers sites in the Green Belt with
criteria for small scale infill only, previously development land and urban area
development. ACTION: WHBC to provide full respond to HCC for comment.
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c. Potential for windfall development at New Barnfield
As discussed under Policy 34. ACTION: WHBC to provide full respond to HCC for
comment.
d. Request for minor modifications
ACTION: WHBC to send schedule of minor mods to HCC.
o Paragraph 2.9 has been corrected.
o Site Waste Management Plans have been referred to in supporting text.
o No change in regards to Burnside as the site does not fall within the policy
area for Birchall Garden Suburb.
o SP24 – no change to wording in regards to Symondshyde village due to
operator evidence provided to WHBC that the mineral is not viable to work.
ST has requested the operator provide this evidence to HCC.

e. Birchall Garden Suburb and employment area impacts
Birchall Lane –The area needed for a green buffer would be covered in the SPD,
with reference made to odour, noise and dust.
The policy area does not constrain employment use in regards to Use Class Order.
The Masterplan will cover all issues.
f. HAT1
It was agreed that a meeting is needed with Gascoyne Cecil, WHBC and HCC
(including education) regarding HAT1 and HAT15. Discussions need to take place
for HAT 1 in regards to timing and phasing of the mineral working and education
provision. ACTION: WHBC contact Gascoyne. The site is not being removed from
the Green Belt in its entirety. ST stated that WHBC may look at having a statement
of common ground in regards to HAT1 with HCC.
g. HAT15
Operator evidence has been provided to WHBC that shows the mineral is not viable
to work. ST has requested the operator provide this evidence to HCC.
The site is to be removed from the Green Belt.

h. HAT2 Ellenbrook Country Park
Goodmans are still promoting the site and have sought legal opinion on the land that
falls within WelHat. WHBC have also sought legal opinion. The issue is likely to go to
examination.
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3. Timetable for review of Waste Plan and work done to date
The Minerals and Waste Development Scheme was adopted in November 2016 and
is available online.
As stated in the scheme the initial stages (including evidence gathering) are due to
take place between 2017 and 2019. There is likely to be an initial scoping
consultation next year.
The team are currently undertaking the initial evidence base work including waste
arisings and waste capacity study to inform the initial consultation document.
The Draft Plan is expected for consultation Summer 2019. This will be an allcompassing Local plan which may include sites for waste development. As part of
the review HCC would be reviewing the DM policies as well as reviewing the ELAS
areas and the approach taken forward with these reviewing the impacts of prior
notifications/permitted development on the identified areas.
HCC are also looking at the impacts on London’s waste and apportionment figure.
The Waste Management Unit at HCC has also updated their Local Authority
Collected Waste Spatial Strategy which may impact on the Waste Local Plan. This
will need to go through all 11 authorities.
The application for an Energy Recovery Facility at Ratty’s Lane, Hoddesdon has
been submitted.

4. Minerals Local Plan review safeguarding and consultation areas
WHBC attended the Mineral Safeguarding engagement event and will be providing
comment following the event.
HCC are working towards the Draft Plan consultation for later this year.
5. MOU on Birchall
MOU with WHBC, EHDC and HCC needs finalising and signing off.
ACTION: WHBC will circulate revised tracked change copy too possibly to include
policy wording.
ACTION: MOU to be sent to Derrick Ashley on HCC side and then circulated back to
WHBC and EHDC.
6. General MOU
General MOU or position statement focusing on strategic priorities, continued
working together with the link between the review of the plans.
ACTION: WHBC to draft.
7. AOB
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Further DTC meetings to be held in May/June.
Responses from WHBC to representations are available online under the
committee reports.
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Minutes of the Duty to Cooperate Meeting with Welwyn Hatfield Borough
Council and Hertfordshire County Council on 15 November 2016

1.

Attendance

The meeting was attended by:
o Sue Tiley (ST): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Andy Turner (AT): Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
o Julie Greaves (JG): Minerals and Waste Policy Manager, Hertfordshire
County Council
o Gemma Nicholson (GN): Planning Policy officer, Hertfordshire County
Council

2.

Progress of LDF/Local Plan:

The recent Reg.19 consultation on the Proposed Submission of the Local
Plan has finished. WelHat are currently processing the representation
received, approximately 2,500 so not as many representation as in past
consultations. The new sites included within the plan seem to have generated
the most amount of representation i.e. Symondshyde Village and Cuffley.
WelHat will be summarising the key issues and producing topic papers
focusing on the strategic issues and priorities.
Members’ expectation for plan to be submitted in March/April 2017, some of
the topic papers may need to be completed ahead of this time to help inform
their decision. Examination is expected to be 10 to 12 weeks following
submission (June/July 2017). An examination could last for 6 weeks. Adoption
anticipated in late 2017.
ST stated that WelHat are aware that the government are reviewing CIL and
that proposals will be contained in the Housing White Paper to be released
but in the meantime are still intending to carry out a CIL consultation in early
2017.
WelHat are aware that HCC have made representation to the plan. HCC
Development Services (Education) have outstanding issues with the need for
identifying a new secondary school in the Hatfield area. ST mentioned that
this may be linked with the site at New Barnfield and further discussions were
needed.
HCC were expecting an application for mineral working at the Coopers Green
Lane site (also promoted as a Gypsy and Travellers site), but have not had
any correspondence.
Post Meeting Note:
Please be advised that HCC has received an application for the Proposed
extension to Hatfield Quarry for the extraction of approximately 0.45 million
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tonnes of sand and gravel from within 17.7ha of land known as Furze Field,
involving retention of the quarry access road and site infrastructure facilities
and restoration of the extension area to agricultural land and mixed habitats
including wetlands, acid grassland and woodland planting at Furze Field,
Hatfield Quarry, Oaklands Lane, Smallford, St Albans, Hertfordshire, AL4
0HT. More details can be found on the link:
https://cloud1.atriumsoft.com/HCCePlanningOPS/loadFullDetails.do?aplId=25
710.
ST stated that all strategic sites should be signed up to a master planning
agreement. However, Birchall Garden Suburb has not to date. It is expected
that there will community consultation for all masterplans.

Birchall Garden Suburb:
 David Lock has contacted HCC (Minerals Planning and Education)
regarding a meeting.
 ST stated that WelHat are keen to start work on the masterplans before
the Local Plan is adopted, although this depends on resources required
for the examination. However supporting documents for the masterplan
would be prepared to inform the examination and concept drawings are
included in the Local Plans. ST stated that it is important that the
masterplan/SPD is produced rather than individual applications coming
forward which would result in ad hoc development and make it difficult
to secure key services and facilities which are required for large sites.
 HCC raised issue with inconsistency of how the Cole Green HWRC is
covered by both WHBC and EHDC. HCC will be making
representations to EHDC.
 The decision to the legal challenge at Birchall Lane has been resolved
with Tarmac losing the case..
 MOU needs to be finalised and signed by the three planning
authorities.
The site at Panshanger aerodrome has signed up to a masterplan agreement
which Paul Everard is progressing with. Paul has contacted JG for meeting
dates for further discussions.
Gascoyne Cecil (landowner of majority of site) (with Cemex also part
landowner and mineral operator) are continuing with Hat 1. The phasing for
Hat 1 would require housing early on in the plan period but there is also HCC
Educations need for additional secondary school places early in the plan
period in the area so this may affect the amount and location of the potential
mineral extraction .
Main issues raised in HCC representation:
 Waste: failure to remove New Barnfield and Roehyde from the Green
Belt in accordance with the provisions of the Waste Local Plan;
 Potential for windfall residential development to sterilise mineral
reserves - HCC raised concerns that there needs to be reference to the
Minerals Consultations Areas to ensure that windfall sites take mineral
into consideration in line with the current MCA SPD.
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 HCC raised concerns between SADM 1 and SADM 34 when read
together in the potential for windfall residential development for
example at the New Barnfield site, would compromise the viability of
this location to bring forward facilities for waste management. AT stated
that as the Waste Local Plan forms part of the development plan, the
Allocated Waste site at New Barnfield would a material consideration.
Positive comments were made for the removal of Birchall lane from the Green
Belt along with some suggested minor wording alterations/additions.
Symondshyde Village (Hat 15), HCC raised in representation the need for
additional wording to cover minerals, as not all the site has been subject to
previous minerals applications, and whilst may have less mineral potential
than other strategic sites, there may still be the potential for opportunistic
extraction. HCC provided wording as part of representation.

3.

Housing numbers – SHLAA progress/Site Allocations:

Housing number is as it stands in Proposed Submission Plan. This is below
the OAN figure, which may be challenged, if so, WelHat expect that this will
be discussed as part of examination.
4.

Green Belt Review

The Green Belt assessment has been completed, along with a local purposes
assessment for whole borough and each strategic site.
AT stated that a couple of new sites have been put forward as part of the
consultation but these are within the urban area so are not anticipating the
need to do another review.
ST stated that they have been challenged on some of the assessment work
through representation but this also may be discussed at examination.
The Waste Local Plan identifies a range of potential uses for all allocated
sites. ST stated that WelHat would want to know the scale of potential site
before removing from the Green Belt as this may make a difference to the site
area.
5.

Are any major developments due to commence?

WelHat have a five year housing land supply based on the proposals in the
Local Plan. Completions were up from the previous year. ST stated that there
would not be doing any further assessments for housing completion until the
end of the financial year.
ST stated there is still no decision on the application at the Shredded Wheat
site but negotiations are still ongoing. It was not clear on the timescale for
determination at this point.
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6.

Employment land study progress:

Economy study has been completed to support the plan.
WelHat have received objection to the designation of employment land in
Woolmer Green.
It is still WelHat intention for an Article 4 Direction to protect some of the more
valuable office land namely Shire Park and Hatfield Business Park.
ST stated that the number of applications for office to residential has slowed
down, but employment land still under attack. In situations where planning
permission is required the requirement in the NPPF to allow changes of use in
situations where marketing evidence shows there is no current need even
though there is a longer term need.
The land adjoining Roehyde waste allocation also referred to as Roehyde has
been promoted by Goodmans. It has been promoted for employment use but
the majority is within St Albans, but the promoter is seeking removal from the
Green Belt to designate as alternative employment land to Marshmoor Lane.
7.

NPPF Issues:
o Including NPPG

ST mentioned recent consultation regarding pre-commencement conditions
which their Development Management Team would be responding to.
8.

Waste Local Plan:
o Core Strategy, Waste Site Allocations and ELAS SPD

The Waste Local Plan is all adopted. The team are currently monitoring the
document.
JG stated that a revised Minerals and Waste Development Scheme was
adopted at County Council on 15 November. This is available online.
The scheme sets out the timeline for the review of the Waste Local Plan with
evidence gathering 2017-2019. This is due to changes in data changes,
commitment to a five year review process and new developments coming
forward. The draft plan would be expected in 2019. It is HCC intentions to
produce an all-encompassing plan which may include sites for waste
development. As part of the review HCC would be reviewing the DM policies
as well as reviewing the ELAS areas and the approach taken forward with
these.
The Waste Management Unit at HCC has also updated their Local Authority
Collected Waste Spatial Strategy which may impact on the Waste Local Plan.
The application for an Energy Recovery Facility at Ratty’s Lane, Hoddesdon is
expected by end of the year.
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9.

Minerals Local Plan:

The team are working on the review of the Mineral Local Plan. A call for sites
was undertaken earlier in the year with 20 sites put forward. HCC are
continuing to work with Land Use Consultants to assess the sites using the
approved site selection methodology.
As part of the revised scheme adopted at County Council, there is a change
to the minerals plan timeline with the Draft Plan consultation to be held in
Summer 2017. Examination/Adoption anticipated in 2019.
Meetings with DC/BCs will continue to take in the lead up to the Draft Plan.
The Draft Plan will include new areas for Mineral Safeguarding and Mineral
Consultation Areas. These areas are likely to be extensive following national
BGS guidance. HCC are producing an excluded development list as part of
the policy to support these areas and will seek comments from the DC/BCs in
due course.
The Draft Plan will also include specific sites to meet the 22 years’ worth of
supply for Hertfordshire, as well as development management policies.
HCC will be looking at cumulative impacts as part of the sites assessment.
JG stated that there has been a rise in mineral sales nationally, and with the
increase in growth it is expected that the demand for minerals will continue to
increase.
The application at BAe (Hatfield Aerodrome) is likely to go to committee on 21
December.
10. Any other business:
An addendum to the SFRA was produced following the recent changes by the
EA. AT to check whether this is available online or send HCC a copy.
Post meeting note: A revised version of the SFRA L1 and L2 was published
on WHBC website in June 2016 which incorporated the necessary changes
following changes to climate change allowances.

11. Follow up action:
 SFRA update to be sent to HCC
 MOU with WHBC, EHDC and HCC needs finalising and sign off.
WHBC to discuss with EHDC and send to HCC.
 JG to speak with Development Services in regards to a position
statement on New Barnfield site. HCC and WHBC may need statement
of common ground/position statement considering the implications for
the need for additional secondary school and the status of NB in
regards to the WLP
 HCC to provided excluded development list for comment
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Meeting with Gascoyne Cecil, Cemex, HCC Property Services
(Education) and HCC Minerals and Waste Policy may be required to
consider implications for mineral extraction relating to need for school
early in the plan period
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Minutes of the Meeting Held at County Hall for Duty to Co-Operate
Meeting with Welwyn Hatfield and HCC
4 November 2014
1.

Attendance

The meeting was attended by:
o
o
o
o

Sue Tiley, Welwyn Hatfield District Council
Anne Day, Welwyn Hatfield District Council
Julie Greaves, Hertfordshire County Council
Gemma Nicholson, Hertfordshire County Council

2.

Progress of LDF/Local Plan:

WelHat have taken the decision to take more time at committee stages for
sites before going out to consultation. ST stated that they are still awaiting
completion of transport modelling work and viability work around site.
The next consultation will be around favourable and finely balanced sites, with
papers going to committee on 11 December 2014 hopefully consultation mid
Jan 2015, but this is currently dependant on completion of other work.
3.

Housing numbers – SHLAA progress/Site Allocations:

12,500 dwellings for the plan period 2031, 4000 within the urban area. Sites
have been categorised into 3 groups – favourable, finely balanced and less
favourable. The more favourable and finely balanced sites would provide
12,506 dwellings, but there is uncertainty over some of these sites
There was general discussion about proposed sites in Welwyn Hatfield with
regards to mineral extraction ,and housing delivery within the Local Plan time
Frame , HCC has not received any Pre Apps for any mineral applications and
HCC does not consider that there are any serious problems over the balance
between minerals and housing delivery, subject to detailed proposals.
4.

Green Belt Review

The Green Belt review has been completed and published.
ST states that Green Belt boundaries in relation to waste sites will not be
reviewed for New Barnfield, Roehyde or Birchall Lane as it is not clear at this
stage until proposals are received, where the development will take place.
WelHat are not keen to take the whole site, particularly those that cross
boundaries with other districts out of the Green Belt.
The next Green Belt review will not be until the next review of the Local Plan.
JG stated that HCC will make a formal response to the consultation regarding
waste sites and the Green Belt inline with the Inspectors report for the Waste
Site Allocations.
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5.

Are any major developments due to commence?

Cuffley ?
6.

Employment land study progress:

WelHat are looking at employment land areas to consider their viability,
should any of the employment land be released? Currently there is not the
need for any more employment land, however if considerable employment
land was released (i.e. increase in change of use) there may be the need for
more employment land to replace losses to existing.
7.

NPPF Issues:
(Including NPPG)

Issues around Green Belt and changing Government positions
8.

Waste Local Plan:
o Core Strategy, Waste Site Allocations and ELAS SPD

The Waste Site Allocations document was adopted in July 2014 and the legal
challenge period has passed.
ELAS SPD consultation will go to members in Feb 2015 with public
consultation following this in May 2015.
As previously stated HCC will be making formal responses to consultation
regarding taking allocated sites out of the green belt following the Inspectors
report.
9.

Minerals Local Plan (MLP):

Minerals and Waste Development Scheme (MWDS) and proposed way ahead
went to Community Safety and Planning Panel on the 3rd November 2014.
MWDS will be taken to Cabinet and County Council later this month for
adoption. Following this, the Scheme will be placed on the website.
There will be a site selection study produced mid next year looking at
Preferred Areas and other sites for Minerals.
The proposed way ahead detailed the 15 year plan period plus 7 year buffer
zone making the total plan period 22 years with 1.39 million tonnes per annum
apportionment. The MLP will need a minimum of 7 year landbank for sand
and gravel and 25 year permitted reserves for clay – safeguarding will also be
used for clay. The review will include re-looking at preferred areas.
10. Any other business:
“The Guide to Districts” document was sent out by Martin Wells for informal
consultation. The document has been written to help districts apply HCC
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policies at a local level. Martin has not received comments on the document
and has asked that if WelHat have any comments could they be provided.
11.

Follow up action:
 GN to circulate meetings minutes for comments
 AD to send over copy of the committee reports
 HCC to be involved in Masterplanning for East of Welwyn
Garden City area with Welwyn Hatfield and East Herts
 JG to speak to Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) about the sites
East of Welwyn Garden City
Additional Duty to cooperate meetings: 6 months
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From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy
Sent: 16 December 2015 09:54
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Carol,
Further to your queries last week I have received the following clarification.
In relation to HAT19 Thames Waters comments on this site are as follows:
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the
time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take
around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.
In relation to the other comments regarding sites I have set out comments on the reasons for the
differing responses below. I would highlight that the position would need to be reviewed once
potential sites for inclusion in the Local Plan have been refined. While it may be anticipated that
flows from individual sites can be accommodated if multiple or all sites in one catchment were to
come forward it’s likely significant upgrades would be required.

Query: Brookmans Park: Sites BrP13 (on the new spreadsheet) and BrP14 (comments previously
received in March) are adjoining sites (albeit separated by a narrow road). For BrP13 there are no
concerns but for BrP14, concerns were previously raised (see comments from March below). They
are both small sites so not entirely clear why one site would raise concerns and another not. The
new spreadsheet doesn’t state which STW these sites would be served by but I would have thought
that BrP13 and 14 would be served by the same STW – Maple Lodge?
Response
Both sites drain eventually to Maple Lodge STW however, they drain via different network
catchments which is why the responses differ.
BrP13 is located on the west side of the road and there are three potential connection points.
Thames Water have assumed connection at the closest point which for the scale of development
proposed provides adequate capacity at this time.
BrP14 Is located on the east side. It drains via a different catchment and the assumed point of
connection does have some capacity concerns which will need to be further understood.

Query Looking at Brookmans Park as a whole, we seem to have BrP1, BrP2 and BrP14 with concerns
(plus BrP7 – which is technically on the edge of Little Heath) and then BrP4, 6, 9, 19, 12 and 13 with
no concerns. Can you explain why this is the case, especially as some of those sites with no concerns
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have a potentially large dwelling capacity (e.g. BrP4 – 400 dwellings and no concerns but … BrP14 –
15 dwellings – concerns).
BrP1 & BrP2 - The network in the vicinity of these sites is of small diameter hence Thames Water do
have concerns about the capacity to serve these proposed developments.
BrP7 – There are small diameter sewers and this is a large development so Thames Water have
concerns about the capacity of the existing sewers to serve this development.
BrP4, BrP6 & BrP9 – Thames Water made an initial assessment for 300 homes. Having reassessed we
don’t have concerns if only one of these sites were to come forward as there are large sewers in the
vicinity. However, if all the sites were to be delivered the proposals would need to be looked at it
holistically and determine what would be required to serve the proposed numbers.
BrP12 & BrP13 - It is anticipated that the proposed scale of development at each site could be served
via the existing network.
Query Hatfield: Similarly with Hatfield, why would Hat3 have concerns but Hat4 and Hat5 not (all in
new spreadsheet)?
43394
BrP14 East of Golf Club Road
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint and no improvements are programmed by Thames Water, the Local Planning Authority
should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is
required, where, when and how it will be funded. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning
condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of
the development.
It is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For
example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.
Maple Lodge

Hat3 - The closest point of connection is currently a small diameter sewer which is unlikely to be
able to accommodate the flow from the proposed development.
HaT4 & HaT5 - The sites could probably connect to larger sewers which are more likely to be able to
accommodate anticipated flow.
Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
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Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment
[cid:image003.jpg@01D137E6.5D7E7770]

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 11 December 2015 10:15
To: Thames Water Planning Policy; Chris Colloff
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Chris,
Whilst you’re looking collectively at the Hatfield sites, can you throw Hat19 into the pot please.
The promoter has asked us to consider a subdivision of the original Hat3 site with a smaller parcel –
now shown as Hat19 on the map below.
Hat19 currently has an estimated capacity of 50 dwellings – any concerns (given its adjoining Hat3
where concerns have been raised)?
Many Thanks
Carol

[cid:image004.jpg@01D137E6.5D7E7770]
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>
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From: Carol Hyland
Sent: 11 December 2015 09:45
To: 'Thames Water Planning Policy'
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Importance: High
Hi Chris,
Thank you so much – really appreciated.
On a quick look – just spotted something which seems to be a bit odd though. Sorry.
Brookmans Park: Sites BrP13 (on the new spreadsheet) and BrP14 (comments previously received in
March) are adjoining sites (albeit separated by a narrow road). For BrP13 there are no concerns but
for BrP14, concerns were previously raised (see comments from March below). They are both small
sites so not entirely clear why one site would raise concerns and another not. The new spreadsheet
doesn’t state which STW these sites would be served by but I would have thought that BrP13 and 14
would be served by the same STW – Maple Lodge?
Looking at Brookmans Park as a whole, we seem to have BrP1, BrP2 and BrP14 with concerns (plus
BrP7 – which is technically on the edge of Little Heath) and then BrP4, 6, 9, 19, 12 and 13 with no
concerns. Can you explain why this is the case, especially as some of those sites with no concerns
have a potentially large dwelling capacity (e.g. BrP4 – 400 dwellings and no concerns but … BrP14 –
15 dwellings – concerns).
Hatfield: Similarly with Hatfield, why would Hat3 have concerns but Hat4 and Hat5 not (all in new
spreadsheet)?
43394
BrP14 East of Golf Club Road
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint and no improvements are programmed by Thames Water, the Local Planning Authority
should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is
required, where, when and how it will be funded. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning
condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of
the development.
It is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For
example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.
Maple Lodge

Many Thanks,
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Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy
Sent: 11 December 2015 09:19
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Carol,
Please find attached copies of your spreadsheets. I have copied across the comments from Thames
Water on the outstanding sites. I hope these comments are of use.
Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment
[cid:image003.jpg@01D137E6.5D7E7770]

