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

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Other Matters Question OM1 (Employment)

Evidence in this section:
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to Broxbourne October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to East Herts October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to Hertsmere October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to Barnet October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to Enfield October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to North Herts October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to St Albans October 2013
 OM_Q1b WHBC Economy Study letter to Stevenage October 2013
 OM_Q1c WHBC Economy Study workshop presentation October 2013
 OM_Q1g Broxbourne DtC meeting minutes December 2015
 OM_Q1g North Herts DtC meeting minutes November 2016
 OM_Q1g Stevenage Local Plan Main Modifications 2017
 OM_Q1h St Albans DtC meeting minutes March 2017
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Welwyn Hatfield Economy Study
Workshop

18th November 2013
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Introductions
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Atkins
Atkins Team
●

Richard Ainsley – Principal Planner

●

Ilias Drivylas – Principal Economist

●

Mark Spence - Planner
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Programme
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Programme for the day
Session 1: The Borough Economy - Issues and Challenges
• presentation
• breakout

Session 2: The Borough Economy – Future needs and
requirements
• Presentation
• Breakout

Close
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Session 1: The Borough Economy
Issues and Challenges

751

This session will:
Overview of the project
●

Purpose

●

Method

●

Timescales

●

Outputs

Introduce the study area
●

The functional Economic Market Area

Issues
●

How is the economy performing and what are the challenges
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Purpose of the Study
Purpose of the study
●

To provide an objective review of the role and function
of the local economy in Welwyn Hatfield and identify
economic markets operating in and across the
Borough

●

To provide recommendations which would inform
long-term land use planning for employment needs

●

To inform the Council’s Core Strategy
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Project Overview
Stage 1 – Economic Assessment and
Overall Employment Land Needs

Stage 2 – Review of Existing Employment
Land Supply

Stage 3 – Future Employment Site
Requirements

Stage 4 – Spatial Recommendations

754

9

Timescales
Research and analysis: October - November
● Socio economic profiling - underway
● Business Survey - complete
● Site appraisal - complete
● Economic forecasting – underway
● Supply demand balance – to follow
● Policy and spatial recommendations – to follow
Reporting: November - January
● Draft Report – submit mid December
● Client review
● Final Report – submit early January 2014

755

10

Outputs
Key Analysis
●

Overview of economic trends

●

Defined Welwyn Hatfield’s FEMA

●

Economic forecasts

●

Appraisal of existing employment land and premises

Key Recommendations
●

Future number of jobs that could be provided within the Borough
and FEMA.

●

How much floorspace and land will required and what type

●

Spatial recommendations
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The Functional Economic Market
Area (FEMA)
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FEMAs
What are they?
●

Local economy operates over a
wider area than LA boundaries

Why define?
●

National Planning Practice
Guidance

●

More effective policy making

●

Closer fit to real economic
market

How to define?
●

Travel to work patterns

●

Housing market area

●

Flow of goods and services

●

Customers
758
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TTW – In commuting
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14

TTW – Out commuting
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TTW - combined
200 Threshold

250 Threshold

300 Threshold
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Key Issues and Challenges
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Key Issues
Population
●

Population growth rate increasing 2011 – 2021 compared
to 2001 - 2011

●

Working age population remaining stable
160,000

74%

140,000

73%

120,000

72%

100,000

71%

80,000

70%

60,000

69%

40,000

68%

20,000

Population in persons

Proportion of 16 to 74 population of Total Population

Working Age Population (Aged 16 to 74)
75%

Welwyn Hatfield (Population
16 to 74)
Welwyn Hatfield (Total
Population)
Welwyn Hatfield (%)
Hertfordshire(%)

East of England (%)
England (%)

67%

0
2011

2016 (p)

2021 (P)
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Key Issues
Employment
●

●

●

Growth per annum
averaging 2% (1991 –
2012)
Growth per annum
averaging -1% in last 3
years
Construction and retail
have seen biggest growth
in recent years

Sector

Proportion
of
employment

Annual
Growth
Rate

Annual
Change
2009 -2012

Retail

19.4%

4.0%

383

Business administration &
support services

11.7%

-9.5%

-719

Wholesale

9.2%

4.8%

212

Education

8.9%

-10.8%

-636

Health

8.3%

4.7%

186

Professional, scientific &
technical

7.6%

1.4%

-57

Public administration &
defence

5.2%

-0.3%

-9
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Key Issues
Businesses
●

Business size heavily skewed towards micro (0-9
employees) and small businesses (10 – 19 employees)

●

Business survey shows strong local links
– average 60% of employees travel from within 5 miles
– High proportion of businesses customers are from Welwyn
Hatfield or the rest of Hertfordshire
– 30% have been in the Borough 20+ years, 13 years is
average number of years established in the Borough.
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Key Issues
Skills
● Well skilled with 45%
achieving NVQ Level 3 or 4
● Above average levels are
highly qualified
● Business survey shows
94% business not affected
by skills shortages
● Where there are issues
firms are experiencing
difficulties mostly securing
high level technical skills

35%
30%
25%
20%
% No qualifications
(Lower Better)

15%
10%

% Highest level of
qualification: (Higher
better)

5%
0%
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Key Issues
Location
●

Well located
– Strategic Road network
– Rail links to London

●

Quality of life

●

Environment

●

Good housing offer

●

Competition
– M4 Corridor
– Other parts of Hertfordshire
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Key Issues
Sites and premises
●

Some high quality sites

●

Well occupied on the whole

●

Business survey shows high
level of satisfaction with
premises

●

Issues
– Premises size
– Public transport accessibility
– Business rates
– Poor Site access

768

23

Key Issues
Land availability
●

Limited scope at existing
sites

●

Constrained by green belt

●

Competing land uses
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Breakout Session
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Questions to consider
●

Is the Borough and FEMA attractive to investors / businesses?
Why?

●

Are there any issues regarding the supply of employment land or
premises (across the FEMA)?
– Type or tenure

●

Is there sufficient choice of business premises in the FEMA?
– Location
– Quality
– Size
– Cost

●

Are there any infrastructure issues that affect businesses in the
FEMA?

●

Does the Borough’s labour force have the right skills to meet
business needs?

●

Any other issues?
771
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Session 2: Future Employment
Land Requirements
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Employment forecasts
Two major economic forecasting models have been
considered:
●

East of England Forecasting Model (Oxford Economics)
– Last updated: Spring 2012

– Employment forecasts broken down by 31 sectors
– Extending to 2031
●

Experian Forecasting Model (Experian)
– Last updated: September 2013
– Employment forecasts broken down by 38 sectors
– Extending to 2031
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Employment forecasts
Both models forecast similar trends over the period to 2031:
●

Significant growth in B1a/b employment

●

Growth in B1c and B8 employment

●

Significant further decline in B2 employment

Total FTE employment in B use class sectors between 2013
and 2031 is forecast to increase:
●

By 28% according to the EEFM (9,830 FTE jobs)

●

By 14% according to Experian (5,160 FTE jobs)
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Employment forecasts
Key growth sectors between 2013 and 2031:
● Professional Services: 1,820 new jobs (+30%)
● Administrative & Supportive Services: 1,510 new jobs (+24%)
● Retail: 990 new jobs (+8%)
● Wholesale: 950 new jobs (+9%)
● Telecoms: 940 new jobs (+14%)
Key decline sectors between 2013 and 2031:
● Public Administration & Defence: 350 fewer jobs (-12%)
● Manufacturing of Metal Products: 290 fewer jobs (-42%)
● Manufacturing of Machinery & Equipment: 150 fewer jobs (-44%)
● Manufacturing of Textiles & Clothing: 107 fewer jobs (-98%)
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Employment forecasts
Translating employment growth into floorspace requirements,
Welwyn Hatfield is estimated to need:
●

170,000sqm of additional floorspace by 2031 according to the
EEFM (mostly B1a/b and B8 land but also some B1c)

●

92,000sqm of additional floorspace by 2031 according to the
EEFM (mostly B1a/b and B8 land but also some B1c)

However...
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Forecasting limitations
Economic forecasting has a number of limitations:
●

It is extremely difficult to forecast with accuracy long-term
economic growth by sector at the local level

●

This is particularly true in the current context of prolonged
economic uncertainty

●

The forecasts of most major forecasting houses (including
Experian and Oxford Economics) are in essence “top-down”
forecasts based on regional economic models

●

They therefore may not fully reflect the unique characteristics of
local economies
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Economic scenarios
To overcome the forecasting constraints outlined previously:
●

We are developing a range of economic scenarios

●

We are keen to develop a “bottom-up” scenario based on the
views of those that understand Welwyn Hatfield’s economy best:
YOU!
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Breakout Session
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Questions to consider
●

Do you agree with the trends emerging from the EEFM / Experian
forecasts?

●

In your opinion, which sectors are likely to grow in the Borough /
FEMA? Which are likely to decline?

●

What are the key opportunities and constraints for economic
growth in the Borough / FEMA?

●

What would the Council need to do to fully achieve the Borough’s
economic potential?

●

If new employment land is required to meet forecast needs where
should this be located?

●

Any other issues
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Broxbourne Borough Council – Welwyn and Hatfield Council
Meeting Notes
Date/time: 7th December 2015, 2:30pm
Venue: Welwyn Hatfield Council

Attendees:
Broxbourne Borough Council:
Douglas Cooper (DC) Head of Planning and Development
Amy Tempest (AT) Planning Policy Assistant
Cllr J Metcalf (JM) Cabinet Member for Planning and Regeneration
Welwyn Hatfield Council
Sue Tiley (ST) Planning Policy Manager
Cllr M Perkins (SP) Cabinet Member for Planning, Housing and Community
Meeting Notes:
Timetable:
1. Broxbourne Council recently published ‘The Broxbourne Local Plan: A Framework for the
Future Development of the Borough – A Duty to Cooperate document’, to initiate talks with
its Duty to Cooperate partners. Broxbourne Council is currently looking to present the draft
Local Plan, which will contain strategic policies and site allocations, to the 16 February
cabinet, with public consultation likely to be March/April 2016.
2. Welwyn Hatfield is to publish its Regulation 19 draft Local Plan for consultation in Summer
2016.