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 10 December 2015 18:05
To: Thames Water Planning Policy; Chris Colloff
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Chris,
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Just to see where we are with the outstanding urban and Green Belt sites.
I’m in the office tomorrow morning - if you could update me on timescales for the outstanding
comments, that would be great.
Many Thanks
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy
Sent: 03 December 2015 17:08
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Rob Webster; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Carol,
Further to our conversation I made an error transposing the comments from Thames into your
tables and there are comments for all bar 3 of the urban sites. I have also updated the Greenfield
sites with comments on Hat11 and WeG8 which were missed of previously.
The outstanding sites are all now in line to be assessed and we will look to provide feedback as soon
as we can.
Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment
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From: Chris Colloff On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy
Sent: 03 December 2015 11:28
To: 'Carol Hyland'
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Devcon Team; Rob Webster; Katherine Jones
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Carol,
Further to the emails yesterday I have been discussing the progress of the outstanding sites. There
are a lot of sites to review and unfortunately this is taking more time to undertake than originally
envisaged given the number of sites to review alongside other planning consultations.
I have attached comments on the urban sites reviewed to date for your information. From discussing
with Thames Water it is likely that work to review the outstanding green field and urban sites will be
completed over the next couple of weeks and we will aim to provide comments on all sites before
Christmas.
In terms of the comments, it is unlikely that there would be any showstoppers in sewerage terms for
any of the sites and the comments for all the outstanding sites are likely to be similar to those
provided already (i.e. at this point in time there are either no concerns or concerns). Where there
are concerns, should the sites come forward then Thames Water would look for developers to
undertake drainage strategies identifying upgrades required and how they would be delivered and
would encourage developers to liaise with Thames Water at the earliest opportunity.
Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 02 December 2015 16:49
To: Thames Water Planning Policy
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Devcon Team; Chris Colloff; Rob Webster
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Importance: High
Hi Katherine,
Not sure if there’s a bit of confusion here.
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Rob’s sites are the Urban Sites and yes, agreed w/c 7th.
The outstanding Green Belt sites I’m referring to are the blank cells in the spreadsheet I’ve received
today and I thought we were aiming to get a full set of these comments back this week (although I
suggested to Chris that we reviewed progress today).
The spreadsheet I received today incorporates the comments made earlier this year on the Finely
Balanced sites, with comments provided for some of the new sites (Cuf3, BrP7 extended, WeG11,
WeG12, WeG13, WeG14, WeG15, Wel14, Wel15, Wel16 and WGC9).
However, the spreadsheet seems to be missing comments on the Less Favourable sites and some of
the More Favourable sites (BrP2, BrP9, BrP10, BrP13, Cuf5, Cuf7, Dig1, Dig4, Hat3, GTLAA01, 03 and
04, WGC3, WGC6, WGr3) and some New Sites (Hat15, WeG8).
As per my email last week, all sites are still open to consideration and are being assessed. We need a
complete picture to inform decisions on allocations and all sites could potentially be allocated so we
need responses on all categories (More Favourable, Finely Balanced and Less Favourable).
Can you let me know when comments could be completed for the outstanding (LF, MF and New)
Green Belt sites please.
We do appreciate all your assistance.
Kind Regards
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Thames Water Planning Policy [mailto:ThamesWaterPlanningPolicy@savills.com]
Sent: 02 December 2015 16:08
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Devcon Team; Chris Colloff
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Carol,
We agreed with you to get the further site comments, sent through by Rob Webster, back to you by
the w/c 7th December 2015.
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Is this timeframe still suitable for you?
Many thanks,
Katherine Jones
Planning Administrator
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading, RG1 8BW

Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 509
Email:KJones@savills.com<mailto:KJones@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 02 December 2015 15:45
To: Thames Water Planning Policy
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Devcon Team
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Dear Chris,
Many thanks for the spreadsheet – much appreciated.
Any indication of when we may expect to receive the outstanding site comments (this week/early
next?)
Kind Regards.
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy
Sent: 02 December 2015 15:00
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Thames Water Planning Policy; Devcon Team
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Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Dear Carol,
Further to our correspondence last week please find attached a version of the Greenfield sites
spreadsheet completed as far as possible at present with comments from Thames Water
(incorporating the previous comments on the finely balanced sites). I will forward comments on the
remaining sites when they are received.
Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 26 November 2015 12:43
To: Chris Colloff
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Thames Water Planning Policy
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Hi Chris,
Thank you for alerting me to the previous email and attachment on Finely Balanced sites – please
accept my apologies for not picking this up in our current list of site comments (12 sites less to deal
with).
I’m afraid we do need comments on the other categories of sites. More Favourable is a pretty strong
indication that the site stands a fair chance of being allocated.
Less Favourable doesn’t necessarily mean that a site couldn’t be allocated, it just means in
sequential terms, there were more issues to overcome with these sites than the More Favourable
and Finely Blanked sites or that the impact of these sites was more significant than others. However,
as we have to demonstrate that we have left no stone unturned in meeting our Objectively Assessed
Need for housing, these are receiving serious consideration. Since the Local Plan consultation
document was published, many landowners/promoters of sites have submitted additional evidence
to us in an attempt to overcome whatever issue has been identified with the sites. This could lead us
to a different conclusion from the LPC.
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We are carrying out a significant amount of site selection work at the moment and only at the end of
this will we know which sites (MF/FB/LF) will be recommended for allocation in the Local Plan, so all
are in the pot.
When we prepare the next stage of the Local Plan, these categories will not be used, instead we will
simply propose which sites to allocate so we need to be in a potion to understand if sites are (in
principle) deliverable and if there are any infrastructure constraints that may delay delivery or
potentially impact on viability.
Really sorry I can’t offer a way to cut down on workload. I know Katherine sought an extension of
time and we are trying to stick to our timetable. Perhaps let me know next Wednesday how things
are going if that’s ok?
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com]
Sent: 26 November 2015 12:13
To: Carol Hyland
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Thames Water Planning Policy
Subject: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan
Dear Carol,
Further to the correspondence below I have received comments on a number of the sites within the
Green Belt sites spreadsheet. However, there are a substantial number to review and I wanted to
check the necessity.
The table lists a number of less favourable (LF) and more favourable (MF) sites in addition to the
finely balanced sites. Comments on the finely balanced sites were provided back in August (see
attached email). In relation to the LF/MF sites, can you advise whether these are sites that the
council is now considering for development more seriously during the Local Plan period and whether
they are considered to stand a reasonable chance of coming forward? This would help to focus
resources on the sites that are more likely.
In relation to the comments provided they will be relatively generic as the impacts will depend on an
array of factors including the timing of delivery, other developments elsewhere in the catchment
and the combinations of sites that come forward. As such greater certainty of impacts can be gained
when the allocation of sites and indications of their timing of delivery are known.
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Kind regards,
Chris
Chris Colloff
Associate
Planning
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com>
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/>
P Before printing, think about the environment
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Welwyn Hatfield - Local Plan Consultation Sites
SHLAA2
Reference

BrP1

BrP2

BrP4
BrP6

Site Address

Upper Bell Lane Farm
Bell Bar/Bell Lane

Land to N.E Great North
Road

Land west of Brookmans
Park
Land east of Royal
Veterinary College

Settlement

Brookmans Park

Capacity

100

LPC status

Thames Water - Comments

FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Brookmans Park

55

LF

Brookmans Park

300

FB

Brookmans Park

170

FB

BrP9

Friday Grove Farm

Brookmans Park

190

LF

BrP10

Raybrook Farm

Brookmans Park

120

LF

BrP12

Peplins Wood,
Brookmans Park

Brookmans Park

70/(40)

FB

BrP13

West of Golf Club Road,
Brookmans Park

Brookmans Park

30

LF

On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
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Cuf5

Cuf7

Land at Northaw Road
East

Wells Farm

Cuffley

Cuffley

590

90

LF

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Dig1

Land behind 2 New Road

Digswell

130

LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Dig4

Digswell Road/Bessemer
Road

Digswell

20

LF

On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Hat3

Land west of Hatfield

Hatfield

120/140

LF

Hat4

West of J3 (A1M)

Hatfield

70

FB

Hat5

West of J3 (A1M)

Hatfield

100

FB

On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
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Hat11

South of Southway

Hatfield

400

LF

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

GTLAA04

Four Oaks

Oaklands and
Mardley Heath

6

MF

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

GTLAA01

Foxes Lane

Welham Green

12

MF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

GTLAA03

Marshmoor Lane

Welham Green

1

MF

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

FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Wel 1

Land at Kimpton Road,
Welwyn Village

Welwyn

220

643

Wel 2

WGC3

WGC6

WGr3

Land to east of Welwyn
Cemetery

Welwyn

Site at the Holdings, Cole
Welwyn Garden City
Green Lane

East of Digswell Hill,
West of Welwyn Garden Welwyn Garden City
City

Land adjacent to 52
London Road, Woolmer
Green

Newly promoted sites
SHLAA2
Reference
Site Address

70

FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

70

LF

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

LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

160

Woolmer Green

50

LF

Settlement

Capacity

LPC Status

Thames Water - Comments

644

Cuf3 (plus land
in Broxbourne)

Hat15

South side Cuffley Hill

Symonshyde village

Cuffley

Hatfield

205

1410

New site

New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater treatment capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Infrastructure upgrades are likely to be
required to ensure sufficient treatment capacity is available to serve this development. Thames Water would welcome the
opportunity to work closely with the Local Planning Authority and the developer to better understand and effectively plan for the
sewage treatment infrastructure needs required to serve this development. It is important not to under estimate the time required
to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: Sewage Treatment Works upgrades can take 18 months to 3 years to design
and build. At the time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request an
appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. We
have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in
this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.
We request further information with regards to the phasing of this development and other potential development in the area. In
particular, earlier Local Plan inclusions such as HAT1/13, HAT2 and HW12 (January 2015 Consultation). It is possible that an
upgrade may be required at the STW, at some stage, depending on the phasing and scale of the developments. In relation to
this site, discussions with the developer would also be necessary to agree which sewage treatment works it would drain to. At
present, it may be preferable for the site to drain / pump to Mill Green STW, rather than Maple Lodge STW.

645

BrP7 extended

Hawkshead Road

Little Heath

55

New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

WeG8

New Barnfield

Welham Green

66

New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

WeG11

Marshmoor Lane

Welham Green

20

New site

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

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

Welham Green

65

New site

WeG13

The Rookery Café

Welham Green

10

New site

WeG14

1-2 Railway Cottages,
Marshmoor Lane

Welham Green

4

New site

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

646

WeG15

Wel14

Wel15

Potterells Farm

Linces Farm

Fulling Mill Lane

Welham Green

Welwyn

Welwyn

175

120

60

New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage
infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

Wel16

School Lane

Welwyn

315

New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage
infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing
what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the
recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years
to design and deliver.

WGC9

Warrengate Farm,
Bericot Green

Welwyn Garden City

70

New site

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

647

Site Ref Site Name

Settlement

Capacity Origin

HC11

Meridian House, The Common

Hatfield

5

2013 and earlier

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

Han12

1-2 Longcroft Green and land to the south

Welwyn Garden City

6

2013 and earlier

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

Hol06

Land north and south-west of the Beehive Public House, Beehive Lane

Welwyn Garden City

6

2013 and earlier

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

Hol21

Land south-east of The Beehive Public House, Beehive Lane

Welwyn Garden City

4

2013 and earlier

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

Pan02

Land behind 1-17 The Poplars

Welwyn Garden City

16

2013 and earlier

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

HW91

Garages off Hillcrest

Hatfield

9

2014 new sites

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

How91

Garages at Great Ganett

Welwyn Garden City

7

2014 new sites

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

Pea02c

Broadwater Road West SPD Site (Pall Mall)

Welwyn Garden City

179

2014 new sites

Pea08

Land between Bridge Court and Ravenfield Road

Welwyn Garden City

37

2014 new sites

Sh08

Land at the end of Sewells

Welwyn Garden City

9

2014 new sites

No95

Sopers Road Industrial Area

Cuffley

69

2015 new sites

HC94

Hatfield Fire Station

Hatfield

52

2015 new sites

648

Thames Water Comments

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months
to 3 years
to design
and deliver.Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
We
have concerns
regarding
Wastewater
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity

On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site.
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months
to 3 years
to design
and deliver.
On
the information
available
to date
we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding foul
water infrastructure capability in relation to this site, however development should utilise
sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) unless there are practical reasons for not doing so,
and should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates and ensure that surface water run-off is managed

HC95

HE80

Morgan Smith Electronics, 126 Great North Road

Onslow St Audreys School

Hatfield

Hatfield

17

71

2015 new sites

2015 new sites

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.
Where development is being proposed within 15m of a pumping station, the developer or local
authority should liaise with Thames Water to consider whether an odour and / or noise and / or
vibration impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and potential planning
application submission. Any impact assessment would determine whether the proposed
development would result in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers
would be located in close proximity to a pumping station.
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.

HE98

Citroen Garage, Great North Road

Hatfield

53

2015 new sites

HS91

Land rear of Filbert Close (Former Hazelgrove School)

Hatfield

48

2015 new sites

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

WG90

Unit 3 Travellers Close

Welham Green

23

2015 new sites

Han91

Land at Gosling Sports Club

Welwyn Garden City

250

2015 new sites

On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding
wastewater
infrastructure
capability
in relation
to this Services
site.
We
have significant
concerns
regarding
Wastewater
in relation to this site. Specifically,
the wastewater network capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand
anticipated from this development. Significant drainage infrastructure is likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity

How92

Woodside Centre, The Commons

Welwyn Garden City

29

2015 new sites

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

Pea96

Former Argos Site, Bessemer Road

Welwyn Garden City

265

2015 new sites

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

649

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.

Pea97

Norton Building, Bridge Road East

Welwyn Garden City

143

2015 new sites

Pea98

Welwyn Garden City Fire Station

Welwyn Garden City

23

2015 new sites

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

Sh91

15 Digswell Park Road

Welwyn Garden City

11

2015 new sites

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

WE90

Entech House, London Road

Woolmer Green

82

2015 new sites

650

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the
wastewater network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated
from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around
18 months to 3 years to design and deliver.

SHLAA2 Review 2014 -2015 - New Sites - updated 29 October 2015
SHLAA2
Site Address Settlement
Capacity
Reference
Cuf3 (plus land
in Broxbourne)

South side
Cuffley Hill

BrP30

rear of 10-18
Mymms Drive

BrP31

r/o 70 Georges
Wood Road

BrP7 extended

Hat15

Hawkshead
Road

Symonshyde
village

Hertfordshire Ecology - Sites Comments
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: none. Other features: Three quarters arable,
one quarter grassland (part amenity, part rough?) with trees and scrub. East side is close to / bordered by Cuffley Brook. Protected
species: potential for breeding birds and possible bats in trees. Opportunities: Buffer brook and ensure wildlife corridor remains.
Ecological sensitivity: arable - none; grass/trees - low / local. Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of
habitats to assess value.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: within 50m of Local Wildlife site Gobions
Wood Central (reference: 79/001/01/01), and adjacent to Ecosite Gobions Wood Fields (reference: 79/001/02). Other features:
grassland bordered on western side by Ray Brook and wooded boundaries. Protected species: potential for birds in trees. On limit
of Great crested newt roaming range from known breeding pond - therefore present considered low. Opportunities: maintain /
enhance brook and hedgerow as wildlife corridors. Ecological sensitivity: none known. Fundamental ecological constraint:
Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of habitats to assess value.

Cuffley

205

Brookmans
Park

30

Brookmans
Park

4

Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: adjacent to Local Wildlife Site George's Wood
(reference: 79/012). Other features: Garden site. Protected species: potential for breeding birds. Opportunities: Limited. Buffer
with adjacent Local Wildlife Site. Ecological sensitivity: low. Fundamental ecological constraint: none.

Little Heath

55

Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: none. Other features: agricultural grassland
(sheep grazed). Protected species: unlikely. Opportunities: Enhance hedgerow on southern boundary. Ecological sensitivity: low.
Fundamental ecological constraint: low / local loss of grassland habitat.

1410

Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Adjacent to three Local Wildlife Sites (which
all have ancient woodland origins) - Titnol's Wood (reference: 56/005), Symondshyde Great Wood (reference: 56/006) and Long
Spring and Long Grove Plantation (reference: 57/029). Other features: Largely arable with some hedgerows / strips of trees and
clustered trees. Symondshyde Farm is within Hat 15. Protected species: Bats have been recorded in Dogsheart Spring which is
within Hat15; potential for nesting birds, including farmland birds; potential for bats in buildins and trees.. Opportunities: Buffer Local
Wildlife Sites, and mature woodland / copse / hedgerows. Large site, therefore potential for biodiversity enhancements. Ecological
sensitivity: low apart from trees (?birds, ?bats). Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of habitats to
assess value. If farm buildings are to be affected, surveys needs to include bats and birds.

Hatfield

WeG11

Marshmoor
Lane

Welham
Green

20

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

Welham
Green

65

WeG13

The Rookery
Café

Welham
Green

10

Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. This area was part of a nearby grassland Local Wildlife Site until the boundary was
revised in 2011 to remove this degraded and ecologically-poorsection. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Within 50m of
"Marshmoor Lane Grassland Strip" Local Wildlife Site (reference: 69/038). Other features: Mainly bare ground, bordered by
hedgerows. Protected species: unlikely, expect potential for nesting birds in bordering trees. Opportunities: low due to size and
nature of site. Ecological sensitivity: low. Fundamental ecological constraint: none.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Adjacent to Local Wildlife Site "Grasslands N.
of Parsonage Road" (reference: 69/040). Other features: grassland (probably horse grazed), some bordering scrub and trees to the
east and north, a pond and surrounding vegetation, buildings and sheds including stables and associated hardstanding and manege
on western and northern sides. Protected species: potential for Great crested newts in bordering vegetation but slightly beyond
accepted 250 roaming limit; potential for nesting birds in trees and buildings. Opportunities: buffer with adjacent Local Wildlife Site;
wildlife corridors. Ecological sensitivity: probably low. Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of
habitats to assess value. Assess potential for Great crested newts. If buildings are to be affected, surveys needs to include bats
and birds.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Opposite Local Wildlife Site, Millward's Park
(reference: 69/010), which is also an Ancient Woodland Inventory site. Other features: Hardstanding, building. Protected species:
potential for bats in building. Opportunities: low due to size and nature of site. Ecological sensitivity:none. Fundamental ecological
constraint: none, unless potential for bats found.

651

WeG14

1-2 Railway
Cottages,
Marshmoor
Lane

Welham
Green

4

WeG15

Potterells Farm

Welham
Green

175

WeG8

New Barnfield

Welham
Green

66

Wel14

Linces Farm

Welwyn

120

Welwyn

60

Wel15

Wel16

WGC10

WGC6

Fulling Mill
Lane

School Lane

Welwyn

Welwyn
62 The Crossway, Garden City

East of Digswell
Hill

315

Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Adjacent to Local Wildlife Site "Marshmoor
Lane Grassland Strip" (reference: 69/038). Other features: residence and garden. Protected species: potential for nesting birds in
trees. Opportunities: low due to size and nature of site. Ecological sensitivity: none. Fundamental ecological constraint: none.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: none. Other features: Largely arable,
includes Potterells Farm with associated buildings / sheds, hardstanding; some small paddocks, a copse, amenity grass / garden,
Protected species: potential for bats and birds. Opportunities: Limited. Ecological sensitivity: none. Fundamental ecological
constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of habitats to assess value. Assess potential for Great crested newts. If buildings are
to be affected, surveys needs to include bats and birds.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site:Adjacent to "Grasslands N. of Parsonage
Road" Local Wildlife Site (reference: 69/040). Other features: Grassland (amenity and rough), scrub, ponds, buildings - mixed
habitats. Protected species: potential for Great crested newts, breeding birds, possibly bats. Opportunities: Buffer Local Wildlife
Site, GI links to ponds, scrub, etc. Ecological sensitivity: local. Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal
of habitats to assess value. Assess potential for Great crested newts. If buildings are to be affected, surveys needs to include bats
and birds.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: none. Other features: arable. Protected
species: none. Opportunities: none. Ecological sensitivity: none. Fundamental ecological constraint: none.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: Ecosite "Grassland S. of Singlers Marsh" (reference: 43/058). Recognised sites adjacent /
close to Site: Opposite "Singlers Marsh / Fulling Mill Meadow" Local Wildlife Site (reference: 43/005), and adjacent to an Ecosite
"Cemetery in Welwyn" (reference: 43/053). Other features: neutral grassland, rank in places, Borders with mature trees /
hedgerows. Protected species: Potential for nesting birds. Opportunities: Buffer with adjacent Ecosite. Ecological sensitivity: none.
Fundamental ecological constraint: none apparent.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: adjacent to Local Wildlife Site: Rectory Wood
(Ayot St Peter) (our reference: 43/046), which is also an Ancient Wooldand Inventory site. There is a small Ecosite adjacent to part
of the NW 'corner' - "School Lane Site, north of Rectory Wood" (reference: 43/069) with trees and shrubs. Other features: arable.
Protected species: unlikely, but badgers possible, especially in SW near Rectory Wood. Opportunities: Buffer with adjacent Local
Wildlife Site and Ecosite. Ecological sensitivity: none. Fundamental ecological constraint: none.
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: Adjacent to Local Wildlife Site Sandybottom
Wood (reference: 43/003). Other features: grassland, scattered trees, buildings associated with number 62. Protected species:
potential for nesting birds, bats possible in buildings. Opportunities: Buffer woodland Local Wildlife Site, enhance woodland corridor
links. Ecological sensitivity: none. Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal of habitats to assess value.
50 Assess potential for Great crested newts. If buildings are to be affected, surveys needs to include bats and birds.
Previous
comments:
Recognised ecology sites within Site: none
Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: adjacent to two County Wildlife Sites - Malm's Wood (our reference: 57/017) and
Sandybottom Wood (our reference: 43/003).
Other features: grassland, scattered trees, bare ground, wooded bank bordering A1(M), scrub.
Protected species: Badgers in the area. Probably birds in trees.
Opportunities: moderate for grassland and woodland creation due to surrounding habitats.
Ecological sensitivity: low to locally moderate
Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological Appraisal to assess habitat value. Badger survey needed.
WGC6 East of Digswell Hill Herts Ecology acknowledge the planning considerations outlined for this less favourable site, and would
be supportive of no development in this location. This would have a negative impact on the network of Local Wildlife Sites in this
area, increasing their effective fragmentation and also isolation of Sherrardspark Wood SSSI, now bordered by WGC and the A1.
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Recognised ecology sites within Site: none. Recognised sites adjacent / close to Site: none. Other features: Buildings / sheds
(?farm or workshops), hardstanding, amenity grass / garden, large pond and surrounding vegetation, mixed trees and scrub, bare
ground / disturbed ground. Protected species: Potential for nesting birds, possibly bats. Opportunities: Enhance woody wildlife
corridor across the site. Ecological sensitivity: loss of mixed trees. Fundamental ecological constraint: Preliminary Ecological
Appraisal of habitats to assess value. Assess potential for Great crested newts. If buildings are to be affected, surveys needs to
include bats and birds.
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-----Original Message----From: Anita Parry [mailto:Anita.Parry@hertfordshire.gov.uk] On Behalf Of Ecology
Sent: 09 December 2015 12:04
To: Rob Webster
Subject: RE: WH Local Plan - New Sites - update HE80
Hi Rob,
Well spotted yourself! I think my Wildlife Sites layers 'glitched' at the point of checking this one...
I have updated my response for this site:
*
HE80 Onslow St Audreys School, Hatfield. Bat records from the school grounds.
Bat assessment of buildings if proposed for demolition / renovation. Amenity grass and car parks of
no eco value. Adjacent to Local Wildlife Site: Howe Dell/Stream Woods (reference: 69/005) which is
considered to be ancient woodland (it is on old maps), although it is not listed in the Ancient
Woodland Inventory. The bottom half of Howe Dell/Stream Woods is also designated as a Local
Nature Reserve, however this part should not be directly affected by any development at HE80. I
recommend a buffer with this woodland habitat against any development.
Let me know if there is anything else I can check for you.
Regards,
Anita
Anita Parry BSc, MSc
Ecology Advisor
Hertfordshire Ecology
Environmental Resource Planning
Postal Point CHN109
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
t: 01992 556149

Providing ecological advice to Hertfordshire's Local Authorities and communities -----Original
Message----From: Rob Webster [mailto:r.webster@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 08 December 2015 10:33
To: Anita Parry
Subject: RE: WH Local Plan - New Sites - update
Hi Anita,
The owner of the Argos Site has withdrawn it as a housing option - I'm impressed by your diligence in
spotting it amongst the sites online and commenting anyway though! There is currently a planning
application on site for alternative uses (retail and mixed commercial) - unsure if we'd have consulted
you on it, but if not those comments might be of interest to the case officer.
Thanks for coming back so quickly on all of these anyway - much appreciated.