Housing target and sites:
3. Broxbourne Borough Council is planning to provide 6,000 homes to 2031. Approximately
2,760 will be in the urban area, with the remainder in the green belt including one strategic
site for 1,500 new homes at Brookfield Riverside, near Turnford. The housing sites that are
to be taken out of the Green Belt would result in a loss of 11% of the Council’s Green Belt
land. The Council is unable to meet their assessed need of 7,123 new homes during the plan
period, therefore are enquiring whether neighbouring authorities would be able to
accommodate the Borough’s residual need. The evidence for housing (Strategic Green Belt
Review, SHMA) is currently being reviewed and updated. The Council is aiming to build 419
dwellings per year. The Council has proposed a 40% affordable housing level. In order to
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meet some of the Borough’s housing shortfall, it has been proposed that redundant Green
Belt nursery sites which can prove that they are no longer viable for commercial food
production, be identified as land for self-build housing developments. It is estimated that
these sites could accommodate 100 dwellings. Welwyn Hatfield Council has no serious
concerns regarding the proposed housing developments outlined in the Borough’s Duty to
Cooperate document.
4. Welwyn Hatfield Council now has an objectively assessed housing need of 13,433 dwellings
to 2031. Following on from a consultation earlier this year, Members found that 10,000
dwellings would be a more sensible target. It is estimated that 4,000 homes can be delivered
on Brownfield sites, which means that the remainder would have to come from land
currently designated or safeguarded as green belt. The Council do not have enough
evidence to identify their affordable housing need. The Council has identified a number of
sites for development, including sites in Cuffley which amount to just under 200 dwellings.
The site which borders both Boroughs (‘South side of Cuffley Hill, Cuffley’) has been
considered as undeliverable. This site was also not included in Broxbourne’s Local Plan due
to it playing a strategic role in preventing coalescence of Goff’s Oak and Cuffley. There are
also concerns over developing this site due to part of it being located within a flood plain.
5. Welwyn Hatfield Council is re-looking at the land adjoining the aerodrome. It is has been
suggested that the two adjoining sites could accommodate approximately 2700 (1600
dwellings on one site and 1100 on the other). The Council is assessing the impact that such a
scheme could have on the A1(M).
Gypsies and Travellers
6. Broxbourne Council’s position on gypsy and traveller sites has changed since the previous
meeting. An appeal has been made against the enforcement notices served at Wharf Road.
It was proposed to relocate the Wharf Road residents to a new site. The Council is not now
proposing another site for those illegally encamped on Wharf Road. Showperson needs will
be met through expansion of existing sites.
7. Welwyn Hatfield Council need to update their Gypsy and Traveller needs assessment. The
last assessment suggested that the Council had to supply approximately 60 additional
pitches. The Council currently has two sites, both located on the A414. No sufficient sites
have been promoted to the Council; therefore the Council will be requiring strategic sites to
meet their needs.
Employment
8. As part of the Local Plan, Broxbourne Borough Council is looking to provide high- value jobs,
improve their skills base and reduce out-commuting as part of the Borough’s overall
employment strategy. The Duty to Cooperate document has outlined that there is potential
to create 7,500 new jobs; this is currently a gross figure with the net being calculated as part
of the employment review. There are two strategic employment sites outlined in the
Council’s Duty to Cooperate document; Brookfield and Park Plaza. It is proposed that
Brookfield could provide an additional 3000+ jobs and Park Plaza in excess of 4,000 jobs.
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9. Welwyn Hatfield Council informed that they are losing a large amount of employment land
as a result of office-residential developments.
Retail
10. Broxbourne’s evidence base for its retail sector can be found on the Council’s website. There
is very limited scope to accommodate growth in the Borough’s current town centres;
therefore the Council has proposed to build on Brookfield to meet the identified retail need.
Brookfield is being promoted in the Local Plan as a new centre. The amount of retail space
created will be lower than what was proposed in Broxbourne’s Core Strategy; the Council is
now proposing to create 28,000 (net) sqm of comparison retail space. Welwyn Hatfield
Council previously objected to Broxbourne’s Core Strategy due to the impact that it would
have on Hatfield Town Centre.
11. Welwyn Hatfield Council has appointed consultants to look at the future of Hatfield. The
Council hope that this work will identify projects which will need to be funded by LEP
money. To accompany this work, the Hatfield 2030+ project has been launched. This project
is supported by the Hertfordshire LEP, Gascoyne Cecil and the University of Hertfordshire.
Transport
12. Broxbourne Council has an up-to-date transport model (Saturn). It is possible for Cuffley
development scenarios to be plugged into the model. Welwyn Hatfield Council has an up-todate transport model (WASH), however, it does not go as far as Cuffley. There was a
discussion about the use of the Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) county-wide transport
(Comet) model which also incorporates public transport.
13. The main transport priority for Broxbourne Council is improving the A10. It is estimated that
this will cost between £50-£100 million. Welwyn Hatfield is a member of the A414
consortium.
14. Broxbourne Council is highly supportive of the regional option for Crossrail 2. Crossrail 2 will
have little impact on Welwyn Hatfield council.
Infrastructure
15. Broxbourne’s infrastructure requirements will be set out within its Infrastructure Delivery
Plan. This will be produced between Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 consultations.
16. Broxbourne’s Local Plan will outline the development of the education infrastructure within
the Borough; it has been assessed that there is the need for eight new primary schools and
one secondary school. Hertfordshire County Council has asked Broxbourne Council to
safeguard land for the extension to Woodside in Goff’s Oak. New primary school provision
will be created in the Rosedale development.
17. Broxbourne Council is looking to provide a primary care facility in the new Brookside
development. There is also the possibility of providing a doctor’s surgery at the Rosedale
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development. Broxbourne Council is supportive of hospital developments at Welwyn Garden
City.
18. Most of Broxbourne Council’s new developments will drain into Deephams. The Council has
no issues in delivering water. Welwyn Hatfield developments drain into a variety of basins.
Evidence Base
19. Broxbourne’s evidence base is ¾ completed. The Council is currently reviewing its Strategic
Options document, Strategic Review of the Green Belt and SLAA. Broxbourne’s Gypsy and
Traveller study is not finalised. The Council will be carrying out a Retail Impact Assessment.
Lepus is conducting the Sustainability appraisal on Broxbourne’s Local Plan.
20. Welwyn Hatfield Council has carried out initial CIL viability work. The work has shown that
their policies are viable. The CIL strategy is to be decided.
Memorandum of Understanding
21. As a result of this meeting, Broxbourne Borough Council would like to produce a
Memorandum of Understanding to be signed by Heads of Planning and the respective
portfolio holders.
Actions
22. Broxbourne Council to prepare a Memorandum of Understanding for circulation.
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Duty to Cooperate meeting between Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council and
North Herts District Council
At NHDC Offices
11/11/2016
Minutes of the meeting
Present:
Nigel Smith (NHDC)
David Hill (NHDC)
Sue Tiley (WHBC)
Carol Hyland (WHBC)
Andrew Turner (WHBC)

Minutes:
Housing
Housing Market Areas
NHDC reps to the WHBC Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission (DLPPS), which
appeared to indicate some concern about the Welwyn Hatfield HMA, were
discussed.
The process by which the Stevenage and Welwyn Hatfield HMA boundaries were
derived were discussed. It was agreed that the starting points for deriving each HMA
were appropriate given the earlier conclusions of surrounding HMA and SHMA
studies (e.g. South West Herts), how those studies were being progressed to date,
that a best fit approach for the Welwyn Hatfield HMA was appropriate, and that both
the Stevenage and Welwyn Hatfield HMA geographies were therefore valid, with
agreement that there is a relationship between the two HMAs.
Housing Need
There was a broad discussion of how emerging Local Plan housing targets within the
wider area (including NHDC, WHBC, EHDC, SADC, SBC) compared to CLG 2012
and 2014 projections and the OAN for housing in the latest published SHMAs.
There was a broad discussion about differing methodologies in the SHMAs covering
the wider area, in particular the use of different periods for migration rates and use of
market indicators to derive an uplift. Whilst WHBC and NHDC adopt different periods
for migration rates, both parties acknowledged that the chosen periods were
appropriate for the respective SHMAs for WHBC and NHDC and that both SHMAs
followed best practice guidance.
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WHBC raised concern about the OAN identified in the St Albans SHMA (which uses
a 10 year period which significantly reduces projected housing need from the 2011
CLG projection and does not account for market indicators) and the possible
implications for those authorities which have direct and indirect housing market
relationships with St Albans, including WHBC and NHDC.
NHDC reps to the WHBC DLPPS which claimed a shortfall of 2,000 dwellings in the
area of the Stevenage HMA that extends into Welwyn Hatfield were discussed.
WHBC clarified the supply of housing in this area (completions, permissions,
allocations) resulted in a much smaller shortfall (circa 600 dwellings). Potential
solutions to meet this shortfall where discussed (namely to allocate further sites in
Welwyn, Oaklands, Woolmer Green; Codicote; Knebworth, or to increase densities
in proposed allocations for Codicote and Knebworth which appeared low to WHBC)
however further allocations were not considered either deliverable or appropriate due
to site-specific and cumulative constraints, and the densities in Codicote and
Knebworth do not account for reduce developable areas which are not specified in
NHDC’s SHLAA. Post meeting WHBC advised via email that the supply of
housing in the area actually resulted in a surplus of circa 600 dwellings
against a proportionate share of the OAN.
NHDC confirmed that it uses the Liverpool method (spread over the plan period) for
calculating the backlog against housing land supply
New settlement in NH
NHDC advised that the prospect of a new settlement alluded to in NHDC’s Proposed
Submission Local Plan (PSLP) is still in its infancy, although some work has been
undertaken to inform the approach. WHBC referred to the matter of a potential
shortfall in housing across the wider area during the latter part of plan periods and
beyond, and how a new settlement could help to meet these needs. NHDC
confirmed that part of the housing supply post 2026 set out in the NHDC PSLP is
assumed to come from a potential new settlement but that a review of the Local Plan
would be required to enable this. NHDC acknowledged that a new settlement could
also help meet longer term and wider needs. WHBC and NHDC both acknowledged
that a future review of the NHDC Local Plan may need to take account of longer term
unmet housing needs in the wider area towards the end of the plan period and post
2031 and explore whether a new settlement could help to meet them.

Outcomes:


NHDC confirmed it did not have any concerns with WHBC using the Welwyn
Hatfield HMA as the geographical area for preparing the WHBC SHMA and
deriving an OAN.
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WHBC and NHDC acknowledged that differing SHMA methodologies can be
justified within best practice guidance.
NHDC and WHBC agreed to scope and prepare a Memorandum of
Understanding between the two authorities on cross-boundary housing
matters.