654

There is one of the sites where I wondered about impacts but I see you haven't specifically
commented on the issue - HE80 appears to be adjacent to the north end of Wildlife Site 80. Would
that have a bearing on anything?
Much appreciated.
Rob
________________________________
From: Anita Parry <Anita.Parry@hertfordshire.gov.uk>
Sent: 08 December 2015 10:16
To: Rob Webster
Subject: RE: WH Local Plan - New Sites - update
Dear Rob,
I've decided to change one of my comments from last night (it was getting late...). This was an
'extra' site that I added to the list anyway, so maybe not an issue (?).
Rather than a bat assessment for any application at the Argos Depot, I think a Bat caution is more
appropriate, especially as that is what I advised on 8 July 2015 for: Application ID:
N6/2015/1298/MA; Location: Former Argos Direct Distribution Depot, 1 Bessemer Road
Description: Erection of building for either a flexible B2 or B8 use or as a vehicle accident and repair
building with ancillary office accommodation, car parking, service and storage yard, external works
and land

Therefore:
*
Pea96 Argos site, Bessemer Road, Welwyn Garden City. Industrial / warehouse building. Sick
bat from Argos Warehouse in 1992 - however it may have been a 'one-off' (?). No eco constraints
envisaged, bat caution.
Best wishes
Anita
Anita Parry BSc, MSc
Ecology Advisor
Hertfordshire Ecology
Environmental Resource Planning
Postal Point CHN109
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
t: 01992 556149
Providing ecological advice to Hertfordshire's Local Authorities and communities

From: Anita Parry On Behalf Of Ecology
Sent: 07 December 2015 19:37
To: 'r.webster@welhat.gov.uk'
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Subject: RE: WH Local Plan - New Sites
Hello Rob,
I've annotated your list below. As expected we don't have many records or habitats for these sites
themselves, however, bats (and birds) are the main issues / potential issues; and occasionally
reptiles if rough ground or railways, etc. are nearby.
I hope this helps and please do not hesitate to get back to me if you need anything further.
regards
Anita
Anita Parry BSc, MSc
Ecology Advisor
Hertfordshire Ecology
Environmental Resource Planning
Postal Point CHN109
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
t: 01992 556149
Providing ecological advice to Hertfordshire's Local Authorities and communities

From: Rob Webster [mailto:r.webster@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 December 2015 11:03
To: Anita Parry
Subject: FW: WH Local Plan - New Sites
Anita,
Sorry to trouble you further - we additionally require some comments on urban sites. I suspect in a
lot of cases you won't have anything too substantive to say, but wanted to give you the opportunity
to tell us that.
Existing sites (Which you mostly haven't seen because they were too small to appear in the Local
Plan Consultation Document)
*
HC11 Meridian House, The Common, Hatfield (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8571&p=0) No records. 1 flat roofed building. No
known issues - Bat assessment or caution (?).
*
HW100 Highview (Hilltop) SPD Site, Hatfield (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8573&p=0) No records. Numerous buildings.
Would recommend bat assessment. No other eco constraints likely.
*
Han12 1-2 Longcroft Green and Land to the south, Welwyn Garden City (Maps and details
here - http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8582&p=0) One dwelling / garden. No
records. Backs onto woody banks of railway line. Would recommend bat assessment if proposed for
demolition. Nesting bird caution for site clearance.
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*
Han40 Town Centre North SPD Site, Welwyn Garden City (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8582&p=0) No records. Amenity grounds and car
parking. Nesting bird caution for site clearance. No other eco issues likely.
*
Hol06/20/21 Land around the Beehive PH, Welwyn Garden City (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8583&p=0) Gardens. No records. Nesting bird
caution for site clearance. No other eco issues likely.
*
Sh08 Land at the end of Sewells, Welwyn Garden City (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8587&p=0) Rough ground, close to woody strip
along railway line. No records. Potential for reptiles depending on exact nature of ground - reptile
survey? Nesting bird caution for site clearance if trees / scrub to be removed.

New sites (Maps and details for all sites here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=10461&p=0)
*
No95 Sopers Road Industrial Area, Cuffley No records. Numerous industrial units. Woody
banks of railway line directly on west boundary, open / rough ground to east with Cuffley Brook
nearby. Would recommend bat assessment if buildings to be demolished. Reptiles / birds unlikely
to be affected unless bank vegetation affected.
*
HC94 Fire Station, Wellfield Road, Hatfield Residential. No records. Bat and Bird caution.
Possible bat assessment?
*
HC95 Morgan Smith Electronics, 126 Great North Road, Hatfield No records. Expect limited
eco interest. Railway bank with trees / scrub to east. Nesting bird caution for site clearance if trees
to be removed.
*
HE80 Onslow St Audreys School, Hatfield. Bat records from the school grounds. Bat
assessment of buildings if proposed for demolition / renovation. Amenity grass and car parks of no
eco value. No other constraints likely.
*
HE98 Citroen Garage, Great North Road, Hatfield No records. Large flat roofed building and
hardstanding. Bat caution (Bat assessment?).
*
HS91 Land rear of Filbert Close (Former Hazelgrove School playing fields), Hatfield. No
records. Adjacent to recreation ground which is an Herts Ecology database site 'Ecosite'. This plot
looks like rough ground with trees and scrub. Potential for birds, reptiles, possibly bats, therefore
Preliminary Ecological Assessment advised to ascertain ecological value of site.
*
WG90 Unit 3, Travellers Close, Welham Green. No records. Industrial unit. No eco interest
expected. Bat caution.
*
Han91 Land at Gosling Sports Club, Welwyn Garden City. No records. Land looks rough
ground with grassland, trees and scrub. Potential for birds, bats, reptiles, therefore Preliminary
Ecological Assessment advised to ascertain ecological value of site.
*
How92 Woodside Centre, The Commons, Welwyn Garden City. No records. Adjacent to The
Commons Local Nature Reserve and Local Wildlife Site. Buffer to adjacent habitats needed if site to
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be developed. Multi-roofed building(s) and amenity grassland. However, would recommend bat
assessment as adjacent to important ecology site.
*
Pea96 Argos site, Bessemer Road, Welwyn Garden City. Industrial / warehouse building. Sick
bat from Argos Warehouse in 1992 - however it may have been a 'one-off' (?). No eco constraints
envisaged, but may be wise to carry out bat assessment if proposed for demolition.
*
Pea97 Norton Building, Bridge Road East, Welwyn Garden City. Bat record from building. Bat
assessment recommended.
*
Pea98 Fire Station, Bridge Road East, Welwyn Garden City. No records. Building and amenity
grounds. Bat caution / assessment?
*
Sh91 15 Digswell Park Road, Welwyn Garden City. No records. Dwelling and garden. Plenty of
mature trees nearby. Bat assessment if proposed for demolition. Nesting bird caution for site
clearance.
*
WE90 Entech House, London Road, Woolmer Green. No records. Industrial units(s). site
includes area of woodland to the east of Entech house - may be important for birds and bats.
Bordered by mixed hedgerows, open countryside on three sides (beyond roads). Bats and badgers
in the area. Advise Preliminary Ecological Assessment advised to ascertain ecological value of site.
Nesting bird caution for site clearance.
I'd be grateful if you can get back to me by Friday 18th - hopefully that's OK. That said, if you have
any serious concerns with any of these sites it would be useful to have an idea beforehand. Let me
know what's possible.
Very grateful for your help!

Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk<http://www.welhat.gov.uk> | Twitter
@WelHatCouncil<https://twitter.com/WelHatCouncil>

From: Anita Parry On Behalf Of Ecology
Sent: 27 November 2015 16:44
To: 'Carol Hyland'; Ecology
Cc: Planning Policy; Martin Hicks
Subject: RE: WH Local Plan - New Sites
Dear Carol,
Please find attached our comments on the newly proposed sites.
Regards.
Anita
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Anita Parry BSc, MSc
Ecology Advisor
Hertfordshire Ecology
Environmental Resource Planning
Postal Point CHN109
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
t: 01992 556149
Providing ecological advice to Hertfordshire's Local Authorities and communities

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 30 October 2015 17:08
To: Ecology
Cc: Planning Policy
Subject: WH Local Plan - New Sites
Importance: High
Dear Martin and Anita,
Earlier this year, in response to the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan consultation, you very helpfully
provided comments on a number of sites.
We have now received a number of newly promoted sites which we are now assessing for their
suitability, availability and deliverability for housing. It would be very helpful if you could provide
comments on a number of these sites (in a similar vein to your earlier approach).
I have attached a spreadsheet listing all the sites concerned and below is a link to our website where
you will be able to find a pack of location plans which should contain each of the sites listed.
New Sites - maps can be viewed on this page of our website:
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/localplanbackground
Would you be able to let me know as soon as possible if you are likely to be in a position to provide
us with your comments by the end of November please?
Thanks for all your help.
Kind Regards.
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>
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-----Original Message----From: Anita Parry [mailto:Anita.Parry@hertfordshire.gov.uk]
Sent: 07 January 2016 12:19
To: Rob Webster
Subject: RE: Ecology comments regarding bats etc on small urban sites
Dear Rob,
I have spoken with colleagues and have come up with a number of points which should, hopefully,
explain the/our position and cover the relevant issues.
1). The principle guidance remains that LPAs need to consider Protected Species as a Material
consideration when determining planning applications. Given the possibility of any such species
anywhere – although there are obviously some more likely situations than others – the fundamental
guidance is that surveys should be undertaken when there is a reasonable likelihood of a species
being present and affected by the development. (para 99 Circular 05/06). Similarly BS 42020:2013
Section 5.5 states “The work involved in preparing and implementing all ecological surveys, impact
assessments and measures for avoidance, mitigation, compensation and enhancement should be
proportionate to the predicted degree of risk to biodiversity and the nature and scale of the
proposed development. Consequently the decision-maker should only request supporting
information and conservation measures that are relevant, necessary and material to the application
in question”. 6.1.1 also re-affirms this, stating “The level of information submitted to fulfil validation
requirements should be necessary, relevant and proportionate to the development”.
2). Given each application is different, standard responses can only generate bland guidance of
limited direct value to any given application. Natural England’s Standing Advice does not give any
direct guidance to any particular situation and will never provide a planner with a decision – but it
isn’t designed to. Consequently anything else will invariably always necessitate a judgement –
consistent with best practice - to determine how this is practically expressed or expected in day-today planning applications, following national and local policy guidance.
3).Virtually all applications could require surveys as clearly no-one will know what might be present
without actually looking - unless there is good existing data. This could be a generic policy decision however this also depends on the impact of the development. Is this reasonable, given the
parameters outlined above, to take this approach? Our view thus far has been no, generating the
bespoke judgements.
4). All demolitions (or major roof works or hanging tiles etc.) could have the potential to impact on
bats, for obvious reasons. The likelihood of them being present can only be guessed at using existing
general guidance, but this will NOT ensure compliance in every case – but that is a risk and one that
needs to be recognised. Bats have occurred in flat roofed modern buildings with external features,
modern warehouses and small garages – places not considered typical for them
5). However we should also recognise that the purpose of conservation is to conserve distributions
and sizes of populations, not necessarily every single individual in every conceivable situation although of course the legal protection still applies and needs to be applied. The issue then revolves
on what it is reasonable for a LPA to demonstrate it has considered in making such requests for
information in order to comply with its statutory obligations.
6). So, over and above our judgements, any situation where a building is going to be materially
affected to any extent and includes some recognisable potential for bats, an informative in every
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case would at least raise this issue, over and above any specific advice on the need for a survey. This
is not onerous or necessarily unreasonable. Whilst it is true that a demolition of a new building in
an urban area is not likely to represent a significant risk, the LPA is not asking for a survey by use of
the Informative. Only where a judgement is required on this would this raise the opportunity for the
need for further consideration of survey potential.
7). Too many cautions (Informatives) may devalue the intention; however too many unnecessary
surveys will do the same at least in some eyes (although at least some evidence will be available).
8). We also need to remember that given the existence of legislation, species remain protected and
this should take precedence when or if encountered in a development, whether or not an LPA has
made a correct call. Whilst in reality there are all manner of responses to this, the LPA needs to
demonstrate its own reasonableness in its planning role and as such, to a degree, a generic
informative does this every time, although too much reliance on this alone will have the opposite
effect.
9). The issue is then in what situation will a proposal generate the need to consult ecologists to
advise on whether a survey is likely to be required. This could be informed by some simple guidance
and better information from Herts Environmental Records Centre (the database) to planners although this would not require another judgement from planners, merely a set of ‘rules’ on when
to consult (which incidentally is what has been discussed with LPAs in recent meetings). This gives
Hertfordshire Ecology the opportunity to provide this judgement, resources permitting.
10). Other than the above, there really is no easy solution, it being almost all or nothing.
I hope this helps. Please do not hesitate to get back to us (Martin Hicks would be the best person) if
you need any further assistance,
Regards
Anita
Anita Parry BSc, MSc
Ecology Advisor
Hertfordshire Ecology
Environmental Resource Planning
Postal Point CHN109
Hertfordshire County Council, County Hall, Pegs Lane, Hertford, SG13 8DN
t: 01992 555220
Providing ecological advice to Hertfordshire's Local Authorities and communities

From: Rob Webster [mailto:r.webster@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 04 January 2016 12:24
To: Anita Parry
Subject: Ecology comments regarding bats etc on small urban sites
Hi Anita,
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Sorry to trouble you – this is in response to the comments you provided to us on a number of urban
SHLAA/HELAA sites before Christmas.
Whilst checking the site assessments (which are based on comments from yourself and other
consultees), it’s come as a bit of a surprise that we’re noting caution for bats in cases like the
demolition of a town centre office building. We’ve reached the point where pretty much every site
has some ecology caution/concern – that might be perfectly valid, but I need to provide some
reassurance that we’re not being excessively onerous.
Could you possibly assist – would you suggest that bat caution is indeed necessary for any building
demolition, or are there cases where bat caution might not be necessary?
Many thanks,

Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk<http://www.welhat.gov.uk> | Twitter
@WelHatCouncil<https://twitter.com/WelHatCouncil>
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EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE

Ms Julie Spicer
Planning Policy, Welwyn Hatfield Borough
Council
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
AL8 6AE

Direct Dial: 01223 582775
Our ref: PL00035518

28 February 2017

Dear Ms Spicer
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Potential Housing Site Dig1 at Digswell.
Thank you for contacting us regarding the proposed housing allocation, Dig 1 at
Digswell. We understand that the site, albeit considerably larger (approximately 60
dwellings), was considered in previous iterations of the Local Plan.
In your Housing and Employment Availability Assessment (HELAA) the site was found
to be unsuitable because of its impact on the historic environment, in particular Tewin
Water Registered Park and Garden (grade II listed) and also on Digswell Viaduct
which is grade II* listed.
In our Consultation response on the draft Local Plan in March 2015, we commented,
Dig1 ‘This site abuts the northern boundary of Tewin (grade II Registered Park
and Garden) and the topography of the area would result in development of this
site having an adverse impact to the setting of the Registered Park and
Garden.’
Furthermore, on 17th December 2015, we provided additional comments on this site
and stated that the site
‘lies outside of the registered park and garden so would not result in direct
physical impact and alteration of designated heritage asset. However, Dig1
forms part of the setting of Tewin Water and makes a positive contribution to its
significance. Many of the elements that contribute to the site’s Green Belt value
noted in paragraph B.17 of the January 2015 consultation also contribute to the
site’s heritage value. The site consists of open countryside rising northwards
from the river and overlooks the registered park and garden. There are views of
the site from within the registered park and garden, along the entrance road into
the park from the west. Development of the site would result in harm to the
significance of Tewin Water through change within its setting. Development
would overlook the park and intrude into its setting. The access road would
24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582749
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR). All
information held by the organisation will be accessible in response to an information request, unless one of the exemptions in the FOIA
or EIR applies.
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EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE
probably be provided along the site’s southern boundary immediately next to
the registered area and is likely to have a negative impact.
While this site isn’t as harmful as some, we would prefer other sites to be
brought forward first before this one. It remains a less favourable site from our
perspective and the council would have to demonstrate that it meets the tests of
soundness to be allocated. This includes the impacts on the historic
environment.’

The site was not included in the Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission Document
published in August 2016.
However, Historic England welcomed reference to the character appraisal and
reference to the Digswell Viaduct at paragraph 19.2. and suggested the minor
modification to read Preserve Protect and enhance the setting of the Grade II* listed
Digswell Viaduct.
We understand that you have now received a proposal for a smaller development of
between 20 and 30 dwellings on the southern portion of the site from the developer
and contacted us for our view on this proposed smaller allocation.
Whilst the size of the proposed allocation is considerably reduced, the development
would still abut the northern boundary of Tewin Registered Park and Garden. The site
forms part of the setting of Tewin Water and makes a positive contribution to its
significance. The site access would still be provided along the sites southern boundary
immediately next to the registered park and would be likely to have a negative impact.
In addition, development of this site would still affect the setting of the Digswell
Viaduct.
In conclusion, Historic England consider that the smaller site would still have an impact
upon the historic environment; both the setting of Tewin Water RPG and Digswell
Viaduct. We continue to have reservations about the allocation of this site on these
grounds.
Finally, we should like to stress that this opinion is based on the information provided
by the Council in its consultation. To avoid any doubt, this does not affect our
obligation to provide further advice and, potentially, object to specific proposals, which
may subsequently arise where we consider that these would have an adverse effect
upon the historic environment.
We trust this is helpful as you consider the proposal. Should you have any queries,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582749
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR). All
information held by the organisation will be accessible in response to an information request, unless one of the exemptions in the FOIA
or EIR applies.
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EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE
Yours sincerely,

Debbie Mack
Historic Environment Planning Adviser, Planning Group
Debbie.Mack@HistoricEngland.org.uk

24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582749
HistoricEngland.org.uk
Historic England is subject to the Freedom of Information Act. 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental Information Regulations 2004 (EIR). All
information held by the organisation will be accessible in response to an information request, unless one of the exemptions in the FOIA
or EIR applies.
666

-----Original Message----From: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom [mailto:Tom.Gilbert-Wooldridge@HistoricEngland.org.uk]
Sent: 17 December 2015 11:33
To: Carol Hyland
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments
Dear Carol
Development at Dig1 would not be the same as development at Dig5. It lies outside of the
registered park and garden so would not result in direct physical impact and alteration of designated
heritage asset. However, Dig1 forms part of the setting of Tewin Water and makes a positive
contribution to its significance. Many of the elements that contribute to the site’s Green Belt value
noted in paragraph B.17 of the January 2015 consultation also contribute to the site’s heritage value.
The site consists of open countryside rising northwards from the river and overlooks the registered
park and garden. There are views of the site from within the registered park and garden, along the
entrance road into the park from the west. Development of the site would result in harm to the
significance of Tewin Water through change within its setting. Development would overlook the park
and intrude into its setting. The access road would probably be provided along the site’s southern
boundary immediately next to the registered area and is likely to have a negative impact.
While this site isn’t as harmful as some (e.g. Dig5), we would prefer other sites to be brought
forward first before this one. It remains a less favourable site from our perspective and the council
would have to demonstrate that it meets the tests of soundness to be allocated. This includes the
impacts on the historic environment.
I hope this helps
Regards
Tom
PS – I neglected to mention earlier that we have also been contacted by consultants representing a
number of potential site allocations. This includes BrP7 at Little Heath, BrP9 and 10 at Friday Grove
and the Skimpans Farm site at Welham Green. The local plan is definitely keeping us busy!

Tom Gilbert-Wooldridge | Historic Environment Planning Adviser Direct Line: 01223 582775
Mobile: 07826 532954
Email: tom.gilbert-wooldridge@historicengland.org.uk<mailto:tom.gilbertwooldridge@historicengland.org.uk>
Historic England | East of England Office
24 Brooklands Avenue | Cambridge | CB2 8BU
We have launched four new, paid-for Enhanced Advisory Services, providing enhancements to our
existing free planning and listing services. For more information on the new Enhanced Advisory
Services as well as our free services go to our website: HistoricEngland.org.uk/EAS

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 02 December 2015 13:13
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To: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom
Cc: Julie Spicer
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments
Dear Tom,
Many thanks for all your comments – very much appreciated.
Just I just ask for a little more assistance please.
In the new sites comments, you are quite specific about the impact of Dig5 on the RHPG.
Another site, Dig1 was addressed in your previous comments but are you able to indicate in any
further detail what you would consider the adverse impact would be as a result of development at
Dig1. You do not appear to be concluding that Dig1 should not be allocated in the Local Plan – is
that correct?