Infrastructure:
Education
NHDC advised that strictly adopting HCC’s preferred format for new schools would
affect the delivery of a strategic site north of Stevenage and therefore a slightly
different solution is being proposed for the north of Stevenage and Knebworth.
NHDC also advised that they have looked at alternative approaches to HCC’s pupil
yield methodology which are adopted by surrounding authorities as the HCC
approach does not correlate with the age cohorts within the population projections
that inform NHDC’s PSLP. They acknowledged however that strategic sites do give
rise to atypical populations with a bias towards families with young children. They
expect to have further discussions with HCC on this matter.
WHBC advised that HCC’s latest position, as set out in their reps to WHBC’s
DLPPS, regarding the need for secondary school provision in and around WGC and
Hatfield has changed. This needs to be explored with HCC. WHBC also outlined the
relationship between educational needs and growth in the northern villages of
Welwyn Hatfield, how this has influence growth proposals, and how additional needs
will be met.
WHBC noted the provision for primary and potentially all-through school places in
Codicote and Knebworth, and raised the possibility of the new provision meeting the
needs of residents in Welwyn and Woolmer Green/Oaklands respectively given their
proximity.
Transport
NHDC advised that the outputs of a recent COMET model run for the A1M and
associated road network was at odds with the WHaSH model run used to inform the
NHDC PSLP. Mouchel are peer reviewing WHaSH and COMET to understand why
the outputs differ. NHDC also advised that an additional Paramics model was used
to assess impacts around North Stevenage. This indicated there would be severe
impacts toward the end of the plan period.
NHDC advised that the required mitigation measures for the A1M highlighted by the
modelling would be viable via planning obligations.
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WHBC advised that WHaSH modelling was used to inform the WHBC DLPPS.
NHDC advised that the Stevenage EIP will discuss transport issues, and the
conclusions may have implications for North Herts.
NHDC and WHBC acknowledged that if further modelling is required and that both
parties confirmed they would be happy to work with each other and HCC as
required.
Health:
NHDC advised that an application has been made to for a new GP surgery in
Knebworth. Further information has been requested of the applicant. Unsure when
the application would be determined.
Outcomes:






NHDC and WHBC to continue liaison with HCC education matters and
discuss how any new provision might relate to cross-boundary educational
needs
WHBC and NHDC to continue liaison with HCC regarding transport modelling
differing SHMA methodologies can be justified within best practice guidance.
NHDC to update WHBC on any outcome of the Knebworth surgery
application.
If requirement, NHDC and WHBC agreed to scope and prepare any
Memorandum of Understanding between the two authorities and other
relevant parties on cross-boundary infrastructure matters.

Employment and Jobs
NHDC reps to the WHBC DLPPS raised concern about the balance between
housing and jobs (too many jobs). WHBC advised that this is partly due to the
housing that would come forward east of WGC in East Herts, which falls outside of
the figures cited in the DLPPS but still needs to be considered.
NHDC reps to WHBC DLPPS also queried the balance in the DLPPS between the
allocation of new sites for mainly B1 uses as opposed to other B uses given the
evidence in the Economy Study. WHBC commented that the new locations were in
mixed use locations were B8 use would largely be inappropriate and that the
forecasts also projected a loss of B2 floorspace which would allow for change of use
proposals to come forward for B8 within the existing employment areas.
WHBC noted that NHDC are proposing to meet some of Stevenage’s employment
needs the latest EEFM figures indicate greater jobs growth in North Herts and lesser
jobs growth in Welwyn Hatfield than the previous EEFM figures. NHDC advised that
it has not yet analysed the latest EEFM figures. WHBC indicated that given the

788

change in circumstances it might now be possible for Welwyn Hatfield to meet some
of Stevenage’s needs if North Herts DC could no longer meet all of them and that
there would be a need to monitor the situation and work together on this.
Outcome
Agree to work together to understand the implications of the change in forecasts and
the implications flowing from it.

Retail
WHBC noted that the NHDC PSLP sets out to meet projected needs through to
2031, and that these needs seemed quite high. WHBC raised concern about
reliability of projections in the latter part of the plan period. NHDC advised that legal
advice was to make provision for the full plan period.

Green Belt
NHDC reps to WHBC DLPPS queried the use of an additional purpose in their Green
Belt Review. WHBC confirmed that whilst an additional purpose had been assessed,
it had been given less weight that the national purpose and was not used as the sole
reason to rule out any sites in the DLPPS. TBC?

AOB
WHBC noted its past concerns around NHDC meeting the needs of Gypsies and
Travellers through to 2031 and the potential problems of delivering additional pitches
at the Pulmore Water site. WHBC asked for clarification about provisions in the
PSLP. NHDC advised that the allocation at the Pulmore Water site would meet the
needs over the plan period to 2031, and that the previous enforcement issues at
Pulmore Water had been resolved so there was no longer any risk to delivering the
additional pitches.
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Stevenage Borough Local Plan Proposed Main Modifications

Explanatory Note

Explanatory Note
What is the Stevenage Borough Local Plan?
1 Stevenage Borough Council is in the process of finalising its new Local Plan for Stevenage.
The Stevenage Borough Local Plan forms the overall planning blueprint for the town. The role of
the Plan is to deliver sustainable development by establishing detailed proposals and requirements
for particular sites and areas. The Plan will shape the Borough over the coming decades and play
an important part in the decision on planning applications. The new Stevenage Borough Local
Plan will replace the existing District Plan, adopted in 2004.
What stage has been reached in the preparation of the Stevenage Borough Local Plan?
2 After a preparatory process, the Stevenage Borough Local Plan was submitted for examination
in July 2016. An independent Planning Inspector, appointed by the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government, examined the Plan during hearing sessions held between
January and March 2017. Following the close of the hearings sessions, the Council is proposing
modifications to the Stevenage Borough Local Plan.
What is this document?
3 This document sets out the changes (known as ‘Main Modifications’) that have been identified
as necessary to make the Stevenage Borough Local Plan (July 2016) ‘sound’. These changes
have been suggested to the Plan before, during and after the hearings. The modifications propose
to modify the Submitted Plan. This document must therefore be read alongside the submitted
Stevenage Borough Local Plan. The Main Modifications are now being published for consultation.
4 All Main Modifications are denoted by an 'MM' prefix. Where relevant, the Policy Number,
Paragraph Number, Section and Page Number that the modification relates to has been referenced,
in order to help the reader identify what areas of the Plan are proposed for modification (the Page
Number refers to the page number within the July 2016 version of the plan).
5

Deleted text is shown via strikethrough, whilst new text is underlined.

6 Outside of the scope of this consultation, the Stevenage Borough Council is also proposing
some ‘Minor Modifications’ to the plan and some minor amendments to the Policies Map. However,
as these do not affect the wording of policies or the overall intent of the plan, they are not subject
to consultation and therefore not included as part of this document.
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MM1

22

MM2

4.28

Policy / Paragraph no.

New Para after 4.26

Policy / Paragraph no.

Page

29

Mod Ref

MM3

Policy SP3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Strategic Policies

Table MM2

Page

Mod Ref

Table MM1

Page

Mod Ref

Vision and objectives

Proposed Main Modifications

Main Modification

…………

Main Modification

We recognise that we cannot meet our homes target without investment in infrastructure. We will work within
the environmental and infrastructural limits to development. We recognise that we cannot meet our homes
target without investment in infrastructure. We will work to commit to protect and enhance the natural
environment and landscape of the Borough by:
protecting existing open space and areas designated for environmental purposes;
requiring new developments to include open space to meet locally defined targets;
requiring developments to make links to the surrounding countryside;
seeking to create an ecological network; and
protecting and enhancing our heritage assets.

Update subsequent paragraph numbers.

We will require developers to contribute towards Water Framework Directive (WFD) actions on sites adjacent
to watercourses and improve the quality of water that enters groundwater aquifers across the Borough.

Add new paragraph after 4.26

Main Modification
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Table MM5

Page
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Table MM4

Page
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Table MM3

5.25

Policy / Paragraph no.

5.23

Policy / Paragraph no.

Main Modification

Emerging plans and evidence show sufficient employment potential in this wider area to be capable of meeting
demand. We will continue to support relevant proposals in the plans of Central Bedfordshire, and North
Hertfordshire and Welwyn Hatfield councils while recognising that they will make the final decision on the
amount and type of employment provision in their own areas.

Main Modification

Update all subsequent paragraph numbers accordingly.

5.24 However, economic activity is not contained by the Borough boundary………

Remainder of existing para. 5.23 text to become new para. 5.24 as follows:

These responses will deliver a significant amount of new employment in Stevenage by 2031, but will not meet
all of the identified needs. A shortfall of around 11.5ha has been identified by the most up-to-date evidence
on employment needs. (include footnote reference to Employment Technical Paper)

Hatfield's local plan. ……………

iii. The retention of key employment areas within Welwyn Garden City through Welwyn

ii. The continued development of the Stratton Farm Business Park at Biggleswade through Central
Bedfordshire's local plan.; and / or

i. A new, strategic employment allocation at Baldock to be delivered through North Hertfordshire's local plan;
and/or

e. Work with Central Bedfordshire Council and North Hertfordshire District Council and Welwyn Hatfield
Borough Council to ensure an appropriate level of employment provision within the wider A1(M) / A1 corridor
over the plan period. The Borough Council will support, as required:
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MM6
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MM7

Table MM6

Page

Mod Ref

Policy SP4

Policy / Paragraph no.

5.26

Policy / Paragraph no.

2

i. 1,500m for eExtensions to existing centres in the retail hierarchy, then other stores in accordance with
the sequential test;

2

d. Support the provision of up to 7,600 m net of additional convenience floorspace within the Borough
boundary by 2031 to meet the needs of the expanded town. This will include:

……………

c. Retain the primary retail frontages in both the Town Centre Shopping Area and the High Street Shopping
Area as the focus of major comparison shopping

b. Promote the comprehensive and co-ordinated regeneration of Stevenage Central (Town Centre plus
2
adjoining sites). This will provide for in the order of 4,700m 4,600m2 of additional comparison retail floorspace,
3,000 new homes and an improved range of shopping, bars, restaurants, leisure, community, civic and cultural
facilities. An extended and regenerated new train station will be the focus of an enlarged Stevenage Central
area, within which six Major Opportunity Areas will be designated to promote distinct mixed use redevelopment
schemes.