Dig1
This site abuts the northern boundary of Tewin (grade II Registered Park and Garden) and the
topography of the area would result in development of this site having an adverse impact to the
setting of the Registered Park and Garden.
Many Thanks,

Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

From: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom [mailto:Tom.Gilbert-Wooldridge@HistoricEngland.org.uk]
Sent: 27 November 2015 14:27
To: Carol Hyland
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments
Dear Carol
Please find attached our comments on the additional sites. I hope they are of assistance.
Kind regards
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Tom

From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 30 October 2015 16:01
To: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom
Cc: eastplanningpolicy
Subject: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments
Dear Tom,
Earlier this year, in response to the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan consultation, you very helpfully
provided comments on a number of sites.
We have received a number of newly promoted sites which we are now assessing for their
suitability, availability and deliverability for housing. We would be extremely grateful if you could
provide comments on these sites (in a similar vein to your earlier approach). We also have a two
existing sites where we do not seem to have received comments from you (WeG1 and WeG2) as well
three adjoining sites which are being promoted for employment uses (Hat8, 9 and 10) – see tables
below.
I have provided some links to our website where you will be able to find packs of location plans
which contain each of the sites listed.
Could you let me know as soon as possible if you are likely to be in a position to provide us with your
comments by the end of November please?
Thanks for all your help.
Kind Regards.
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk>

Existing sites – maps can be viewed on this page of our website:
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=9704&p=0
SHLAA2 Reference
Site Address
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Settlement
Capacity
LPC status
Historic England Comments
Hat8 (9, 10)
Land at Roehyde
Hatfield
0
Request
WeG1
Welham Manor House
Welham Green
10
MF
Request
WeG2
Welham Manor grounds
Welham Green
15
MF
Request

New Sites – maps can be viewed on this page of our website:
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/localplanbackground
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SHLAA2 Reference
Site Address
Settlement
Capacity
Historic England Comments
BrP30
rear of 10-18 Mymms Drive
Brookmans Park
30
Request
Cuf3 (plus land in Broxbourne)
South side Cuffley Hill
Cuffley
205
Request
Dig5
Adjacent 76 Hertford Road
Digswell
75
Request
Hat15
Symonshyde village
Hatfield
1410
Request
BrP7 extended
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Hawkshead Road
Little Heath
55
Request
WeG8
New Barnfield
Welham Green
66
Request
WeG11
Marshmoor Lane
Welham Green
20
Request
WeG12
Pooleys Lane
Welham Green
65
Request
WeG13
The Rookery Café
Welham Green
10
Request
WeG14
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1-2 Railway Cottages, Marshmoor Lane
Welham Green
4
Request
WeG15
Potterells Farm
Welham Green
175
Request
Wel14
Linces Farm
Welwyn
120
Request
Wel15
Fulling Mill Lane
Welwyn
60
Request
Wel16
School Lane
Welwyn
315
Request
WGC9
Warrengate Farm, Bericot Green

673

Welwyn Garden City
70
Request
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EAST OF ENGLAND
Colin Haigh
Head of Planning
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

Our ref:
Your ref:

HD/P 5260

Telephone

01223 582775

By email only
18 March 2015
Dear Mr Haigh
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Consultation (including Sustainability
Appraisal Report and Infrastructure Delivery Plan)
Thank you for your email dated 22 January consulting English Heritage on the
above document. We would like to make the following comments:
Section 2: The Emerging Core Strategy
We note paragraph 2.4 which states that apart from Policies CS2, CS3, CS4
and CS19, the Council intends to carry forward the remaining strategic
policies from the 2012 Core Strategy consultation into the final version of the
Local Plan. Our response to the Core Strategy consultation requested
changes to a number of policies, and it is not clear whether these have been
addressed (other than under the category of “minor changes to improve
wording”). Clarification would be welcomed.
Section 3: Policy CS2 – Meeting the Needs for Growth
Housing
The consultation document suggests an increase in annual housing delivery
for the Borough, as well as the need to provide for a specific number of gypsy
and traveller pitches and care home bed-spaces. We do not have a view on
exact figures, but it will require a careful and detailed analysis of locations to
ensure that distribution of all housing is appropriate. The historic environment
is a critical factor in this analysis in terms of considering the ability of sites and
locations to accommodate new housing without undue harm to heritage
assets. We hope that through the Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA) that heritage impacts
are properly considered when assessing sites.
Employment

BROOKLANDS 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582700 Facsimile 01223 582701
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Any proposed change of use for existing designated employment areas
should take into account potential impacts on the historic environment. These
impacts could be positive and/or negative depending on the location and
significance of any affected heritage asset.
Section 5: Policy CS4 – Green Belt
We note the discussion regarding green belt boundaries and safeguarded
land in paragraphs 5.1 to 5.13. Although a separate planning issue in its own
right, green belt is relevant to the historic environment, as it can help to
conserve the significance of heritage assets through the control of
development within their setting. The redrawing of green belt boundaries and
safeguarded land will need to consider the impact on the historic environment.
In terms of larger strategic housing sites released from the Green Belt, we
consider that large areas of open space that form part of the overall
masterplan should remain in the Green Belt, as it provides greater clarity over
the function and appearance of land (see paragraph 81 of the NPPF). It is an
approach that has been followed in other locations such as larger housing
sites on the edge of Cambridge. In the case of Panshanger Aerodrome for
example, this approach would help to provide a clearly defined buffer for
heritage assets, particularly the registered park and garden of Panshanger.
Section 7: Policy CS19 – Strategic Green Infrastructure
We note the intention for a new policy on strategic green infrastructure. This
policy should address historic environment issues relating to green
infrastructure. Heritage assets can benefit from green infrastructure proposals
and can be green infrastructure assets in themselves (e.g. archaeological
sites, historic parks and gardens and open spaces within conservation areas
and the grounds of listed buildings). The indicative links shown in Figure 2
connect heritage assets such as Hatfield Park and Panshanger Park.
Section 8: Spatial Policies
We note the intention to review amendments to the visions and objectives for
Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield based on consultation responses. We hope
that our comments on the previous consultation will be taken into account in
any review.
We also note the intention to continue to include site specific policies for
strategic locations of approximately 500 or more dwellings. While larger sites
tend to require the greatest level of detail, this does not mean that smaller
sites should be excluded from site specific policies. They often have specific
issues that need to be addressed, including heritage assets. Paragraph 157
of the National Planning Policy Framework requires Local Plans to provide
detail with site allocations where appropriate (fifth bullet point), with the
Planning Practice Guidance stating “where sites are proposed for allocation,
sufficient detail should be given to provide clarity to developers, local
communities and other interests about the nature and scale of development
BROOKLANDS 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE CB2 8BU
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(addressing the ‘what, where, when and how’ questions)” (PPG Reference ID:
12-010-20140306).
Section 9: Approach to Site Selection
We have provided separate overarching comments on site selection in
response to the Sustainability Appraisal Report (Appendix 2). We hope that
the selection of housing, employment and retail sites has properly considered
historic environment impacts.
Clarification is needed for the terms “more favourable”, “finely balanced” and
“less favourable” housing sites, in order to better understand the reasons why
a particular site is classified in a particular way.
We note the intention to designate wildlife sites within the Local Plan, but
there is no reference to historic environment designations. There are
designated heritage assets, including conservation areas, but also nondesignated heritage assets (such as local historic parks and gardens). Other
Hertfordshire districts/boroughs identify areas of archaeological importance
based on information from the county council’s archaeology team including
the Historic Environment Record.
We require clarification on historic
environment designations, including archaeology.
Section 10: Welwyn Garden City
Within existing settlement boundaries
Sites Hal02, Hal03, Pea08, Pea24, Pea94, Hol19 and Hol100, Pan01 and
Pan02
English Heritage is satisfied that development/redevelopment of these sites
for residential use would not adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and we do not wish to comment in detail on these sites.
Sites Han15 and Han40
These sites are both within the existing Welwyn Garden City conservation
area but appropriately scaled and well-designed developments on both these
sites would be capable of meeting the requirement to preserve or enhance the
character or appearance of the conservation area. We have commented
separately on a draft Supplementary Planning Document for the Town Centre
North site and note the intention to roll forward and update Policy TCR4 of the
2005 District Plan.
Site Pea02 (Broadwater Road West)
The mixed use (employment/residential) site Pea02 is immediately adjacent to
the Welwyn Garden City conservation area and contains the grade II listed
former Shredded Wheat factory. There is a further grade II modern
movement listed building immediately to the south of this site. English
Heritage is keen to see the most significant elements of the former Shredded
Wheat factory retained and brought back into suitable use that would then
ensure the future of this important listed building complex, and we have
provided detail guidance on both pre-application proposals for the listed
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building and the redevelopment of the brown field site to the south. We have
no objection to the principle of redevelopment of this site for mixed
employment and residential use, but it will be important to ensure that most
significant elements of the listed factory are retained (including the ‘heroic’
scaled silos), while the scale form massing and disposition of new buildings
will require careful consideration to avoid harm to nearby designated heritage
assets (including long views from the grade I listed Hatfield House). The SA
identifies potential significant negative effects on the historic environment,
which will need to be addressed and mitigated.
Land outside the urban area
Sites WC1 and How24
Development/redevelopment of these sites for residential use would not
adversely impact on any designated heritage assets. We note that site How24
is in relatively close proximity to the Beehive Lane Conservation Area, but the
site is buffered by intervening buildings and, since this is redevelopment of an
existing site, it is unlikely to result in harm to the character or appearance of
the conservation area. However, the southern edge of both these sites would
form the new boundary of Welwyn Garden City with the Green Belt and
careful consideration would need to be given to this edge condition as part of
any development proposals.
Site WGC4 (including Gypsy and Traveller Allocation GTLAA06)
This site incorporates part of a WWII airfield that originally served as a decoy
airfield and factory site representing the de Havilland factory at Hatfield, and
was subsequently used as a training airfield. Last year English Heritage was
asked to consider two of the surviving airfield structures for inclusion on the
national list and conclude that they did not meet the criteria for inclusion.
However, these and a number of other surviving structures on the site may be
of local significance. The LPA will therefore need to assess the value and
local significance of these structures to determine whether some or all should
be retained.
We note that the site has already been considered for
designation as a conservation area, and that the LPA concluded it did not
meet the criteria of special architectural or historic interest as set out in
paragraph 127 of the NPPF. In the event that this site comes forward for
redevelopment, we note that the eastern end of the site is in close proximity
to, and visible from the Grade II* Registered Park and Garden of Panshanger.
Careful consideration would need to be given to the scale of buildings and
boundary treatment in this area, together with the siting of houses in relation
to the northwest edge of the airfield’s plateau and views up from the River
Mimram valley. The SA identifies potential significant negative effects on the
historic environment, which will need to be addressed and mitigated (there is
an error in the mitigation column on page 181).
The 2012 Core Strategy consultation contained a specific policy for this site
(Policy CS15), which we provided comments on. It is not clear whether this
policy will be updated for the next stage of the Local Plan, but it will need to
contain adequate references to the historic environment and landscape. The
same applies to the proposed masterplan.
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There are strategic cross-boundary development issues in this location given
the proximity of East Hertfordshire. With an important heritage asset in the
form of Panshanger registered park and garden affected by these crossboundary issues, we would expect English Heritage (Historic England from 1st
April 2015) to be actively involved in ongoing and constructive duty to
cooperate discussions (please also see our comments relating to Land in East
Hertfordshire). We look forward to such discussions in the near future.
Site WGC5
This is potentially a large allocation for approximately 700 dwellings. We note
there is a grade II listed farmhouse that dates from the late 16 th or early 17th
century (Holwellhyde Farmhouse) immediately adjacent to the northeast
boundary of the allocation and development of this site could result in the
urbanisation of the setting of this farmhouse, divorcing it from open
agricultural land which currently is an intrinsic part of its setting. English
Heritage recommends that should this site be brought forward for
development, consideration is given as to how the setting of Holwellhyde
Farmhouse might be protected, either through a revision to the boundary in
the immediate vicinity of the farmhouse, or through a requirement for public
open space to be used to form a buffer between the farmhouse and the new
housing. Heritage issues should be covered in the policy and masterplan.
The SA fails to identify the proximity of this listed building, which means it
under-estimates the potential effects.
Land in East Herts
We note the depiction of a site in Figure 5 described as “Land Promoted in
East Hertfordshire”. The site boundary is more precise that the broad location
depicted in the East Hertfordshire District Plan Preferred Options consultation
in 2014. In our response to this consultation last year, we highlighted the
number of proposals in the vicinity of Panshanger registered park and garden,
including Panshanger Aerodrome and land promoted by Lafarge Tarmac.
We consider that it is essential that no future iterations of the Local Plans for
both Welwyn Hatfield and East Herts be taken forward until the evidence base
to assess the sensitivity of this area for development has been fully
considered. We therefore request the preparation of a study defining the
significance of Panshanger and how this significance is experienced both
inside and outside the park, to determine the sensitivity and capacity of this
area for development. The study should be carried out with the co operation
of the two local authorities, the relevant landowners and English Heritage, and
should help to inform the content of the Local Plans and any subsequent
masterplanning work.
It is worth noting that one of the Panshanger Aerodrome buildings put forward
for listing by the Borough Council is at the westernmost point of the Land
Promoted in East Hertfordshire site, on the edge of Blackthorn and Rolls
Woods. The decoy site control room was turned down for listing, but retains
some interest in terms of its associations with the wartime aerodrome. We
would expect its significance to be properly understood and addressed by any
development proposals.
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Retail
We provided comments on Policy CS14 relating to Welwyn Garden City Town
Centre, requesting improvements to its wording. It is not clear whether there
have been any changes to this policy since the 2012 consultation, but we
hope that references to the historic environment are enhanced.
Section 11: Hatfield
Within existing settlement boundaries
Sites HE23, HS12, HS31 and HS32
English Heritage is satisfied that development/redevelopment of these sites
for residential use would not adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and we do not wish to comment in detail on them.
Site HE09
This site is in a sensitive location within the Old Hatfield conservation area,
but we note it already has planning permission for residential development. If
the quality of development is similar to that of the recently constructed
housing development to the north of this site, then there is the potential to
enhance the character and appearance of the conservation area.
Mixed Use (Retail Residential) Sites HC100b and HW100
Both these sites are for redevelopment of areas first developed in the postwar period. Site HW100 has the grade II listed Church of St John the
Evangelist (1958-60) immediately adjacent, but this church was specifically
designed for an urban context and appropriately designed redevelopment of
the site would not result in harm to its setting. Site HC100b is visible from
Hatfield House and the scale of any new development would need to be
carefully considered. Over-tall development could adversely impact on the
setting of Hatfield House (grade I listed).
Outside existing settlement boundaries
Sites Hat1 and Hat2
These are large allocations (for 1350 and 1100 houses respectively) but there
are only two designated heritage assets in close proximity. Both are grade II
listed; Old Cottage which lies immediately to the east of site Hat1, and Astwick
Manor which is west of site Hat2. Both these designated assets would retain a
degree of open land adjacent to them, though in the case of Old Cottage
should the Finely Balanced North-eastern part of Site Hat1 also proceed, then
there is there is a greater likelihood that its setting would be harmed. English
Heritage is content for the LPA to assess the potential impact of development
on both these heritage assets and to put in place appropriate measures to
protect their settings. The masterplan for both sites should address heritage
issues, including the above listed buildings. It is not clear why the SA of each
site shows different effects on the historic environment, when the heritage
issues are similar for each.
Urban Open Land
We note the proposed designation of urban open land along Mosquito Way on
the former Hatfield aerodrome site (UOL218). This forms a key part of the
approach past the Grade II* listed hanger, offices, fire station and control
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tower, so we welcome efforts to safeguard the setting and significance of this
important heritage assets.
Section 12: Woolmer Green
Site WGr1
This site has a grade II listed farmhouse (Payne’s Farmhouse) immediately to
the east, but it should be possible to develop this site without causing
unacceptable harm to the significance of the farmhouse. To the west and
northwest of the site are two employment sites, neither of which would
adversely impact on any designated heritage assets
Section 13: Oaklands and Mardley Heath
Site WE01, WN11, OMH5, OMH8 and GTLAA04 (Gypsy and Traveller
Allocation)
None of these sites would adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and therefore English Heritage does not wish to comment in detail on
them.
Section 14: Welwyn
Wel3, Wel4 and Wel11
None of these sites would adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and therefore English Heritage does not wish to comment in detail on
them.
Section 16: Welham Green
Sites WeG3 and WeG10
Site WeG3 is in relatively close proximity to the grade II listed Hope and
Anchor public house, but it should be possible to bring this site forward for
development without adversely impacting on the setting of the listed building.
Site WeG10 is not in close proximity to any designated heritage assets.
English Heritage is therefore satisfied that development/redevelopment of
these two sites for residential use could be undertaken without adversely
impact on the historic environment and we do not wish to comment in detail.
Site WeG6
This site has been identified for up to 70 dwellings. We note there is a grade II
listed farmhouse and grade II listed granary (Skimpans Farm) immediately
adjacent to the northern boundary of the allocation and development of this
site could effectively encircle these listed buildings on three sides, resulting in
the potential to urbanise their setting and divorcing them from open
agricultural land which currently is an intrinsic part of their setting. English
Heritage recommends that should this site be brought forward for
development, consideration is given as to how the setting of Skimpans Farm
might be protected, either through a revision to the boundary in the immediate
vicinity of the farmhouse, or through requiring public open space to be used to
form a buffer between the farm and the new housing. This may have
implications for the capacity of this site.
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GTLAA01, GTLAA02 and GTLAA03 together with Mixed Use Finely Balanced
Sited (employment/residential) WeG4b
In spite of its current partly scruffy appearance, the strip of land between the
southwest boundary of Hatfield House (grade I registered park and garden)
and the railway currently buffers the park from Welham Green. Enhancement
of the landscape quality of this land would also enhance the significance and
setting of the grade I Registered Park and Garden. English Heritage
recommends that further development is not brought forward for this area.
There appears to be inconsistencies in the SA of each site, with GTLAA01
and 02 assessed as potentially significant negative effect on the historic
environment, while GTLAA03 and WeG4b are assessed as minor negative.
We would argue that WeG4b could potentially have a significant negative
effect on the registered park and garden of Hatfield House notwithstanding the
existing A1000.
Section 17: Brookmans Park
Sites BrP14 and BPLH44
English Heritage is satisfied that development/redevelopment of these sites
for residential use would not adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and we do not wish to comment in detail on them.
Section 18: Little Heath
Site BPLH30
English Heritage has no objection to this site coming forward for 5 dwellings,
but it should be noted that there is a grade II listed London Coal Duty Marker
in front of No 57 Heath Road.
Site BrP7
The proximity of Gobions (Grade II Registered Park and Garden) and the
Grade II* listed Folly Arch is an issue that needs to be addressed, but it may
be possible for some development to come forward without causing
unacceptable harm to these designated heritage assets. There should be a
requirement for careful consideration to be given to views to/from Gobions
and the Folly Arch, including retaining and reinforcing the existing hedgerow
and trees along the north-western boundary.
Site LHe1
This site is opposite the grade II listed Osbourne House (a nineteenth century
villa) and the construction of 35 dwellings could have implications for the
setting of the listed building. However if the existing hedgerow is retain and
reinforced as appropriate, it should be possible for this site to come forward
without resulting in harm.
Section 19: Cuffley
Sites Cuf1, Cuf6 and No02
BROOKLANDS 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582700 Facsimile 01223 582701
www english-heritage.org.uk
The National Monuments Record is the public archive of English Heritage
682

English Heritage is satisfied that development/redevelopment of these sites
for residential use would not adversely impact on any designated heritage
assets and we do not wish to comment in detail on them.
Section 20: Major Developed Sites (MDS)
Royal Veterinary College
English Heritage is satisfied that the proposed changes to the MDS boundary
would not result in harm to any designated heritage assets and therefore we
do not wish to comment in detail on the boundary changes.
Section 21: Cemeteries
CEM01 and CEM02
Site CEM02 is in close proximity to the Grade II Registered Park and Garden
of Brocket Hall and the Grade II listed Crooked Chimney Public House. It is
just to the east of the principal avenue that runs south-west to north-east up to
the Grade I listed Brocket Hall, while the Grade II* listed Paine Bridge can be
viewed from the B653 road between the site and the park. Subject to suitable
boundary treatment (especially to the north and west boundaries), location of
access/parking and the landscaped design within the cemetery (including
provision for woodland burial etc) it should be possible to develop a cemetery
on this site without resulting in harm to the setting of the nearby designated
heritage assets. We would wish to advise further on specific proposals, and
would expect the next version of the Local Plan to contain explicit
requirements for this site allocation in relation to the historic environment.
Site CEM01 will not have a significant impact on any designated heritage
assets
Section 22: Development Management Policies
Proposed Development Management Policies
We welcome the proposed inclusion of a development management policy on
heritage assets (SADM7), which should build on and supplement strategic
policies including Policy CS11 (Protection of Critical Assets) and the spatial
policies. Policy CS11 provides an overarching approach to the historic
environment and heritage assets, but given it covers a range of environmental
topics, it does not have much detail (our response to the 2012 consultation
sought a change to the wording of this policy). The spatial policies contain
further detail, but they are site or place specific, meaning that there is still the
need for a more detailed policy on the historic environment and heritage
assets. This would help to address Paragraph 126 of the NPPF which
requires Local Plans to contain a positive strategy for the historic environment.
In terms of the content of a development management policy, we would
expect it to address both designated and non-designated heritage assets
including archaeology and assets of local interest (we would encourage the
production of a local list). It should make clear the process in which planning
applications affecting heritage assets will be assessed, including the provision
BROOKLANDS 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE CAMBRIDGE CB2 8BU
Telephone 01223 582700 Facsimile 01223 582701
www english-heritage.org.uk
The National Monuments Record is the public archive of English Heritage
683