……………

Main Modification

…………..
A new strategic allocation at Royston Road, Baldock in North Hertfordshire. This is a key opportunity
to provide new employment land close to the Borough. This site falls within the Stevenage and Letchworth
sub-area where it would be appropriate to make a full range of B-class provision to meet any unmet
needs; and
The continued development of Stratton Farm Business Park, Biggleswade. This lies beyond Stevenage's
immediate sub-market but within the wider FEMA in both commercial property and labour market terms.
This is considered suitable to assist in accommodating unmet industrial and distribution (B1(c), B2 and
B8) requirements; and
The retention of appropriate areas and premises in Welwyn Garden City. Welwyn Hatfield's emerging
plan and evidence base identifies a small surplus of employment land over the plan period, though also
recognises the need to flexibly respond to 'real world' demand(22). Welwyn Garden City lies outside of
our defined FEMA area. However, such boundaries are never concrete and our evidence recognises
there are strong commuting flows between Stevenage and Welwyn Garden City and also an element
of property market overlap between the two towns, particularly for office space(23).
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MM10

Table MM9
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Table MM7

Policy SP6

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy SP5

Policy / Paragraph no.

5.34

Policy / Paragraph no.

2

2

…..

Main Modification

f. Ensure new development does not have an adverse effect on the Lee Valley Special Protection Area (SPA).
New development post 2026 will only be permitted if the required capacity is available at Rye Meads STW,
including any associated sewer connections.

Add additional criteria to the end of the Policy…………

Main Modification

Our evidence studies show that there is a projected need for 4,600m2 4,700m2 of additional comparison
retail floorspace during the lifetime of this plan. …………

Main Modification

v. A new allocation for a large new store, in the order of 4,600 m net (7,900m gross), at Graveley Road to
meet identified needs post-2023. ……………

2

iv. A Neighbourhood Centre in the south-east of Stevenage development of no more than the order of 500m
with a convenience store and other related small-scale Use Class A1 shops sufficient to meet the day-to-day
needs of the residents of the new neighbourhood;

2

iii. A Local Centre in the north of Stevenage development in with an anchor store of the order of 500m and
related small scale Use Class A1 shops sufficient to meet the day-to-day needs of the residents of the new
neighbourhood;

2

ii. A Local Centre in the west of Stevenage development in with an anchor store of the order of 500m and
related small scale Use Class A1 shops sufficient to meet the day-to-day needs of the residents of the new
neighbourhood;
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MM13

Table MM12
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Table MM10

Policy SP11

Policy / Paragraph no.

5.86

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy SP7

Policy / Paragraph no.

…………

Main Modification

Diversifying the Borough's housing stock in terms of housing types and sizesaway from the 3-bed terraced
homes that typified the Development Corporation is another key priority. In particular, wWe need to ensure
the provision of homes is in line with the most up-to-date assessment of need, including at the small / entry
level and also for the large / family market homes, referred to in this plan as aspirational homes.

Main Modification

ii. Approximately 60% of new homes to be 1- or 2-bed, to be measured and reviewed on a rolling basisAn
appropriate mix of housing sizes, in line with the most up-to-date evidence of need; and ………...

i. At least 20% of all new homes over the plan period to be Affordable Housing with an aspiration to deliver
up to 40% affordable housing where viability permits;

f. Build a full range of homes in terms of tenure, type and size. This plan positively addresses housing needs
and existing imbalances in the housing stock by setting targets for:

……………

Main Modification

e. Assess proposals against the car and cycle parking standards set out in this Plan and the Supplementary
Planning Documents; and……
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MM14

Table MM14

Page
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Table MM13

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy SP12

Policy / Paragraph no.

Main Modification

e. Only grant planning permission if an adequate assessment of priority habitats and species has been
undertaken. Any identified impact on these habitats and/or species will need to be avoided, mitigated or
compensated.

d. Only allow Mitigate or, as a last resort, compensate for the loss of green infrastructure or assets of
biodiversity importance where they meet the detailed criteria set out in this plan resulting from development;
and

c. Provide Create and protect multi-functional green space and sports facilities as an integral part of new
developments in accordance with the latest standards and permit the creation of other new open spaces
where they will meet an identified deficit; and

……………

b. Preserve, create, protect and enhance locally important linear features including:

……………

a. Identify, and ensure the ongoing protection of, Create, protect and enhance key areas of open space and
biodiversity value including:

The green infrastructure, and natural environment and landscape of Stevenage will be protected, and enhanced
and managed, and we will positively acknowledge its influence on Knebworth Woods SSSI and Lee Valley
SPA. We will:

Main Modification

a. ensure new development minimises and mitigates its impact on the environment and climate change by
considering matters relating (but not necessarily limited) to the provision of green space, renewable energy,
energy efficiency, water consumption, drainage, waste, pollution, contamination and sustainable construction
techniques; …………
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Table MM17
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Table MM16
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Mod Ref

Policy EC2

Policy / Paragraph no.

6.2

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy EC1

Policy / Paragraph no.

A Strong, Competitive Economy

Table MM15

MM15

Main Modification

The spatial extent of the Gunnels Wood Employment Area is defined on the Proposals Map.