of sufficient information and justification for development. There should be
clarity regarding archaeological expectations.
The policy should pursue enhancement opportunities, including public realm
improvements and the positive removal of heritage assets from the Heritage
at Risk Register. The policy should also set out how conservation areas will
be managed, to include appraisals, management plans and potential Article 4
Directions. Climate change matters, as they affect heritage assets, should
also be addressed through development management policies. Overall, there
should be a policy approach that is locally specific and reflects elements of
importance to Welwyn Hatfield, while ensuring consistency with national policy
and guidance.
We hope the above suggestions are helpful. We would be happy to comment
on a draft policy before the next consultation stage.
Saved Policies
We note the intention to replace remaining saved District Plan policies on the
historic environment (R24, R27, R28 and R29) with Policy CS11 and SADM7.
We are comfortable with this approach, assuming that the new Local Plan
policies provide adequate coverage of historic environment issues.
Appendix A: Finely Balanced Housing Sites
Welwyn Garden City
Southern Part of Site WGC5
English Heritage does not wish to pass further comments on this site in
addition to our comments on the part of the site identified as Most Favourable.
Hatfield
North-eastern Part of Hat1
English Heritage does not wish to pass further comments on this site in
addition to our comments on the part of the site identified as Most Favourable.
Southern Part of Hat2
English Heritage does not wish to pass further comments on this site in
addition to our comments on the part of the site identified as Most Favourable.
Site Hat4
This site lies alongside Wilkins Green Lane, a narrow county lane enclosed by
mature hedgerows on both sides. On the north side of the lane is Torilla, a
grade II* modern movement house dating from 1934/5 (designed by FRS
Yorke). To the west of Torilla is the grade II listed 17 th century manor house
of Great Nast Hyde and the grade II listed Nast Hyde farm. Development of
Site Hat4 would adversely impact on the quality of the lane and the setting of
the grade II* house Torilla. It would also have the potential to harm the setting
of the other nearby grade II listed buildings. Given the national significance of
Torilla and other listed buildings, English Heritage recommends that this site is
not brought forward for development, and is downgraded from ‘Finely
Balanced’ status. The SA correctly identifies the potential for significant
negative harm to the historic environment.
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Site Hat5
Development of this site is less likely to impact on the setting of the grade II*
house Torilla, but it may still have implications for the character and
appearance of Wilkins Green Lane. English Heritage agrees with it being
identified as a finely balanced site.
Welwyn
Wel1 and Wel2
English Heritage notes the comments placed against these two sites, and
would ask that consideration of these sites should also take into account the
potential adverse impact on views out from the nearby Welwyn Conservation
Area.
Welham Green
WeG4a Marshmoor
As noted separately in respect of sites GTLAA01, GTLAA02, GTLAA03 and
WeG4b, in spite of its current partly scruffy appearance, the strip of land
between the southwest boundary of Hatfield Park (grade I registered park and
garden) and the railway currently buffers the park from Welham Green.
Enhancement of the landscape quality of this land would also enhance the
setting of the grade I registered park and garden and English Heritage
recommends that further development is not brought forward in this area. The
SA underestimates the historic environment impact, rating it only as minor
negative. We would argue that WeG4a could potentially have a significant
negative effect on the registered park and garden of Hatfield House
notwithstanding the existing A1000.
Brookmans Park
Sites BrP1, BrP4 BrP6 and BrP12
These sites are unlikely to have an adverse impact on any designated
heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment in detail on them.
Appendix B: Less Favourable Sites
Welwyn Garden City
WCG3 and WGC6
Residential development on these sites is unlikely to have an adverse impact
on any designated heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment
in detail on them.
Hatfield
Hat3 and Hat12
There are a number of designated heritage assets in the vicinity of these two
sites, including Torilla (a grade II* modern movement house), Great Nast
Hyde (a grade II 17th century manor house), Nast Hyde farmhouse and barns
(grade II listed) and the granary, barn and farmhouse at Popefield farm (all
grade II listed). Site Hat12 would be particularly harmful to the historic
environment, and English Heritage recommends that neither of these sites is
brought forward. The SA correctly identifies the potential for significant
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negative harm to the historic environment from both sites, although incorrectly
states that there are no heritage assets adjacent to Site Hat12.
Furthermore, from a brief site visit and in light of the number of designated
heritage assets in this area, English Heritage recommends that consideration
is given to the possible designation of a small conservation area in this
locality, designated jointly with St Albans City and District Council.
Hat11
Low rise residential development on this site is unlikely to have an adverse
impact on any designated heritage assets (including longer views out from
Hatfield House and the Grade I Registered Park and Garden) and we
therefore do not wish to comment in detail on this site.
Woolmer Green
WGr3, WGr4 and WGr5
Residential development on these sites is unlikely to have an adverse impact
on any designated heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment
in detail on them.
Oaklands and Mardley Heath
OMH7
Residential development on this site is unlikely to have an adverse impact on
any designated heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment in
detail on this site.
Digswell
Dig1
This site abuts the northern boundary of Tewin (grade II Registered Park and
Garden) and the topography of the area would result in development of this
site having an adverse impact to the setting of the Registered Park and
Garden.
Dig4
This site is within the setting of the monumental grade II* listed railway viaduct
and development in this location would erode the dramatic landscape setting
of the viaduct, resulting in harm to its significance. English Heritage therefore
recommends that this site is not brought forward for development.
Brookmans Park
BrP2 and BrP13
Residential development on these sites is unlikely to have an adverse impact
any designated heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment in
detail on them.
BRP9 and BrP10
These two sites adjoin Gobions (grade II Registered Park and Garden) and
housing development in this location is likely result in harm to the setting of
the Registered Park and Garden. We therefore recommend that these sites
are not brought forward.
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Cuffley
Cuf4, Cuf5 and Cuf7
Residential development on these sites is unlikely to have an adverse impact
on any designated heritage assets and we therefore do not wish to comment
in detail on them.
Appendix C: Sites that failed the first SHLAA test
We have not considered any of the failed sites in Appendix C, but hope that
historic environment impacts have been taken into account where relevant.
We note that Site BrP8 was rejected due to its location within the Grade II
registered park and garden of Gobions.
Sustainability Appraisal
We have commented on the SA in relation to a number of site specific
comments, but we would like to make the following overarching comments:
SA Framework
It is not immediately clear how housing, employment and other site allocations
have been identified and appraised against potential historic environment
impacts. The SHLAA methodology is not explicit and the 2014 Economy
Study does not mention the historic environment in the site suitability section.
The SA Framework (Appendix 2) sets out assumptions for the sustainability
appraisal of housing and employment sites against SA objective 4.5 on the
historic environment. This follows a proximity based approach to the historic
environment, with the overall assumption that negative effects are likely to
occur when sites are nearer to heritage assets. We note that this assumption
is caveated with some uncertainty depending on exact details of proposals.
We recommend that the appraisal approach should avoid merely limiting
assessment of impact on a heritage asset to its distance from, or intervisibility
with, a potential site. Site allocations which include a heritage asset (for
example a site within a Conservation Area) may offer opportunities for
enhancement and tackling heritage at risk, while conversely, an allocation at a
considerable distance away from a heritage asset may cause harm to its
significance, rendering the site unsuitable. Cumulative effects of site options
on the historic environment should be considered too.
The following broad steps might be of assistance in terms of assessing sites:
• Identify the heritage assets on or within the vicinity of the potential site
allocation at an appropriate scale
• Assess the contribution of the site to the significance of heritage assets on or
within its vicinity
• Identify the potential impacts of development upon the significance of
heritage asset
• Consider how any harm might be removed or reduced, including reasonable
alternatives sites
• Consider how any enhancements could be achieved and maximised
• Consider and set out the public benefits where harm cannot be removed or
reduced
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan
We have not been able to consider this document in any detail, but hope that
issues and opportunities relating to the historic environment have been taken
into account.

I hope the above comments are useful. If you would like to discuss anything
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.
Yours sincerely

Tom Gilbert-Wooldridge
Principal Historic Environment Planning Adviser
E-mail: tom.gilbert-wooldridge@english-heritage.org.uk
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Carol Hyland
Principal Planner – Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

Our ref:
Your ref:

HD/P 5260

Telephone

01223 582775

By email only

27 November 2015
Dear Carol
Welwyn Hatfield
Hatfi eld Local Plan: Comments on Additional Sites
Thank you for your email dated 30 October inviting Historic England to comment on
additional sites being promoted through the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan process. We would
like to make the following comments:
Existing Sites
These are sites that we did not comment on at the previous public consultation.
Hat8 (9, 10): Land at Roehyde, Hatfield
We are satisfied that development of these sites would not adversely impact on any
designated heritage assets and we do not wish to comment in detail on them.
WeG1 (Welham Manor
Mano r House) and WeG2 (Welham Manor grounds), Welham Green
It would appear that we have effectively commented on these sites already as part of our
comments on WeG3. It seems we merged the three sites into one when looking at Figures 42
and 43 in the public consultation. All three sites are in relatively close proximity to the grade II
listed Hope and Anchor public house, particularly WeG2, but it should be possible to bring
them forward for development without adversely impacting on the setting of the listed
building.
New Sites
These are sites that are newly promoted or amended for potential inclusion in the Local Plan.
For clarification, where we have not commented on a site it means that we consider there
would not be adverse impacts on any designated heritage asset based on our desk-based
assessment. Our recently published advice note on site allocations provides assistance with
identifying and assessing potential site allocations in terms of impacts on heritage assets:
www.historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/historic-environment-and-siteallocations-in-local-plans/
Historic England, Brooklands, 24 Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge CB2 8BU
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BrP30: Rear of 1010 -18 Mymms Drive, Brookmans
Brookman s Park
The majority of this site is located within the Grade II registered park and garden of Gobions.
The registered area encompasses an 18th century pleasure gardens surrounded by a
landscape park developed during the later 18th century and early 20th century. The site forms
part of the overall park and garden and contributes towards its significance. The access into
the site is currently green space with a public footpath offering clear views in and out of the
park and a rural backdrop to Mymms Drive. Development would have a considerable impact
on the significance of Gobions and likely to result in a high level of harm. We therefore
recommend that it is not included within the Local Plan as a site allocation.
Cuf3 (plus land in Broxbourne): South side of Cuffley Hill, Cuffley
From our desk-based assessment, the nearest affected designated heritage asset would be a
scheduled monument over 1km to the east (a World War II Heavy Anti-aircraft gunsite at Burnt
Farm Camp). There are also three Grade II listed buildings at Burnt Farmhouse a similar
distance to the south-east, although there is woodland between the site and these buildings.
Without a site visit, it is not possible to ascertain the impact on the scheduled monument,
although there may be an impact on views. The land within Broxbourne is closer than the
land within Welwyn Hatfield and could have more of an impact depending on the nature of
the overall development.
Dig5: Land adjacent to 76 Hertford Road, Digswell
This site is located entirely within the Grade II registered park and garden of Tewin Water, and
lies a short distance to the west of a Grade II listed house and former stable block within the
walled garden. The registered area encompasses a late 18th century landscape and pleasure
grounds surrounding a late 18th century house. The site forms part of the overall parkland laid
out either side of the River Mimram and contributes towards the significance of the registered
park and garden. Travelling along this part of Hertford Road, there is a strong rural character
with picturesque views through to the parkland landscape along the river valley that
reinforces the significance of the park and garden. Development would have a considerable
impact on this significance and is likely to result in a high level of harm. We therefore
recommend that it is not included within the Local Plan as a site allocation.
Ess5 (Rose & Crown, 22 High Road), Ess6 (Essendon Manor) and Ess7 (East of Essendon
Hill), Essendon
These three sites lie wholly or partly within Essendon Conservation Area. Consideration
should be given to the potential impact on the significance of the conservation area from
each site and any cumulative effects. Harm to the significance of the conservation area
should be avoided, while enhancement opportunities pursued where possible.
Hat11: Land to south of South Way, Hatfield
We advised at the public consultation earlier this year that low rise residential development
on this site is unlikely to have an adverse impact on any designated heritage assets (including
longer views out from Hatfield House and the Grade I Registered Park and Garden) and we did
not wish to comment in detail. We note the site has been amended to reduce the area
promoted for development and add a proposed cemetery extension. Our previous comments
still apply.
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Hat14, Hat16, Hat17, Hat18: Sites within Mill Green
These sites lie immediately to the north of the boundary of the Grade I registered park and
garden of Hatfield House, with a total of five listed buildings within Mill Green, including the
Grade II* museum. Consideration should be given to the potential impact on the significance
of these heritage assets from each site and any cumulative effects. Harm should be avoided
and enhancement opportunities pursued wherever possible.
Hat15:
Hat15: Symonshyde Village, Hatfield
The site contains the Grade II listed Symondshyde Farmhouse and is located to the south of
Brockett Hall registered park and garden (Grade II). Consideration should be given to the
potential impact on the significance of these heritage assets. Development of this site would
represent a major change to the landscape, but could present an alternative approach
towards meeting the borough’s housing need if various issues and constraints can be
satisfactorily addressed.
Hat19:
Hat19 : West of Bramble Road, Hatfield
We have previously comments on Hat3 and its potential impact on a number of listed
buildings including the Grade II* Torilla. Hat19 is a considerably smaller site and would have
less impact on the listed buildings. While there is still a need to consider the potential level of
impact, this site could be brought forward for development.
BrP7: South of Hawkshead Road, Little Heath
This is an extension to the original BrP7 site which we commented on at the public
consultation. We expressed some concerns about impacts on the Grade II registered Gobions
and the Grade II* listed Folly Arch. With the site extended westwards, the potential for greater
impact on the significance of these two designated heritage assets increases in terms of views
southwards. As stated before, it may be possible for some development to come forward
without causing unacceptable harm to these designated heritage assets and there should be
policy requirements for careful consideration to be given to views to/from Gobions and the
Folly Arch, including retaining and reinforcing the existing hedgerow and trees along the
north-western boundary.
We have provided comments to the consultants promoting this site on their draft heritage
assessment, highlighting the need to properly understand the significance of the heritage
assets and demonstrate the potential level of impact on that significance.
LHe3: Swanley Park, Swanley Bar
This site lies immediately to the south of Gobions and consists of agricultural land forming
part of the setting of the registered park and garden. The setting of Gobions has been
compromised to some extent in the 20th century by suburban development, particularly
along its northern and eastern edges, which makes the remaining rural elements even more
important to safeguard. This is predominantly along the western and southern edges where
the parkland borders the countryside. This contributes greatly to the significance of Gobions
by reinforcing its parkland landscape and links to the countryside.
This part of Swanley Bar Road is largely rural on both sides, and the site makes a positive
contribution to the significance of Gobions. Development of 100 dwellings would have a
considerable impact on this significance. It would result in the further surbanisation of
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Gobions’ setting and further reduce the association between the park and the countryside.
There is likely to be a high level of harm and we therefore recommend that it is not included
within the Local Plan as a site allocation.
WeG8: Land at New Barnfield, Welham Green
We note this site is being promoted for waste, employment and/or residential uses and
includes the New Barnfield waste facility site that was dismissed at appeal. In line with our
position on Site Hat11, low rise residential development on this site is unlikely to have an
adverse impact on any designated heritage assets (including longer views out from Hatfield
House and the Grade I Registered Park and Garden).
WeG11: Marshmoor Lane,
Lane, Welham Green
This site forms part of WeG4b, which we commented on at the public consultation. While we
had concerns with the larger WeG4b site and its impact on the registered park and garden of
Hatfield House, this is a much smaller site at the furthest point away from the park, so unlikely
to cause considerable issues.
WeG12: Land at Pooleys Lane, Welham Green
Low rise residential development on this site is unlikely to have an adverse impact on any
designated heritage assets (including longer views out from Hatfield House and the Grade I
Registered Park and Garden).
WeG13: The Rookery Cafe, Welham Green
This site lies opposite the registered park and garden of Hatfield House and is currently used
as a cafe, truck stop and residential. There needs to be assessment of how much the site (in
its current form) contributes to the significance of Hatfield House, and what impact its
redevelopment for 10 dwellings would have on that significance.
WeG14: 11 -2 Railway Cottages, Marshmoor Lane, Welham Green
As with site WeG11, this site forms part of WeG4b, which we commented on at the public
consultation. While we had concerns with the larger WeG4b site and its impact on the
registered park and garden of Hatfield House, this is a much smaller site at the furthest point
away from the park, so unlikely to cause considerable issues.
WeG15: Potterells Farm, Station Road, Welham Green
While there is a Grade II listed building at Crawford Cottages, there are unlikely to be major
heritage issues with the development of this site given the size of the site and potential for
mitigation.
Wel1: Fulling Mill Lane (North), Welwyn
We have commented on the previous version of this site and stated the need to consider
potential impact on views from the nearby Welwyn Conservation Area. This comment still
applies.
Wel14: Linces Farm,
Farm, Welwyn
This site is just to the east of three Grade II listed buildings at Linces Farm. The site is currently
in agricultural use and is likely to make a positive contribution to the significance of the listed
buildings. Redevelopment for 120 dwellings would have a considerable and probably
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negative impact on that significance and would need to be carefully considered and justified
before this site is brought forward.
Wel15: Fulling Mill Lane (South), Welwyn
This site adjoins Welwyn Conservation Area to the south and currently consists of
meadowland. It is likely to make a positive contribution to the significance of the
conservation area in its current form. Residential development is likely to have a considerable
and probably negative impact on that significance. It would need to be carefully considered
and justified, and it may be the case that the site should not be brought forward.
Wel16: South of School Lane, Welwyn
There appear to be no adverse impacts on any designated heritage assets and we do not wish
to make any detailed comments.
WGC9: Warrengate Farm, Berricot Green, Welwyn Garden City
This site lies to the north of the Panshanger Aerodrome site (WGC4) and includes remnants of
the former World War Two airfield in terms of structures and roadways. The mess block was
considered for listing by Historic England in 2014 but was not considered to meet the
necessary criteria. Nevertheless, the site has heritage interest by virtue of its military
associations, and any decision to allocate would need to consider the level of impact on that
interest. Furthermore, any decision would need to consider potential effects on the Grade II
listed buildings at Warrengate Farm to the north as well as the Grade II* registered park and
garden of Panshanger to the east.
HE80: Onslow St Audrey’s School, Howe Dell, Hatfield
This site lies a short distance from the registered park and garden of Hatfield House. There
needs to be assessment of how much the site (in its current form) contributes to the
significance of Hatfield House, and what impact its redevelopment for 71 dwellings would
have on that significance. There may be scope for a level of redevelopment but also a need
for clear guidance on how this might be achieved,
HE98: Citroen Garage, Great North Road,
Ro ad, Hatfield
This site lies opposite the registered park and garden of Hatfield House and next to one of the
visitor entrances. In its current form the site makes little positive contribution to the
significance of Hatfield House, and its redevelopment for residential purposes could
represent an enhancement if handled sensitively.
Han91: Land at Gosling Sports Centre, Welwyn Garden City
The site lies within Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. There needs to be assessment of
how much the site (in its current form) contributes to the significance of the conservation
area, and what impact its redevelopment for 340 dwellings would have on that significance.
There may be scope for a level of redevelopment but also a need for clear guidance on how
this might be achieved.
Pea96: Argos Site, Bessemer Road, Welwyn Garden City
The site lies opposite Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and adjoins the former
Shredded Wheat factory site with its Grade II listed buildings. There needs to be assessment of
how much the site (in its current form) contributes to the significance of these heritage assets,
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and what impact its redevelopment for 285 dwellings would have on that significance. There
may be scope for a level of redevelopment but also a need for clear guidance on how this
might be achieved.

We hope that the above comments are of assistance. If you require any clarification or would
like to discuss anything in more detail, please let me know.
Yours sincerely

Tom Gilbert-Wooldridge
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
E-mail: tom.gilbert-wooldridge@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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____________________________________________
From: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom [mailto:Tom.Gilbert-Wooldridge@HistoricEngland.org.uk]
Sent: 17 December 2015 11:34
To: Rob Webster
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments

Dear Rob
Comments as follows:
Hol06/20/21: Sites around the Beehive Conservation Area
The SHLAA map shows Hol08 rather than Hol06 – I’ve assumed these are the
same. While these sites are located within the conservation area and next to the
Grade II pub, there may be scope for some small-scale development given the
suburban character of the area. We do not wish to advise further on these sites and
are happy for the council to assess the impacts and decide whether the public
benefits outweigh any harm.
Sh08: Land at the end of Sewells, WGC
This is an awkwardly shaped site near to the Grade II* viaduct. It lies next to existing
modern suburban housing, and it is not clear without a proper site visit whether there
is much relationship between the site and the viaduct. The viaduct is a highly visible
and striking feature from the valley below, but whether the site is visible in such
views is not clear. There may be scope for some small-scale development, but this
is for the council to assess and decide whether the public benefits outweigh any
harm.
HE98: Citroen Garage, Hatfield
We have already commented on this site in our letter to Carol dated 27 November
2015
Pea97: Norton Building, WGC
I have asked for an initial view from colleagues in our listing team. While the factory
has undoubted heritage value as one of the earliest industrial buildings in Welwyn
Garden City, it appears to have lost some original external features (e.g. chimneys
on the south side) and may have lost internal features with subsequent uses.
Therefore, it may not meet the national criteria for listing, although if you want an
official response, you would have to make a formal application for listing
(http://historicengland.org.uk/listing/apply-for-listing/). The council could still identify
the factory as a non-designated heritage asset, and the building could lend itself for
conversion into residential without major harm to its significance.
Sh91: Digswell Park Road, WGC
This site is near to two Grade II listed buildings, and might have some effect on their
significance. However, the site may have some scope for development. We do not
wish to advise further on these sites and are happy for the council to assess the
impacts and decide whether the public benefits outweigh any harm.
I hope these comments are of use.
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Thanks
Tom
Tom Gilbert-Wooldridge | Historic Environment Planning Adviser
Direct Line: 01223 582775
Mobile: 07826 532954
Email: tom.gilbert-wooldridge@historicengland.org.uk
Historic England | East of England Office
24 Brooklands Avenue | Cambridge | CB2 8BU
We have launched four new, paid-for Enhanced Advisory Services, providing enhancements
to our existing free planning and listing services. For more information on the new Enhanced
Advisory Services as well as our free services go to our website:
HistoricEngland.org.uk/EAS

From: Rob Webster [mailto:r.webster@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 03 December 2015 10:22
To: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom
Subject: FW: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments
Tom,
Sorry to trouble you further – further to Carol’s correspondence on green belt sites, I have five urban
sites which also require comments.

Existing sites
Hol06/20/21 Land around the Beehive PH, Beehive Lane, WGC (Sites surround the Grade II
Beehive PH; also within Beehive Conservation Area) – Map and details here –
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8583&p=0
Sh08 Land at the end of Sewells, WGC (Adjacent to south end of Grade II* Digswell
Viaduct) – Map and details here –
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8587&p=0

New sites (Maps and details here http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=10461&p=0)
HE98 Citroen Garage, Great North Road, Hatfield (Adjacent to Hatfield House Historic Park
and Garden)
Pea97 Norton Building, Bridge Road East, WGC (No registered heritage assets within site,
but 1930s Norton Factory is amongst WGC’s earliest industrial buildings and I thought it
worth seeking a view on whether Heritage England consider it potentially worthy of
protection)
Sh91 Digswell Park Road, WGC (Close to and potentially within setting of listed buildings
at 1-2, 3-4 and 21 Digswell Park Road)
I’d be grateful if you can get back to me by Friday 18th – hopefully that’s OK. That said, if you have any
serious concerns with any of these sites it would be useful to have an idea beforehand. Let me know
what’s possible.
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Very grateful for your help!

Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk | Twitter @WelHatCouncil

From: Carol Hyland
Sent: 02 December 2015 13:14
To: Andy Turner; Laura Guy; Julie Spicer
Cc: Rob Webster
Subject: FW: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments

Hi,
Historic England comments attached.
Julie: you will see from an email I’ve just sent that I have asked for a further opinion on Dig1.
Thanks
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk

From: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom [mailto:Tom.Gilbert-Wooldridge@HistoricEngland.org.uk]
Sent: 27 November 2015 14:27
To: Carol Hyland
Subject: RE: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments

Dear Carol
Please find attached our comments on the additional sites. I hope they are of
assistance.
Kind regards
Tom
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From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 30 October 2015 16:01
To: Gilbert-Wooldridge, Tom
Cc: eastplanningpolicy
Subject: Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - English Heritage Comments

Dear Tom,
Earlier this year, in response to the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan consultation, you very helpfully
provided comments on a number of sites.
We have received a number of newly promoted sites which we are now assessing for their
suitability, availability and deliverability for housing. We would be extremely grateful if you could
provide comments on these sites (in a similar vein to your earlier approach). We also have a two
existing sites where we do not seem to have received comments from you (WeG1 and WeG2) as well
three adjoining sites which are being promoted for employment uses (Hat8, 9 and 10) – see tables
below.
I have provided some links to our website where you will be able to find packs of location plans
which contain each of the sites listed.
Could you let me know as soon as possible if you are likely to be in a position to provide us with your
comments by the end of November please?
Thanks for all your help.
Kind Regards.
Carol Hyland MRTPI
Principal Planner - Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council,
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City
Herts. AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357548
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk

Existing sites – maps can be viewed on this page of our website:
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=9704&p=0
SHLAA2
Reference

Site Address

Settlement

Capacity

LPC status

Historic England
Comments

Hat8 (9, 10)

Land at Roehyde

Hatfield

0

-

Request
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WeG1
WeG2

Welham Manor
House
Welham Manor
grounds

Welham Green

10

MF

Request

Welham Green

15

MF

Request

New Sites – maps can be viewed on this page of our website:
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/localplanbackground

SHLAA2
Reference

Site Address

Settlement

Capacity

Historic England Comments

rear of 10-18
Mymms Drive
South side Cuffley
Hill

Brookmans Park

30

Request

Cuffley

205

Request

Adjacent 76
Hertford Road

Digswell

75

Request

Symonshyde
village

Hatfield

1410

Request

Hawkshead Road

Little Heath

55

Request

WeG8

New Barnfield

Welham Green

66

Request

WeG11

Marshmoor Lane

Welham Green

20

Request

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

Welham Green

65

Request

WeG13

The Rookery Café

Welham Green

10

Request

WeG14

1-2 Railway
Cottages,
Marshmoor Lane
Potterells Farm

Welham Green

4

Request

Welham Green

175

Request

Wel14

Linces Farm

Welwyn

120

Request

Wel15

Fulling Mill Lane

Welwyn

60

Request

Wel16

School Lane

Welwyn

315

Request

WGC9

Warrengate Farm,
Bericot Green

Welwyn Garden
City

70

Request

BrP30
Cuf3 (plus
land in
Broxbourne)
Dig5
Hat15
BrP7
extended

WeG15
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Bulls Lane, Welham Green, Herts
In our earlier response to sites Historic England recommended that in the event that this
site is to be brought forward for development, consideration should be given to how the
setting of the Skimpans Farm (Grade II listed) might be protected. Subsequent to us
providing that advice a heritage appraisal has been prepared by Steven Bee.
The appraisal notes that the setting of the listed buildings has already been significantly
compromised by twentieth century housing on the former agricultural land to the north of
Bulls Lane, and that at least part of this must have been in place at the time of the original
listing, and almost all of it when the Granary was subsequently listed. Historic England
accepts this as a matter of fact, however the issue of cumulative change is included in our
advice on the setting of heritage assets noting ‘where the significance of a heritage asset has
been compromised in the past by unsympathetic development affecting its setting, to accord
with NPF policies, consideration still needs to be given to whether additional change will
further detract from, or can enhance, the significance of the asset. Negative change could
include severing the last link between an asset and its original setting…’ The latter point is
particularly pertinent in this case.
The appraisal also notes that while agricultural land in the wider area forms part of the
physical setting of Skimpans Farm, it no longer contributes to the appreciation of its
historical significance, as the functional association of the buildings with the land around
them was abandoned many years ago. The appraisal then concludes that the heritage
value of the listed buildings now comes from their illustrative and aesthetic heritage value,
appreciation of which is not particularly sensitive to the nature of the setting. Historic
England is of the opinion that while the adjacent land may now be used for the grazing of
horses, there is still the ability to regard this as part of a wider agrarian landscape and to
understand that these buildings once had a very close association to these fields.
Furthermore, their aesthetic appreciation is enhanced through their setting in a wider,
more open landscape, rather than being wholly contained by housing.
Finally the heritage assessment makes reference to a masterplan prepared to support the
allocation, and correctly notes that our earlier response was based on the red line boundary
and did not have the benefit of the masterplan layout. The buffering included in the
masterplan is the type of mitigation that we had envisaged when making our comments,
and in the event that this site is carried forward, then we would wish to see how that
mitigation might be secured as part of the site allocation in the local plan. This might be
achieved by including a second line that sets out how close new built form could be located
in relation to the listed buildings.
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____________________________________________
From: Jeanette Hollingsworth-Biggs
Sent: 19 January 2016 15:19
To: Rob Webster
Cc: Roger Evans
Subject: RE: Site Han12: 1-2 Longcroft Green and land to the south

Hi Rob,
Thank you for your email.
I have looked further at this site and upon reflection given its location, shape and size I think this
would be a difficult site to mitigate noise to a suitable level and therefore I propose that we object
to site Han12.
Kind Regards
Jeannette Hollingsworth
Team Leader Public Health and Protection
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, The Campus
Council Offices, Welwyn Garden City
Hertfordshire, AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357 204
Office: 01707 357242
www.welhat.gov.uk
www.facebook.com/welwynhatfield
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil

__________________________________________________________________________________

From: Rob Webster
Sent: 08 January 2016 11:51
To: Jeanette Hollingsworth-Biggs; Roger Evans
Subject: Site Han12: 1-2 Longcroft Green and land to the south

Jeanette/Roger,
We’ve now built your comments on all of the new development sites into full assessments of their
suitability. Carol’s checking through them, but queried consistency on this site (see screenshot below
for a reminder of where it is) where you raised noise concerns but didn’t object, vs the Citroen
Garage in Hatfield which you’ll recall was the only one of the urban sites where you had a particular
problem. Both sites are adjacent to both the ECML railway and a major road – the only differences
are the Citroen is at the same level as the railway whereas this site is at a higher level, and Citroen is
sandwiched between the two noise sources whereas this one has the noise sources on one ‘corner’.
So – are you happy that its reasonable/consistent to have a significant issue with Citroen but only
advise caution on this site? It’s obviously fine if you are, I just need to provide some reassurance!
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Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk | Twitter @WelHatCouncil
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____________________________________________
From: Jeanette Hollingsworth-Biggs
Sent: 25 April 2016 15:50
To: Rob Webster
Subject: RE: Citroen Garage - Great North Road, Hatfield

Hi Rob
In response to our discussion earlier I would like to confirm that I have some concerns with this site
as shown on your attached plan.
The proposed dwellings to the East of the planned link road are considered to be in an
acceptable location
The proposed 8 no. dwellings to the far South of the site should be located to the East of
that section
The remaining proposed dwellings to the West of the planned link road are not
considered to be in an acceptable location due to their proximity of the major road and rail
transport services creating excess noise, vibration and air pollution. It is feasible that some
dwellings could be located in this section of the site but not as currently laid out.
In addition, for the whole site the applicants would have to provide :
an air quality assessment and mitigate for any levels exceeding the EC criteria,
a noise and vibration assessment with the data being used to ensure the design and
layout provides internal habitable rooms meeting the noise criteria in BS 8233:2014 with
partially open windows. There will be no relaxation of internal noise levels. Regular
individual noise events will not exceed 45dBA LAF Max in bedrooms 23:00 to 07:00. Ensure
ventilation is not impeded by any noise mitigation measures.
 All residents must have access to external amenity areas with a noise level below 55 dBA
(from steady sources.)
a contaminated land survey and appropriate remediation process as required.
The applicants will have to consider the areas used for car parking and its impact on the site and
ensure sufficient access for emergency and refuse vehicles.
Please contact me if I need to provide anymore information
Kind Regards
Jeannette Hollingsworth
Team Leader Public Health and Protection
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, The Campus
Council Offices, Welwyn Garden City
Hertfordshire, AL8 6AE
Telephone: 01707 357 204
Office: 01707 357242
www.welhat.gov.uk
www.facebook.com/welwynhatfield
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil

703

__________________________________________________________________________________

From: Rob Webster
Sent: 18 April 2016 10:19
To: Jeanette Hollingsworth-Biggs
Subject: Citroen Garage - Great North Road, Hatfield
Importance: High

Hi Jeanette,
You’ll hopefully recall that a few months ago you gave us some EH comments on the suitability of
the Citroen Garage in Hatfield for development. In essence, you judged that noise would be a serious
issue because the site is sandwiched between the East Coast Main Line and A1000 Great North
Road, and that because the site is very narrow there is little opportunity for noise mitigation. Partly
on that basis, we were going to judge the site to be unsuitable.
However, the landowners have just submitted a revised site layout plan – they would realign the
A1000 so that it ran alongside the railway. This would result in development backing onto Hatfield
House and Park, with both noise sources then being on one side (see attached plan).
Our initial presumption would be that this might overcome the noise issues to an extent, although
the landowner’s preference appears to be for individual houses of which some would still back into
the noise and railway. Could you please let me know whether the revised plan changes your initial
view, or raises any new issues? Unfortunately we’re really pushed for time in terms of finalising the
Local Plan, so I’d be grateful if you could give me a response ASAP.
Much appreciated!

Rob Webster
Senior Planning and Monitoring Officer
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices | The Campus | Welwyn Garden City | Hertfordshire | AL8 6AE
01707 357511 | www.welhat.gov.uk | Twitter @WelHatCouncil
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EH Comments 2014 SHLAA sites

SHLAA2
Reference

BrP1

BrP2

BrP4

BrP5

BrP6

EHO

SDE

Updated comments - November 2015

Any suspected / possible contaminated land
concerns (Yes / No) If Yes, state reasons

Yes - the site is located next to the Great
North Road so there is regular high levels of Yes The site is adjacent to the Great North Road so traffic
traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
noise is significant. At planning application stage, the
close to this location and it does at times landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise survey
Upper Bell Lane Farm Bell Bar/Bell Lane show medium to high levels of air pollution.
and submit a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate
At planning application stage, an air quality
mitigation measures can deliver a residential development
survey and report would be required to
with a healthy internal and external environment that satisfies
demonstrate that future occupants would not
the requirements of the local planning authority.
be adversely affected by pollution.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Updated air qualitly to
air pollution,
28.04.2014.

Land to N.E Great North Road

Yes - the site is located next to the Great
North Road so there is regular high levels of
Yes -The site is adjacent to the Great North Road so traffic
traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
noise is significant. At planning application stage, the
close to this location and it does at times landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise survey
show medium to high levels of air pollution.
and submit a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate
At planning application stage, an air quality
mitigation measures can deliver a residential development
survey and report would be required to
with a healthy internal and external environment that satisfies
demonstrate that future occupants would not
the requirements of the local planning authority.
be adversely affected by pollution.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Updated air qualitly to
air pollution,
28.04.2014.

Land west of Brookmans Park

NO

Yes The Eastern boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

NO

Yes The Eastern boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

NO

Yes The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Yes The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
These noise comments were made when BrP7 extended
railway line so railway noise is significantfor part of the site.
westwards to the railway. The site no longer extends this far,
Yes - Boltons Park Farm occupies part of the site.
The site could only be developed if the landowner / developer
so comments deleted. No comments in relation to new site
There is potential for ground contamination in the
could demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can
area for noise. Similarly, site no longer comprises Bolton Park "farm yard" area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage
deliver a residential development with a healthy internal and
Farm, so comments on contamination deleted. Noise and
and maintenance -slurry pits etc.
external environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the
contamination comments deleted 2 November 2015.
local planning authority.

Site Address

Land West of Brookmans Park

Land east of Royal Veterinary College

Any Air Pollution concerns (Yes / No) If
Yes, state reasons

Any noise pollution concerns (Yes / No) If Yes, state
reasons

BrP7

Land south of Deep Bottom

NO

BrP9

Friday Grove Farm

NO

NO

NO

BrP10

Raybrook Farm

NO

NO

NO

NO

Yes The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

NO

BrP12

BrP13
BrP14

Peplins Wood, Brookmans Park

West of Golf Club Road, Brookmans
Park
East of Golf Club Road, Brookmans
Park

Noise report submitted in 2015 and considered. No
fundamental objection subject to more up to date aseline
monitoring (current baseline is taken at 2008). Acceptable at
planning application stage. At planning application stage …
updated 2 November 2015.

705

NO

Nuisance impact issues on
occupiers or neighbours

Notes

Site now reduced so not
adjacent railway and
does not comprise
Boltons Park Farm.

Cuf1

Cuf2

Cuf3

CBE

The Meadway, East Cuffley

No.38 The Ridgeway, towards Carbone
Hill

Land South of Sopers Road

Yes The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
Yes - Cuffley and Station Road is regularly
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
used as a cut through route for commuters
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
coming through Potters Bar. During the rush
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
our teh area can become very busy - It
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
would be sensible to take air quality into
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
consideration with regards to this
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

NO

Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015.
Contamination updated 2 November 2015. At planning
application stage … updated 2 November 2015.

NO

Yes - The Eastern end of the site was formerly used
for quarrying (1898) and the records indicate
"unknown filled ground" 1988. At planning application
stage, a contaminated land survey and report would
be required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

NO

Yes. The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. The site lies south
Yes - Cuffley and Station Road is regularly
of an exisiting employment area, which is also a potential
yes - The records for the land imediately to the North
used as a cut through route for commuters noise source. This needs to be taken into account within any
Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015.
of the site indicate "sewage" - 1938 and factory use coming through Potters Bar. During the rush noise survey. At planning application stage, the landowner /
Contamination and noise comments also updated. At planning 1960. At planning application stage, a contaminated
our teh area can become very busy - It
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
application stage … updated 2 November 2015
land survey and report would be required and if
would be sensible to take air quality into
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
necessary, suitable remediation carried out.
consideration with regards to this
measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Cuf4

Cuffley Hills Farm

NO

NO

Yes - Cullley Hill farm occupies part of the site.
There is potential for ground contamination in the
"farm yard" area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage
and maintenance -slurry pits etc. At planning
application stage, a contaminated land survey and
report would be required and if necessary, suitable
remediation carried out.

Cuf5

Land at Northaw Road East

NO

NO

NO

NO

Yes The eastern boundary of the site is adjacent to the railway
line so railway noise is significant. At planning application
stage, the landowner / developer would need to undertake a
noise survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements ofthe local
planning authority.

Cuf6

Land at Northaw Road East

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Cuf7

Wells Farm

NO

NO

Yes - Wells farm occupies part of the site. There is
potential for ground contamination in the "farm yard"
area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage and
maintenance -slurry pits etc. At planning application
stage, a contaminated land survey and report would
be required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

Dig1

Land behind 2 New Road

NO

NO

Yes - the site is 100m East of a site identified as
potentially Part IIA for contaminated land.

Dig2

Land Adjacent 81 Hertford Road
NEW SITE

NO

Dig4

Junction Digswell Lane and Bessemer
Road

Yes - 50m to the South and South East of this site is
an area of land where quarrying is indicated , first
record 1884 and unknown filled ground 1989. At
planning application stage, a contaminated land
survey and report would be required and if necessary,
suitable remediation carried out.

Yes -The site is adjacent to the A1000 so traffic noise is
significant. In addition, the Welwyn Viaduct runs along the
western side of the site - serving the East Coast mainline.
Significant concerns that these two noise sources would result
in an unsatisfactory residential environment which would
adversely affect the living conditions of future occupants.
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See previous columns (10 December 2015)

Roger to check
02/11/15

Stanboroughbury Farm, North West of
Hatfield

Hat 1

Yes - the site is adjacent to the A1M and
Hatfield Avenue so there could be a possible
air quality issue, principally from the effect of
traffic. We are currently monitoring in the
area but we do not have a sufficient amount
of data at this time in order to confirm air
quality levels - I would suggest tT A buffer
zone would be required between new
development and the source of air pollution
from the A1(M) and Hatfield Avenue. At
planning application stage, an air quality
survey and report would be required to
demonstrate that future occupants would not
be adversely affected by pollution.

Yes The site is adjacent to the A1M so traffic noise is severe
for the Eastern area of the site. Hatfield Avenue to the south
of the site is also a source of significant traffic noise due to the
24hour operation of some of the transport/warehouse
operations in this area. A buffer zone would be required
Updated noise, air and contmaintion comments 2 November
between new development and the source of noise pollution.
2015. At planning application stage … updated 2 November
At planning application stage, the landowner / developer
2015
would need to undertake a noise survey and submit a noise
report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures
can deliver a residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the requirements of the
local planning authority.

Yes - Stanboroughbury Farm and Astwick Manor
farm occupy parts of the site. There is potential for
ground contamination in the "farm yard" area - fuel oil
storage- machinery storage and maintenance -slurry
pits etc. At planning application stage, a
contaminated land survey and report would be
required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

"Hatfield Green" site

The east boundary is adjacent to a commercial estate where a
number of 24 hour warehousing and transport operations take
place. There are serious noise isues associated with these
operations. A buffer zone would be required between new
Yes - there is a lot of Commercial and HGV
development and the source of noise pollution. At planning
traffic in this area so air quality would need
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
to be considered
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

Updated noise, air and contmaintion comments 2 November
2015. At planning application stage … updated 2 November
2015

Yes - There are draft landfill sites indicated within
this (this is old historical data and the exact nature of
landfill is unknown). At planning application stage, a
contaminated land survey and report would be
required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

Land west of Hatfield

Yes -The site is adjacent to the A1057 so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located next to a busy traffic
significant. A buffer zone would be required between new
route which regularly becomes congested. A
development and the source of noise pollution.At planning
buffer zone would be required between new
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
development and the source of air pollution.
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
At planning application stage, an air quality
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
survey and report would be required to
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
demonstrate that future occupants would not
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
be adversely affected by pollution.
planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

West of J3 (A1M)

Yes -The site is 500m from the A1M so traffic noise may be
significant. At planning application stage, the landowner /
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M so developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
further investigations would need to be
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
considered before any proposed
measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
development
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority. More detailed
comments received 11/4/14

Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015. At planning
application stage … updated 2 November 2015. Comments
received 11/4/14 not recorded in this spreadsheet - Assessor
to CHECK

NO

Hat5

West of J3 (A1M)

Yes - this site is located close to the A1M,
theA414 and the A1001. Further
investigations would need to be considered
before any proposed development. A buffer
zone would be required between new
development and the source of air pollution.
At planning application stage, an air quality
survey and report would be required to
demonstrate that future occupants would not
be adversely affected by pollution.

Hat7

West of J3 (A1M)

Yes - this site is located close to the A1M so
further investigations would need to be
considered before any proposed
development

Hat2

Hat3

Hat4

Hat8, 9, 10

TVI

Roehyde

Yes -The site is close to the A1M, A414 and A1001 so traffic
noise is significant. A buffer zone would be required between
new development and the source of noise pollution.At
planning application stage, the landowner / developer would
At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015.
need to undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to Comments received 11/4/14 not recorded in this spreadsheet demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
Assessor to CHECK
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority. More detailed comments received 11/4/14

NO

NO

NO

Yes -The site is close to the A1M, A414 so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M so
significant. At planning application stage, the landowner /
further investigations would need to be
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
considered before any proposed
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
development - site being promoted for
measures can deliver a development with a healthy internal
employment but a buffer zone may still be
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
required.
planning authority.
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NEW COMMENTS - 2 November 2015. At planning
application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Yes - The site is close to Southway so traffic noise is
significant. The western end of the site is also close to the A1
M so which is a significant traffic noise source. In addition
there is a car park located immediately adjacent to part of the
Yes - this site is located close to Southway
western boundary of the site. Depending on its intensity and
and the westewrn end lies towards the
hours of use this may constitute an important noise source.
A1(M). A buffer zone would be required
The Eastern end of the site is close to a distribution depot so
between new development and the source of
HGV traffic movements and loading/unloading noise may also
air pollution. At planning application stage,
be a factor. A further noise source could be the possible use
an air quality survey and report would be
of the New Barnfield site which is currently identified by HCC
required to demonstrate that future
as a Waste site incinerator plant.
At planning application
occupants would not be adversely affected
stage, the landowner / developer would need to undertake a
by pollution.
noise survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local planning authority.

Hat11

Hat12 NEW
SITE

Nast Hyde Farm, Ellenbrook

NO

Site may be affected by traffic noise from the A1(M). At
planning application stage, the landowner / developer would
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M so
Yes - Nast Hyde farm occupies part of the site. There
need to undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to Noise, air and contamination comments updated 2 November
further investigations would need to be
is potential for ground contamination in the "farm
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver 2015. At planning application stage … updated 2 November
considered before any proposed
yard" area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage and
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
2015
development
maintenance -slurry pits etc.
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

Hat13

See Hat1

LHe1

Yes - the site is located next to the Great
North Road so there is regular high levels of
traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
close to this location and it does at times
show medium to high levels of air pollution.
This needs to be considered for any future
development.

Land North of Hawkshead Rd

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

NO

Land adjacent to 18 20 The Avenue

Yes -The site is very close to the A1M so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
severe. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstratethat appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

OMH2

Land at 18 The Avenue

Yes -The site is vry close to the A1M so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
severe. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

OMH3

Land behind Worth House, Danesbury
Park Road

Yes -The site is close to the A1M so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
significant. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Land at 9 The Avenue

Yes -The site is vry close to the A1M so traffic noise is
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
severe. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

OMH1

OMH4
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Updated air qualitly to
air pollution,
28.04.2014.

OMH5

OMH7

Land rear of 2-12 Great North Road

Yes - The site adjoins the A1(M). A buffer zone would be
required between new development and the source of noise
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
pollution. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not
measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Land at 22 The Avenue

Yes - The site lies very close to the A1(M) so noise will be
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
significant. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Yes - The site adjoins the A1(M). A buffer zone would be
required between new development and the source of noise
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
pollution. At planning application stage, the landowner /
planning application stage, an air quality
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
survey and report would be required to
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
demonstrate that future occupants would not
measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
be adversely affected by pollution.
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

OMH8

Welham Manor house

Depending upon where the development is
proposed in relation to the A1M there could
be a possibility to consider any air quality
impacts

NO

Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015

The land is likely to be contaminated due to the site
being used for motor vehicle repair work. At planning
application stage, a contaminated land survey and
report would be required and if necessary, suitable
remediation carried out.

WeG2

Welham Manor grounds

Depending upon where the development is
proposed in relation to the A1M there could
be a possibility to consider any air quality
impacts

NO

Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015

NO

WeG3

South of Welham Manor

Depending upon where the development is
proposed in relation to the A1M there could
be a possibility to consider any air quality
impacts

NO

Air quality comments deleted 2 November 2015

NO

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Commercial use on part of site including vehicle
storage and workshop so contamination may be
present. At planning application stage, a
contaminated land survey and report would be
required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

In so far as WeG4a forms part of WeG4b,
commercial use on part of site including vehicle
storage and workshop so contamination may be
present. At planning application stage, a
contaminated land survey and report would be
required and if necessary, suitable remediation
carried out.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Yes - Skimpans farm occupies part of the site. There
is potential for ground contamination in the "farm
yard" area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage and
maintenance -slurry pits etc. In addition the site
immediately to the South West corner indicates
"sewage" in record entries dated 1925 and 1960. At
planning application stage, a contaminated land
survey and report would be required and if necessary,
suitable remediation carried out.

WeG1

WeG4 a

WeG4 b

WeG6

SWE

Land at Marshmoor, off Great North
Road

Yes - the site is located next to the Great
Yes - The Western boundary of the site is adjacent to the
North Road so there is regular high levels of
railway line so railway noise is significant and the eastern
traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
boundary adjoins the Great North Road. At planning
close to this location and it does at times
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
show medium to high levels of air pollution.
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
At planning application stage, an air quality demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
survey and report would be required to
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
demonstrate that future occupants would not
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
be adversely affected by pollution.
planning authority.

Land at Marshmoor, off Great North
Road

Yes - The Western boundary of the site is close to the railway
Yes - the site is located next to the Great
line, with Marsmoor Lane in between at the south eastern end
North Road so there is regular high levels of
of the site, so railway noise is significant and the eastern
traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
boundary adjoins the Great North Road. At planning
close to this location and it does at times
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
show medium to high levels of air pollution.
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
At planning application stage, an air quality
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
survey and report would be required to
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
demonstrate that future occupants would not
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
be adversely affected by pollution.
planning authority.

Skimpans Farm, Bulls Lane, Welham
Green

NO

Yes - The eastern boundary of the site is adjacent to the
railway line so railway noise is significant. At planning
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
environmenta that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.
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Added to be consistent
with other similar sites.
At planning application
stage, a contaminated
land survey and report
would be required and if
necessary, suitable
remediation carried out.

WeG8

New Barnfield

Yes The site is close to Southway so trafic noise is
Yes - the current monitoring location at this
significant. In addition the site is close to a distribution depot
site has shown medium to high levels of air
so HGV trafic movements and loading/unloading noise may
quality at times and this level has increased
also be significant. The site could only be developed if the
in recent years - we have recently introduced
landowner / developer could demonstrate that appropriate
another monitoring site in this area but we
mitigation measures can deliver a residential development
do not have a sufficient amount of dtata at
with a healthy internal and external environment that satisfies
this stage to comment further.
the requirements of the local planning authority.

Air and noise comments deleted 2 November 2015

NO

WeG10

Dixons Hill Road

NO

NO

NO

Wel 1

Land at Kimpton Road, Welwyn Village

NO

NO

NO

Wel 2

Land to east of Welwyn Cemetery

NO

NO

NO

Wel 3

School Lane Welwyn

NO

NO

NO

The site lies adjacent to the A1(M) a major source of noise.
Would need to consider use of mechanical ventilation to
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At mitigate noise levels within internal environments. At planning
A noise report has been submitted and EH comments
planning application stage, an air quality
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to received. A pre-app is also under consideration by DM with no
survey and report would be required to
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
absolute objection on the grouds of noise. The need to
demonstrate that future occupants would not demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver
mitigate against noise through the design and layout, has
be adversely affected by pollution.
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
however reduced capacity to around 37 units.
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

Wel 4

Sandyhurst, The Bypass, Welwyn

Wel 5

Reserve School Site, Welwyn

NO

NO

NO

Wel 6

Gravel pit site, Kimpton Road

NO

NO

Yes -There is a history of quarrying on this site.

The Frythe

NO

site currently under development

site currently under development

The Vineyards
Creswick, South West Welwyn Garden
City

See Wel 11 extended

See Wel 11 extended

See Wel 11 extended

NO

NO

NO

Yes - this site is located close to a busy road
with high levels of traffic and congestion at
times this needs to be considered before any
proposed development

The site is located adjacent a busy road with high levels of
traffic at congestion at times. At planning application stage,
the landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise
survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local planning authority.

Wel 7
Wel11
WGC1

WGC2

WGC3

WGC4

WGC5

DSN

Digswell Pumping Station, Land off
Bessemer Rd

Site at the Holdings, Cole Green Lane

NO

Land at Panshanger Aerodrome .
Safeguarded land - not Green Belt

We are currently monitoring at this location
and it currently shows moderate levels of air
pollution. However, we do not have a
significant amount of data at this stage. We
will continue to monitor air quality in this
location.

Land south of WGC

See NEW SITES

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

Yes - the site is adjacent to Cole Green Lane. At planning
Noise No- Adjoins the Cole Green Lane and an allocated
application stage, the landowner / developer would need to
waste site (AS008 Land off Birchall Lane) to the south east .
Yes - The site is indicated as a draft landfil site (this
undertake a noise survey and submit a noise report to
Mitigation measures would not be sufficient to control the
is old historical data and the exact nature of landfill is
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation measures can deliver current and future adverse impact of dust, flies/insects, pests,
unknown). A contaminated land survey and report
a residential development with a healthy internal and external
odour, noise (from operations on the site and HGV
would be required and if necessary, suitable
environment that satisfies the requirements of the local
movements on and off the site) from the adjoining waste site.
remediation carried out.
planning authority.
OBJECT

Historical records indicate this land as military land
(1960). There is the potential for contaminated land
due to existing and previous land uses. Contaminated
Contaminated land comments updated 2 November 2015. Air land site survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
quality deleted.
required at planning application stage and
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by the
local authority in accordance with a remediation
schedule.

NO

Yes - to the south west corner of the site is a
transfer loading station and concrete
batching plant. These are operations that
Yes - the site is close to the A414 to the south and south east
result in particulate emissions that may
and will be subject to significant traffic noise. In addition, in
result in nuisance. The site is also close to
close proximity to the south west corner there is a concrete
the A414 so this needs consideration before
batching plant and transfer loading station; these are
any proposed development commences. A
commercially noisey processes. At planning application
buffer zone is likely to be required between
stage, the landowner / developer would need to undertake a
the transfer station/batching plant and new
noise survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
development. At planning application stage,
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
an air quality survey and report would be
development with a healthy internal and external environment.
required to demonstrate that future
occupants would not be adversely affected
by pollution.
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Updated 2 November 2015

Yes - there are historical references to quarrying,
"heaps of unknown materials , draft landfil and
disturbed land dating from 1899 until the 1990s .
There is a history of gassing. There are very serious
contaminated land issues with this site (both northern
and southern parcels). Survey work is ongoing. The
results of this work will determine if remedial works
are necessary. Information remains outstanding
including from the EA (no updates from meeting in
September/October 2015). Refer to PPIM.

Updated air qualitly to
air pollution,
28.04.2014.

Concern on air and
noise does not relate to
northern part of WGC5.
Contamination
comments relate toboth
northern and southern
parcels.

WGC6

East of Digswell Hill, West of Welwyn
Garden City

WGr1

East of Great North Road, Woolmer
Green

WGr2

WGr3

WGr4

WGr5

Land North of Woolmer Green

Land adjacent to 52 London Road,
Woolmer Green

Land in front of 17 Twin Foxes

Land in front of 9 Twin Foxes

Yes - the site is close to the A1M so traffic noise is serious .
The central part of the site, i.e. where the site adjoins the
exisiting roadway, is the worst affected area. Would need to
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At
consider use of mechanical ventilation to mitigate noise levels
planning application stage, an air quality
within internal environments. At planning application stage,
survey and report would be required to
the landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise
demonstrate that future occupants would not
survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
be adversely affected by pollution.
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

EH to carry out site visit

NO

NO

NO

NO

Yes - The site is sandwiched between the railway to the west
and London Road to the east. In addition there is a factory to
the south. At planning application stage, the landowner /
developer would need to undertake a noise survey and submit
a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
measures can deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Yes - The site to the South was formerly used as a
chemical manufacturers.

NO

Yes - The site is sandwiched between the railway to the west
and London Road to the east. At planning application stage,
the landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise
survey and submit a noise report to demonstrate that
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

NO

NO

Yes - The site is between the railway to the West and
London Road to the East. At planning application stage, the
landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise survey
and submit a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential development
with a healthy internal and external environment that satisfies
the requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Yes - The site is within an area pending cosideration
as possible part IIA land

NO

Yes - The site is between the railway to the west and London
Road to the east. At planning application stage, the
landowner / developer would need to undertake a noise survey
and submit a noise report to demonstrate that appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential development
with a healthy internal and external environment that satisfies
the requirements of the local planning authority.

At planning application stage … updated 2 November 2015

Yes - The site is 50m from a site pending
cosideration as possible part IIA land.

Note: In addition to the above, there are sites that we are not reviewing as part of the SHLAA2 review but may be considered as part of a future Rural Windfall review.
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Environmental Health Comments - SHLAA2 Review 2014 -2015 - New Sites

Site Ref

Location

Agent/Promoter

EH Comments

Any Air Pollution concerns? If Yes, state reasons

Any noise pollution concerns? If Yes, state
reasons

Any known or suspected / possible contaminated
land concerns? If Yes, state reasons

Any nuisance impact issues on adjoining
uses or residents, or on occupants of new
development

Notes

Brookmans Park

1

3

BrP21

Great North
Road/Woodside Lane

PNA (agent)

Yes

BrP22

45/47 Kentish Lane

Mr & Mrs Jowett/Mr M
Vignah

Yes

BrP23

Bulls Lane

Yes. The site is adjacent to th Great North Road
Yes - the site is located next to the Great North Road so
so traffic noise is significant. Noise source also
Potential for ground contamination due to motor
Adjacent to a petrol garage. Noise from the
there is regular high levels of traffic. We currently have
from adjoining petrol station.The site could only vehicle storage and other activities. Contaminated land adjacent site amy need to be considered for any
a monitoring site close to this location and it does at
be developed if appropriate mitigation measures site survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be required adjoining residential development in terms of
times show medium to high levels of air pollution. At
can deliver a residential development with a
at planning application stage and appropriate
layout and design. A buffer zone may be
planning application stage, an air quality survey and
healthy internal and external environment that
remediation carried out as agreed by the local authority
required between new development and the
report would be required to demonstrate that future
satisfies the requirements of the local planning
in accordance with a remediation schedule.
source of noise pollution.
occupants would not be adversely affected by pollution.
authority.

None identified

None identified

None identified

Updated 2 November 2015

None identified

No

Cuffley

4

Cuf3 (plus land in
Broxbourne)

South side Cuffley Hill

Aurora Properties Ltd/Mr H
Brosnan (agents)

Yes

As per previous comments - Yes The Western
boundary of the site is adjacent to the railway line
As per previous comments - Yes - Cuffley and Station so railway noise is significant. The site could only
Road is regularly used as a cut through route for
be developed if the landowner / developer could
commuters coming through Potters Bar. During the
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
rush hour the area can become very busy - It would be measures can deliver a residential development
sensible to take air quality into consideration with
with a healthy internal and external environmenta
regards to this. See Original 2014 GB sites list
that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority. See Original 2014 GB sites
list

As per previous comments - Yes - The records for the
land imediately to the North of the site indicate
"sewage" - 1938 and factory use - 1960 See Original
2014 GB sites list

See Original 2014 GB sites list

5

Cuf9

Adj 32 Carbone Hill

Mr & Mrs Reeve

Yes

No

No

No

No

6

Cuf10

Adj 1 The Ridgeway

Mr H Brosnan (agent)

Yes

No

No

No

No

7

Cuf11

Adj Cuffley Hills Farm

Mr H Brosnan (agent)

Yes

No

No

No

No

Ess5

22 High Road

Rock Townsend (agent)

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Ess6

Adjacent Essendon Manor

Rock Townsend (agent)

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Likelihood for ground contamination due to past and
existing land uses (The Forge). Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be required at
planning application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

No

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Yes

Modelling exercise required for air quality created by
the site itself. By virtue of the number of properties and
the potential for large numbers of cars there will be an
increase in particulate and Nox pollution. It would be
advisable to measure and model the baseline air quality
before and after the development.

Essendon
8

9

Ess7

East of Essendon Hill

Biudwells (agent)

Three Cornered Field

R C Maynard

Hatfield
10

11

Hat14

Hat15

Symonshyde village

JB Planning (agent)

No

Little Heath
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No

The site should be subject to HIA due
to the large numbers of new residents.
The HIA would inform the masterplan
so may not be needed now but the
requirement for it needs to be
highlighted.

BrP7

None identified

None identified

No

Narrow site running parallel to and in very close
proximity to the railway line and employment area
on western side of railway with limited scope for
development to be sufficiently buffered from the
railway. Noise impact assessment submitted and
considered by EH.The internal maximum noise
levels are exceeded (with closed windows). The
external amenity areas will not achieve desirable
noise levels
A quality development will not be possible if
windows have to be closed at all times in order to
reach acceptable internal noise levels. OBJECT

No

Employment area to the east of the site is a
potential source of noise. The site could only be
developed if the landowner / developer could
demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
measures can deliver a residential development
with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

None identified

None identified

Oaklands & Mardley
Heath
12

OMH5 (extended)

r/o 12 Great North Road

S Wray and M Bottomley

No (See previous
comments)

Jaguar Garage

Aitchison Rafferty (agent)

No

Stanborough
13

Stl16
Welham Green

14

15

16

WeG11

Marshmoor Lane

Portland Planning (agent)

Yes

WeG12

Pooleys Lane

DLA Planning (agent)

Yes

WeG13

Cravenia, Great North Road

JB Planning (agent)

No

WeG13

The Rookery Café

Simply Planning

Inability to sufficiently deal with noise pollution.

Determine safe walking access into
the village

Potential for noise impact arising from
employment area to the east.

This site should be subject to a HIA
due to the numbers of houses. An
informal approach could be taken but
some form of assessment of
sustainability and a quality of
environment must be included in the
masterplan ( to include transport links,
walking access to the village, safe by
design, access to schools healthcare
etc

Yes

Yes due to proximity of the Great North Road.
Assessment will be required. Yes - the site is located Yes. The site is adjacent to the Great North Road
There is the potential for contaminated land due to
next to the Great North Road so there is regular high
so traffic noise is significant and likely to be
existing and previous land uses. Contaminated land site
levels of traffic. We currently have a monitoring site
intrusive.The site could only be developed if
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be required at
close to this location and it does at times show medium
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
planning application stage and appropriate remediation
to high levels of air pollution. At planning application
residential development with a healthy internal
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
stage, an air quality survey and report would be
and external environment that satisfies the
accordance with a remediation schedule.
required to demonstrate that future occupants would not
requirements of the local planning authority.
be adversely affected by pollution.

No

No

Provide safe walking access into the village

Welwyn

17

18

Wel11 (extended)

Vineyards, Codicote Road

T Berridge (agent)

Yes

No

Yes. The south western part of the site (as
extended) is adjacent to Codicote Road where
traffic noise is significant and ikely to be intrusive
along this south western boundary. Elsewhere
wihtin the site, traffic noise is likely to be
noticable. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Wel14

Linces Farm

Turnberry (agent)

Yes

No

No

No

Warrengate Farm, Bericot
Green

Bidwells (agent)

Yes

No

No

There is the potential for contaminated land due to
existing and previous land uses. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be required at
planning application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Welwyn Garden City

19

WGC9
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20

WGC10

Yes - the site is close to the A1M so traffic noise
is significant so traffic noise is significant. The
levels of the site mean that barrier attenuation will
be diffciult to achieve and noise is likely to be
disruptive so that future residents would be
Yes - this site is located close to the A1M. At planning
unable to use external space without significant
application stage, an air quality survey and report would
noise intrusion. Would need to consider use of
be required to demonstrate that future occupants would
mechanical ventilation to mitigate noise levels
not be adversely affected by pollution.
within internal environments. At planning
application stage, an air quality survey and report
would be required to demonstrate that future
occupants would not be adversely affected by
pollution.

62 The Crossway (split from
WGC6)

Woolmer Green
21

WGr6

Mardleybury Manor

Contour Planning Services
(agent)

No

Withdrawn

Withdrawn
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Withdrawn

Withdrawn

Environmental Health comments - Further New Green Belt Sites submitted by 14 August 2015 (after 25 June 2015)

Site Ref

Location

Notes

Any nuisance impact issues on adjoining
Any known or suspected / possible contaminated
uses or residents, or on occupants of new
land concerns? If Yes, state reasons
development

New/Amended

EH Comments

Any Air Pollution concerns? If Yes, state
reasons

Any noise pollution concerns? If Yes, state
reasons

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Potential for ground contamination due to motor
vehicle storage and other activities. Contaminated
land site survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
required at planning application stage and
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by the
local authority in accordance with a remediation
schedule.

None identified

None identified

None identified

Brookmans Park
BrP24

BrP25

White Lodge Farm, Bulls Lane

New

Old Bell Bar Nursery, Bulls Lane

BrP26

Meadow Croft

BrP27

Land spanning New Cottages Lane

BrP28

Bell Lane Gospel Hall

BrP29

South of Bulls Lane

BrP30

rear of 10-18 Mymms Drive

BrP31

r/o 70 Georges Wood Road

Yes

New

Yes

New

Yes

None identified

Yes - the site is located next to the Great North
Road so there is regular high levels of traffic. Yes. The site is adjacent to the Great North Road
We currently have a monitoring site close to
so traffic noise is significant and likely to be
this location and it does at times show medium
intrusive.The site could only be developed if
to high levels of air pollution. At planning
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
application stage, an air quality survey and
residential development with a healthy internal and
report would be required to demonstrate that
external environment that satisfies the
future occupants would not be adversely
requirements of the local planning authority.
affected by pollution.
None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Potential for ground contamination due to previous
land use - vehicle repairs and other activities.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top, intrusive
study) would be required at planning application
stage and appropriate remediation carried out as
agreed by the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Rear of site adjoins a pub car park and small
part of site adjoins motor vehicle repair
centre.

New

Yes

None identified

Proximity to the Great North Road so traffic noise
is noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The
site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of the
local planning authority. Also potential noise
concerns in relation to adjoining land uses.

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Extension to BrP14

Amended/extended

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Nigel Bennett

Part of larger site
(new number
required)

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Proximity to Hertford Road so so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The site
could only be developed if appropriate mitigation
measures can deliver a residential development
with a healthy internal and external environment
that satisfies the requirements of the local
planning authority.

None identified

None identified

None identified

There is a park and ride facility located
immediately adjacent to part of the western
boundary of the site. Distribition depots to
the east. Depending on intensity and hours
of use this may constitute an important noise
source. Would need to take account of any
potential land uses on the adjoining New
Barnfield site (allocated for waste but also
promoted for altenative land uses - housing /
employment).

Cuffley
Cuf12

Land at Northaw Road East (part of
Cuf5)

Digswell

Dig5

New

Adjacent 76 Hertford Road

Yes

Essendon
Hatfield

Hat11

South of Hatfield

Significantly reduced site
area and amended boundary
plus cemetry and
employment

Amended

Yes

Yes - The site is close to Southway so traffic noise
is significant and likely to be intrusive. The
proximity of the western end of the site to the
A1(M) may also mean that traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The
Yes - Traffic generated pollutants arising from
Eastern end of the site is close to a distribution
both the A1(M) and Southway which are
depot so HGV traffic movements and
subject to high levels of HGV usage.
loading/unloading noise may also be a factor. The
site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of the
local planning authority.
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Notes

Hat14

Hat16

Hat17

Hat18

Hat3

Hat19

Mill Green

Original Hat14 withdrawn. Reuse number or add new
number

New

Mill Green

New

Mill Green

New

Mill Green

Smaller Site Area (and see below)

Separate portion of original Hat3 east of access road

New

Should have been adjusted in
2013 - our error

Site now split by promoter separate access from Hat3

Amended

Yes

Traffic generated pollutants arising from both
the A1000 and the A414.

Yes - The site is close to A1000 and the A414 so
traffic noise is significant and likely to be
disruptive. Likely to be difficult to mitigate so that
future residents would be unable to use external
space without significant noise intrusion. Would
need to consider use of mechanical ventilation to
mitigate noise levels within internal environments.

Yes

Traffic generated pollutants arising from both
the A1000 and the A414.

Yes - The site is close to A1000 and the A414 so
traffic noise is significant and likely to be
disruptive. Likely to be difficult to mitigate so that
future residents would be unable to use external
space without significant noise intrusion. Would
need to consider use of mechanical ventilation to
mitigate noise levels within internal environments.

None identified

None identified

None identified

Yes - The proximity to the A1000 and the A414
means that traffic noise is noticable with the
potential to be intrusive. Likely to be difficult to
mitigate so that future residents would be unable
to use external space without significant noise
intrusion. Would need to consider use of
mechanical ventilation to mitigate noise levels
within internal environments.

None identified

None identified

None identified

Yes - The proximity to the A1000 and the A414
means that traffic noise is noticable with the
potential to be intrusive. Likely to be difficult to
mitigate so that future residents would be unable
to use external space without significant noise
intrusion. Would need to consider use of
mechanical ventilation to mitigate noise levels
within internal environments.

None identified

None identified

Yes - this site is located next to a busy traffic
route which regularly becomes congested

Yes -The site is adjacent to the A1057 so traffic
noise is significant and likely to be intrusive within
the northern part of the site. The site could only be
developed if appropriate mitigation measures can
deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Yes

Yes

Yes

None identified

None identified

If site passes early sieving then request
noise assessment report before allocation.

If site passes early sieving then request
noise assessment report before allocation.

Amended (new
number required)

Yes

Yes - this site is located next to a busy traffic
route which regularly becomes congested

Yes -The site is adjacent to the A1057 so traffic
noise is significant and likely to be intrusive within
the northern part of the site. The site could only be
developed if appropriate mitigation measures can
deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

Vehicle depot opposite site. Depending on
intensity and hours of use this may constitute
an important noise source.

None identified

Yes - The eastern edge of the site is within 200m
of the A1(M) so traffic noise is significant and has
the potential to be intrusive. The site could only be
developed if appropriate mitigation measures can
deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

None identified

Little Heath
LHe3

Swanley Park, Swanley Bar

Oaklands & Mardley Heath

OMH6

Land adjacent Danesbury Lodge

This has been significantly
reduced in size - we should
publicise the change (in the
same way we will be doing
for the Cuf5 option and the
options around Cuf4 etc) as
the landowner says he was
never promoting the WS and
we didn't pick this up. In
hindsight, probably should
have gone to CHPP in June.

Amended

No

N/A

Yes

Stanborough
Two Paddocks - This proved to be
STL15
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Welham Green

WeG8

New Barnfield

WeG10

Dixons Hill Road

WeG14

1-2 Railway Cottages, Marshmoor
Lane

WeG15

Potterells Farm

Re-submission - Waste site

Re-submitted

Yes

Withdrawn at CHPP June
2015 but resubmitted
subsequently

Re-submitted

Yes

New

Additional information may
arrive week ending 21
August. No change to site
boundary.

New

Yes

Yes - The proximity of Southway to the north may
Yes - Traffic generated pollutants arising from
mean that traffic noise is noticable with the
Southway which is subject to high levels of
potential to be intrusive. The Eastern end of the
HGV usage. The current monitoring location at
site is close to a distribution depot so HGV traffic
this site has shown medium to high levels of air
movements and loading/unloading noise may also
quality at times and this level has increased in
be a factor. The site could only be developed if
recent years - we have recently introduced
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
another monitoring site in this area but we do
residential development with a healthy internal and
not have a sufficient amount of dtata at this
external environment that satisfies the
stage to comment further.
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

Distribition depots to the east. Depending on
intensity and hours of use this may constitute
an important noise source.

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

This is a small site in very close proximity to the
railway line. Narrow plot adjacent railway in close
proximity to exisiting and proposed employment
land. Unlikely to be adequate mitigation measures
to ensure the amenity of future residents. OBJECT

None identified

None identified

None identified

The Eastern end of the site is close to a
Potterells farm occupies part of the site. There is
distribution depot so HGV traffic movements and
potential for ground contamination in the "farm yard"
loading/unloading noise may be intrusive. The site
area - fuel oil storage- machinery storage and
could only be developed if appropriate mitigation
maintenance -slurry pits etc. At planning application
measures can deliver a residential development
stage, a contaminated land survey and report would
with a healthy internal and external environment
be required and if necessary, suitable remediation
that satisfies the requirements of the local
carried out.
planning authority

None identified

Determine safe walking access into the
village

None identified

North of Bulls Lane

JB Planning - Paul Atton

New

Yes

None identified

Proximity to the railway, which is at a higher level
than the site, means that noise is significant and
likely to be intrusive. The site could only be
developed if appropriate mitigation measures can
deliver a residential development with a healthy
internal and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Fulling Mill Lane

Enlarged area (includes
proposed parking for
cemetery)

Amended

Wel1
Wel15

Fulling Mill Lane

South of Wel2

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Wel16

School Lane

New

Yes

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

WeG16

Welwyn

Welwyn Garden City
Woolmer Green
Part Urban / GB Site
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Similar to WeG11

Site Ref
No02

No10

No95

Site Name

Settlement

36 The Ridgeway and land to the rear

Cuffley

Land west of St Martin de Porres Catholic Church

Sopers Road Industrial Area

Cuffley

Cuffley

Capacity Origin
5

6

69

2013 and earlier

2013 and earlier

2015 new sites

Air pollution concerns

Noise pollution concerns

Contaminated land concerns

Nuisance/conflict concerns

Can impacts be mitigated?

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Mitigation unlikely to be needed

None identified

None identified

Potential for ground contamination due to
previous parking use. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) may be
Possible occasional noise conflicts between
required at planning application stage and
church and scout hut users and residents.
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

None identified

Proximity to the Hertford Loop railway and
Station Road, so traffic and railway noise could
be significant with the potential to be disruptive.
Residual commercial noise may also be an
issue. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
Potential noise conflicts between commercial use Potential minor issues should be able
required at planning application stage and
to west and social club to east and residents.
to be mitigated
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between small area of
residual commercial use not within development
site and residents.

HC11

Meridian House, The Common

Hatfield

5

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to shops and takeaways on The
Common, so noise from cooking plant could be
noticable with the potential to be intrusive.
Residual commercial noise may also be an
issue. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

HE23

Factory adjacent to Wellfield Road depot

Hatfield

95

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to Wellfield Road, so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The
site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

HS31

Garages at Hollyfield

Hatfield

20

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to South Way, so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The
site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
site for parking. Contaminated land site survey
(desk top, intrusive study) would be required at
planning application stage and appropriate
remediation carried out as agreed by the local
authority in accordance with a remediation
schedule.

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

Likelihood of ground contamination due to use of
areas within the site for parking and some light
industrial uses on the 'outside' of High View.
Potential noise conflicts between commercial
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
uses and residents, though these can be
intrusive study) would be required at planning
eliminated at a design stage.
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

HW100

Highview (Hilltop) SPD Site

Hatfield

87

2013 and earlier

None identified

Mixed use scheme with residential units above
commercial units including potential hot food and
takeaway uses, so commercial noise could be
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. As
both aspects of the scheme will be new-build,
potential conflicts can be eliminated at a design
stage.

HW91

Garages off Hillcrest

Hatfield

9

2014 new sites

None identified

None identified

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
site for parking. Contaminated land site survey
(desk top, intrusive study) would be required at
planning application stage and appropriate
remediation carried out as agreed by the local
authority in accordance with a remediation
schedule.

2015 new sites

The site is in close proximity to Green Lanes
roundabout, which is busy and regularly
becomes congested. It is also close to the
northern exit of the A1(M) Hatfield Tunnel. At
planning application stage, an air quality survey
and report would be required to demonstrate that
future occupants would not be adversely affected
by pollution.

Proximity to Green Lanes roundabout and
A1(M), so traffic noise is significant with the
potential to be disruptive. Proximity to the
adjacent public house will also need to be
considered. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to fire
service and vehicle parking uses. Contaminated
land site survey (desk top, intrusive study) would
Potential noise conflicts between pub use and
be required at planning application stage and
residents.
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

None identified

Adjacent to East Coast Main Line, so railway
noise is significant with the potential to be
disruptive. Proximity to the nearby public house
and residual commercial uses to the north will
also need to be considered. The site could only
be developed if appropriate mitigation measures
can deliver a residential development with a
healthy internal and external environment that
satisfies the requirements of the local planning
authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between pub use and
residents.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

None identified

Adjacent to East Coast Main Line, so railway
noise will be significant on part of the site with
the potential to be disruptive. The site could only
be developed if appropriate mitigation measures
can deliver a residential development with a
healthy internal and external environment that
satisfies the requirements of the local planning
authority.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
required at planning application stage and
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between school and
residents, although unlikely to cause significant
issues as homes are less likely to be occupied
during school hours.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

HC94

HC95

HE80

Hatfield Fire Station

Morgan Smith Electronics, 126 Great North Road

Onslow St Audreys School

Hatfield

Hatfield

Hatfield

52

17

71

2015 new sites

2015 new sites
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Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

Given location of site 'within' existing housing
Potential minor issues should be able
development, need to be careful not to introduce
to be mitigated
residential-to-residential amenity issues.

HE98

HS91

Citroen Garage, Great North Road

Land rear of Filbert Close (Former Hazelgrove School)

Hatfield

Hatfield

53

48

2015 new sites

2015 new sites

None identified

The site is sandwiched between the East Coast
Main Line, A1000 and Old Hatfield roundabout;
meaning that both railway and traffic noise will be
significant and likely very disruptive. The narrow
shape of the site will mean that it is challenging
to deliver a development which acceptably
mitigates for this - usable outdoor amenity space
will also not be achievable.

None identified

Proximity to A1(M), so traffic noise is noticable
with the potential to be intrusive. Noise from the
adjacent hotel to the west could also be an issue.
The site could only be developed if appropriate
None identified
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
Potentially significant periodic conflict between
required at planning application stage and
the public house use and residents.
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

Likelihood of ground contamination due to long
term car sales and vehicle maintenance uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

Noise and amenity impact on living
conditions unlikely to be resolvable
through good design

Potential noise conflicts between hotel use and
residents.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

Land behind the Builders Arms Public House, Heath Road

Little Heath

3

2013 and earlier

None identified

Immediately behind Builders Arms PH, so noise
from patrons (particularly using the rear smoking
shelter) as well as potentially from cooking plant
could be significant with the potential to be
disruptive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

WE01

52 Great North Road

Oaklands & Mardley Heath

7

2013 and earlier

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Mitigation unlikely to be needed

WN11

17 Canonsfield Road

Oaklands & Mardley Heath

9

2013 and earlier

None identified

None identified

None identified

None identified

Mitigation unlikely to be needed

2015 new sites

None identified

Surrounded on three sides by commercial uses,
so commercial noise could be significant with the
potential to be disruptive. Relative proximity to
the East Coast Main Line will also need to be
considered. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between commercial
uses and residents.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

2013 and earlier

The site is adjacent to the Mundells gyratory, and
the Waterside approach is busy and regularly
becomes congested. At planning application
stage, an air quality survey and report would be
required to demonstrate that future occupants
would not be adversely affected by pollution.

Proximity to Mundells, so traffic noise is noticable
with the potential to be intrusive. Proximity to
nearby commercial uses will also need to be
considered. The site could only be developed if
None identified
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to Bessemer Road, so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive.
Residual commercial noise may also be an
issue. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

2013 and earlier

The site is adjacent to Stanborough Road, which
is busy and regularly becomes congested. At
planning application stage, an air quality survey
and report would be required to demonstrate that
future occupants would not be adversely affected
by pollution.

Proximity to Stanborough Road roundabout and
the East Coast Main Line, so traffic and railway
noise are significant with the potential to be
disruptive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

None identified

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

2013 and earlier

The site is adjacent to Welwyn Garden City Bus
Station, which will generally have at least one but
potentially as many as six buses present with
idling enginges at any one time. At planning
application stage, an air quality survey and report
would be required to demonstrate that future
occupants of the part of the site adjacent to the
Bus Station would not be adversely affected by
pollution.

Proximity to Bridge Road and Osborn Way, so
traffic noise is noticable with the potential to be
intrusive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority. In
addition, as a mixed use scheme with residential
units above commercial units including potential
evening economy uses, commercial noise could
be noticable with the potential to be intrusive.
However, as both aspects of the scheme will be
new-build, potential conflicts can be eliminated at
a design stage.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking and other parts as public
highway. Contaminated land site survey (desk
top, intrusive study) would be required at
planning application stage and appropriate
remediation carried out as agreed by the local
authority in accordance with a remediation
schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between commercial
uses and residents, though these can be
eliminated at a design stage.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

BPLH30

WG90

Hal02

Hal03

Han12

Han40

Unit 3 Travellers Close

Land at Waterside

Ratcliff Tail Lift Site

1-2 Longcroft Green and land to the south

Welwyn Garden City Town Centre North SPD Site

Welham Green

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

23

21

118

6

100

719

Hol06/
Hol21

Land north and south-west/south-east of the Beehive Public House, Beehive Lane

Welwyn Garden City

10

2013 and earlier

None identified

Sites surround Beehive PH, so noise from
patrons as well as potentially from cooking plant
could be significant with the potential to be
disruptive. 'Sports noise' from the adjacent
playing fields and pavillion would also need to be
None identified
considered. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Hol19

Hyde Valley House and First House, Hyde Valley

Welwyn Garden City

13

2013 and earlier

None identified

None identified

None identified

Possible occasional noise conflicts between
church users and residents.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

None identified

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

Potential noise conflicts between pub and sports Careful design required to mitigate
uses, and residents.
potential impacts

Pan02

Land behind 1-17 The Poplars

Welwyn Garden City

16

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to Moors Walk, so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive. The
site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Pea24

St Michaels House and Day Centre, Holwell Road

Welwyn Garden City

22

2013 and earlier

None identified

Proximity to Holwell Primary School, so child
noise could be noticable with the potential to be
intrusive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
required at planning application stage and
None identified
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

How91

Garages at Great Ganett

Welwyn Garden City

7

2014 new sites

No comments on planning application.

No comments on planning application.

No comments on planning application.

No comments on planning application.

Mitigation unlikely to be needed?

2014 new sites

None identified

Proximity to the East Coast Main Line, so railway
noise could be significant with the potential to be
disruptive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

2014 new sites

The site is adjacent to Bridge Road East at its
roundabout with Swallowfields, which is busy
and regularly becomes congested. At planning
application stage, an air quality survey and report
would be required to demonstrate that future
occupants would not be adversely affected by
pollution.

Proximity to Bridge Road East, so traffic noise is
noticable with the potential to be intrusive.
Commercial noise from the north may also be an
issue. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Potential noise conflicts between commercial
uses and residents.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

None identified

Proximity to the East Coast Main Line and
Bessemer Road, so railway and traffic noise
could be significant with the potential to be
disruptive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

None identified

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

None identified

Proximity to the East Coast Main Line and
Stanborough Road, so on parts of the site
railway and traffic noise could be significant with
the potential to be disruptive. 'Sports noise' and
noise from functions on the remaining sports
club area to the north will also need to be
considered. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Possibility of ground contamination depending on
nature of material used to construction ski slope.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
Potential noise conflicts between 'sports noise',
intrusive study) would be required at planning
noise from events, and residents
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

None identified

Proximity to Commonswood School, so child
noise could be noticable with the potential to be
intrusive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Potential for ground contamination due to use of
part of site for parking. Contaminated land site
survey (desk top, intrusive study) would be
required at planning application stage and
None identified
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

None identified

Proximity to employment uses on all sides, so
commercial noise could be significant with the
potential to be disruptive. Traffic noise from
Bridge Road East will also have to be considered.
The site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

Pea02c

Pea08

Sh08

Han91

How92

Pea97

Broadwater Road West SPD Site (Pall Mall)

Land between Bridge Court and Ravenfield Road

Land at the end of Sewells

Land at Gosling Sports Club

Woodside Centre, The Commons

Norton Building, Bridge Road East

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

Welwyn Garden City

179

37

9

250

29

143

2014 new sites

2015 new sites

2015 new sites

2015 new sites
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Potential noise conflicts between commercial
uses and residents.

Pea98

Welwyn Garden City Fire Station

Welwyn Garden City

23

2015 new sites

None identified

Proximity to employment uses on three sides, so
commercial noise could be significant with the
potential to be disruptive. Traffic noise from
Bridge Road East will also have to be considered.
The site could only be developed if appropriate
mitigation measures can deliver a residential
development with a healthy internal and external
environment that satisfies the requirements of
the local planning authority.

Sh91

15 Digswell Park Road

Welwyn Garden City

11

2015 new sites

None identified

Proximity to Monks Walk School, so child noise
could be noticable with the potential to be
intrusive. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

None identified

None identified

Potential minor issues should be able
to be mitigated

None identified

Proximity to the East Coast Main Line and Great
North Road, so on parts of the site traffic and
railway noise could be significant with the
potential to be disruptive. Commercial noise
across the Great North Road may also be an
issue. The site could only be developed if
appropriate mitigation measures can deliver a
residential development with a healthy internal
and external environment that satisfies the
requirements of the local planning authority.

Likelihood of ground contamination due to
current commercial and industrial uses.
Contaminated land site survey (desk top,
intrusive study) would be required at planning
application stage and appropriate remediation
carried out as agreed by the local authority in
accordance with a remediation schedule.

None identified

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

WE90

Entech House, London Road

Woolmer Green

82

2015 new sites

721

Likelihood of ground contamination due to fire
service and vehicle parking uses. Contaminated
land site survey (desk top, intrusive study) would
Potential noise conflicts between commercial
be required at planning application stage and
uses and residents.
appropriate remediation carried out as agreed by
the local authority in accordance with a
remediation schedule.

Careful design required to mitigate
potential impacts

Colin Haigh
Head of Planning
Reply To: address as below
Our Ref: WGC5/ST
7 September 2015
Direct Tel: 01707 357518
Email: s.tiley@welhat.gov.uk

Mr K Mitchell
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor
Environment Agency
Apollo Court
2 Bishops Square Business Park
HATFIELD
AL10 9EX
Dear Mr Mitchell,
Land south east of Welwyn Garden City, WGC5
Cole Green Site preliminary site characterisation
Thank you for your letter of 18 June 2015 regarding land promoted for development south
east of Welwyn Garden City (WGC5). It is particularly helpful to know that the Environment
Agency does not have any objection in principle to the whole site coming forward for
development or its allocation in the plan. I note that this response replaces your previous
letter dated 28 July 2014 where you raised significant concerns in relation to the southern
part of the site.
Although the council has not confirmed its position with regards to the allocation of sites it is
understood that the promoter of the site is in the process of working up an outline planning
application but is not yet ready to enter into a planning performance agreement.
The council is keen that should development come forward it should be on the basis of an
agreed masterplan. Since the matters you raise in your letter would be critical to the delivery
of development, we feel that it would important for the Environment Agency to have an
ongoing involvement in this process. Accordingly, it would be very helpful if you could
confirm whether or not you will be able to resource this.

Yours sincerely

Sue Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager

722

723

Colin Haigh
Head of Planning

Date: 16 September 2016
Please reply to: Sue Tiley
Direct dial: 01707 357268
Email: s.tiley@welhat.gov.uk

Planning Policy
Broxbourne Borough Council
Bishops College
Churchgate
Cheshunt
EN8 9XQ
By email to planningpolicy@broxbourne.gov.uk

Broxbourne Borough Council – Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan
Thank you for consulting this Council on your Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan. For ease we
have made our substantive representations through your online portal, but considered it
helpful to also provide you with this summary letter.
As an adjoining borough and duty to cooperate body we have significant interest in your
proposals. Whilst we appreciate that other areas have stronger links with Broxbourne than
Welwyn Hatfield, we nevertheless each identify a degree of overlap between our housing and
employment market areas and it is well established that we have a shared reliance on
infrastructure. This is particularly the case within the Goffs Oak area, which has a very close
cross-boundary relationship with Cuffley in this borough.
Your proposals for the future of the Borough of Broxbourne are clearly ambitious, and on the
whole set out a clear and well-evidenced vision for the way in which you wish to see
Broxbourne grow in the future. You will be aware that we had significant concerns with your
previous 2010 Core Strategy, most notably the proposals for Brookfield, and are therefore
pleased to now be in a position to offer in-principle support for your plan. There are three
areas on which we have considered it beneficial to the duty to cooperate to explicitly state this
in our representations:





Your housing target, because it exceeds the objectively assessed housing need for
Broxbourne over the plan period;
Your proposals for new housing in Goffs Oak, because this part of Broxbourne is within
our housing market area. The construction of new homes also allows the delivery of
new primary school capacity which will then release capacity in Cuffley required to
serve the development identified in the this Council’s current Draft Local Plan Proposed
Submission consultation;
Your proposals for countryside protection around Goffs Oak, because this should
lessen the risk of coalescence between Goffs Oak and the London Urban Area.

Whilst we do not consider it necessary to object to any of your proposals at this stage, there
are several parts of the Draft Local Plan which do raise concerns. Satisfying or resolving these
issues will provide comfort that you are meeting the duty to cooperate, and should assist you
in producing a sound plan. There are seven such aspects:
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Whilst we are now content with the principle of the scaled-back proposals for
Brookfield, without revised evidence on retail impact we cannot definitively conclude
that the scheme will be acceptable;
Although we accept that it may not be desirable or even possible to meet the
substantial identified need for new B8 warehouse floorspace within Broxbourne’s
boundary, it is not apparent how this need will otherwise be met;
Whilst a short plan period may be justifiable, we cannot see any justification in the plan
for a plan period of potentially only 13 years from adoption (rather than the
recommended 15 years);
You have evidently identified a wide range of development sites in your Strategic Land
Availability Assessment, but we cannot see any clear logic for why only some of these
are proposed for allocation and this causes concerns about the deliverability of your
proposed housing target;
Whilst we welcome your intention to meet the need you have identified for new Gypsy
and Traveller pitches, we are concerned that the way you have determined your need
is not compliant with national policy and may be an under-estimate. In addition, we are
concerned that the associated policy wording is not compliant with national policy;
Whilst the Draft Local Plan identifies a number of potential infrastructure schemes to
support growth, we would welcome sight of your Infrastructure Delivery Plan as soon as
possible in order for us to consider the proposals more fully;
The Plan currently includes no information on how it will be monitored, nor the review
mechanisms for how you will respond if monitoring identifies a significant issue.

In addition, on page 29 of the Draft Local Plan (para 3.58) you identify that ‘neighbouring
authorities are planning to meet the full extent of their housing needs within their respective
Housing Market Areas’. At our last consultation we actually identified a shortfall against our
objectively assessed need (based on ‘more favourable’ sites), and whilst our current
consultation now proposes a housing target in excess of the demographic projections for
Welwyn Hatfield it is still over 500 homes short of the lower end of our revised objectively
assessed need. This is because we consider that to meet our needs in full would be contrary
to the NPPF’s core requirement to achieve sustainable development. In common with other
surrounding authorities, we would therefore like to ask you to consider prior to your Regulation
19 consultation whether Broxbourne is able to accommodate any of the unmet housing needs
of Welwyn Hatfield.
We note that you have set out an intention to have commenced Regulation 19 consultation on
your final pre-submission Local Plan by December this year. In light of this ambitious
timescale, we would welcome the opportunity to continue discussions on these duty to
cooperate issues at an early stage.
Yours sincerely,

Sue Tiley
Planning Policy and Implementation Manager
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North Herts/Welwyn Hatfield DTC meeting
19/06/15
Minutes of the meeting
Present:
Richard Kelly (North Herts)
Sue Tiley (Welwyn Hatfield)
Carol Hyland (Welwyn Hatfield)
Andrew Turner (Welwyn Hatfield)
FEMA studies
North Herts






Ongoing study covering North Herts, Stevenage and the area of Central Beds
east of the A6. North Herts are still considering the draft outputs of the study,
which recognise linkages with villages in East Herts and potentially Welwyn
Hatfield but a rigid boundary that includes these areas in not currently being
proposed.
North Herts have a political ambition to increase economic self-containment
(reduce out commuting), but the emerging Local Plan offers a less ambitious
goal in view of the challenges of attracting and securing increase economic
development and employment, particularly within certain sectors.
Old and new studies still recognise Stevenage, Letchworth, Hitchin and
Baldock function as an economic cluster with Stevenage offering higher value
employment in knowledge sectors. Proposed Baldock allocation will seek to
increase higher value employment by taking some of Stevenage’s unmet
need for employment growth, but may end up as B2-B8 uses.

Welwyn Hatfield


Welwyn Hatfield have commissioned an update to its Economy Study, which
will include a wider range of data other than Travel to Work data and hence
may produce different outputs to the previous study.

Both authorities agreed that account needed to be taken of the LEP’s concept of the
‘A1M corridor’ and its ambitions for it.

SHMA studies
North Herts



Existing SHMA is based on 2001 census data and will be updated by ORS in
due course
Further mapping outputs of the joint Beds work are expected, and that these
will be along similar lines to NLP FEMA maps

726




Awaiting final outcomes of the new SHMA and FEMA studies before
authorities within the study areas define their respective positions
Intention sign MOU setting out how any under provision against OAN will be
dealt amongst HMA partners and others. Questions of what sequence to
follow in asking which areas to take unmet OAN still need to be resolved.
North Herts and Central Beds are preparing a brief for a growth/sustainability
strategy for the area to tackle questions of how housing and economic growth
should be distributed across the wider area.

Welwyn Hatfield



Preparing a refresh of the SHMA and OAN based on latest data and updated
demographic and economic scenario forecasts that are being prepared
separately.
Concerned about the preliminary outputs of the ORS HMA work which shows
the majority of Welwyn Hatfield within a wider Stevenage/North Herts HMA
with the rest of the borough split between SW Herts HMA and Harlow/East
Herts HMA. Comments and concerns will be sent to ORS and the
commissioning group for their consideration in preparing and agreeing the
final outputs.

Local Plan Consultation reps/Site allocations
Welwyn Hatfield LP


School capacity in Woolmer Green/Knebworth: Emerging proposals for site
allocations to the west and east of Knebworth may provide new primary
school capacity which could take unmet need arising from growth in Woolmer
Green and Oaklands. Agreed to keep each other informed as site allocation
proposals emerge.



Local green belt purpose: North Herts raised concerns with the local purpose
in the LP reps. These were driven by the Cockenhoe/Luton situation rather
than Knebworth/Woolmer Green, where a similar argument can’t be made by
North Herts and are therefore seeking a consistent approach across other
areas. However, North Herts acknowledged that Welwyn Hatfield’s use of a
local purpose has a stronger basis due to the chain of closely positioned
settlements and the cumulative risk of growth along the corridor between
Stevenage and Potters Bar/London.



North Herts stated that Knebworth is being classed as a town, primarily for
Affordable Housing/Rural exception site purposes.



North Herts supported Welwyn Hatfield’s position to not pursue allocation of
sites further north than WGr1



North Herts has no objection in principle to Wel 1 and 2 being allocated, and
would not support rejection of Wel 1 and 2 purely on local green belt
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purposes. May support their rejection for other reasons deemed legitimate by
Welwyn Hatfield as the LPA (e.g. access, landscape)


North Herts would be happy for the green belt boundary around Oaklands &
Mardley Heath to stay as it is, primarily due to the difficulties of redrawing a
new boundary beyond the A1M, with North Herts considering excluding a
small parcel of land within their area on the eastern side of the A1.



Need to ask for further reps from County (e.g. on education) for the Finely
Balanced sites



Further Transport Modelling is being lined up for A1M Junction 4 PM peak.
Constraints on Jnct 3 and 4 identified with limited opportunity for national
funding, which impact on the levels of growth around Hatfield.



Current timetable for submission is as per the published LDS, however there
is the possibility of submission being pushed back to post May 2016 local
elections

North Herts LP


New sites around Codicote (~200 dwellings) may enable the school to expand
by 1FE, subject to assessments



Situation with the doctor’s surgery in Knebworth has gone quiet. Were looking
for an alternative site as the current building does not comply with
accessibility standards, however it is well located.



Aware of the issues with G&T assessment of need and proposed pitch
allocations. Doing further work and awaiting new national policy statement
before finalising



Both parties agreed that transit pitches is an issue best dealt with at the
county level. Welwyn Hatfield did not think the absence of unauthorised
pitches was a good indicator of need.



Current timetable for submission as per published LDS.
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