Policy EC2a: Gunnels Wood Employment Area

Split Policy EC2 into two separate policies, EC2a and EC2b, as follows:

Main Modification

The future phase of the Bioscience Catalyst will ‘drawn down’ on existing permissions that exist across the
site. These allow for more than 50,000m2 of new floorspace. The significant majority of this is for research
and development (B1(b) uses). In relation to the Stevenage GSK and Bioscience Catalyst Campus, initial
master planning undertaken by GSK suggests that this site may have capacity for a significantly greater level
of B1(b) and B1(c) floorspace than has previously been consented on the site. Any floorspace beyond the
previously consented floorspace would need to be the subject of a fresh planning application. Other B Class
uses will be allowed where they are ancillary to this these uses and help to nurture the continued growth of
this international facility.

B1(b), B1(c) with ancillary uses

Amended wording for Use Class of EC1/1, as follows:

Main Modification

As well as sites specifically designed for public use, we will preserve important natural habitats. The plan
recognises 45 sites in Stevenage for their wildlife value and local importance. Although There are no European
or nationally designated sites in the Borough, however, there are a significant number of locally important
sites outside the Borough boundary including Knebworth Woods SSSI, Rye Meads SSSI, Chilterns AONB
and the Lee Valley SPA. This plan recognises 45 sites in Stevenage for their wildlife value.
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Table MM19
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Policy TC3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC2

Policy / Paragraph no.

A Vital Town Centre

Table MM18
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A new Use Class C1 hotel, with ancillary conference facilities, close to the train station;
A replacement main train station taxi rank; and

LandmarkHigh quality place-defining buildings should be located in appropriate, prominent locations;

………….

i.

………….

a.
b.

……………

Main Modification

viii. Heritage assessment and design work to mitigate the impact on preserve and enhance the significance
of the Town Square Conservation Area and the contribution made by its setting.

……………

Main Modification

… or essential to the continued operation of an established B-class use.

Within the Edge-of-Centre Zone, as shown on the proposals map, planning permission will be granted where
……

Policy EC2b: Gunnels Wood Edge-of-Centre Zone
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Table MM24
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Table MM20

Policy TC5

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC4

Policy / Paragraph no.

7.34

Policy / Paragraph no.

7.33

Policy / Paragraph no.

Main Modification

Residential uses to be focused to the west and south the east of the site will only be permitted above
first floor level and will require appropriate noise mitigation due to its proximity to, away from the East
Coast Main Line;
Provision for the main train station a taxi rank in proximity to the train station; ……………

xi. Heritage assessment and design work to mitigate the impact on preserve and enhance the significance
of the Town Square Conservation Area and the contribution made by its setting.

……………

Main Modification

……………
a.
An extended and regenerated train station; …………

Main Modification

………… As a part of the intention to create a train station that genuinely has two faces, it is intended to
provide a replacement station taxi rank on the Centre West site.

Main Modification

It is anticipated that the replacement commercial and leisure uses will be focused to the east of the site, close
to the train station, along with the new hotel, conference and office buildings. The residential uses are best
focused to the west and south of the site, away from the noise of the East Coast Main Line. Any residential
use to the east will require noise mitigation.

ii.

i.
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Table MM26
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Table MM25
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Policy TC9

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC8

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC7

Policy / Paragraph no.

e.

b.
c.
d.

2127-29 (odd) Town Square
40- 50 and 66 - 96-98 (even) Queensway
39 -103 41 – 73 and 79 – 101 (odd) Queensway
6 – 22 (even) The Forum;
1 – 11 (odd) The Forum; and
The Westgate Centre.

4-8 (even) Town Square

Main Modification

52, 54, 56, 60, 64, 75 & 77 50 – 56, 60 – 64 & 75 Queensway
1 – 4 2 – 6 & 20 – 22 The Forum and 98 & 103 Queensway;……………

The proposal is for use class A3 (restaurants & cafes) at the following locations:

……………

a.

……………

a.

Within the TCSA, the following premises and areas are identified as Primary Frontages at ground floor level:

……………

Main Modification

vii. Heritage assessment and design work to mitigate the impact on preserve and enhance the significance
of the Town Square Conservation Area and the contribution made by its setting.

………………

Main Modification
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Table MM28
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Table MM27

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC11

Policy / Paragraph no.

2

Main Modification

A site for a major new foodstore of up to 7,600m2 4,600m net (7,900m gross) trading floorspace to serve
Borough-wide needs post-2023 is identified on the policies map at Graveley Road. A retail impact assessment
will be required, particularly focusing upon the impact on Local Centres and Neighbourhood Centres.

2

These new Local Centres and the Neighbourhood Centre will become a part of the town’s Borough's retail
hierarchy. They should, wherever possible, be co-located with other community uses such as schools and/or
health or community facilities, where such facilities are being provided.

A Neighbourhood Centre will be permitted in the South-East of Stevenage development of no more than in
2
the order of 500m with a convenience store and other related small-scale Use Class A1 shops, sufficient to
meet the day-to-day need of the new neighbourhood.

New Local Centres will be permitted in each of the Stevenage West and North of Stevenage new
2
neighbourhoods, each with an anchor convenience store of in the order of 500m , together with related
small-scale Use Class A1 shops, to meet the day-to-day needs of the residents of the respective new
developments.

………………

At least 1,500m2 floorspace is reserved to be provided as extensions to existing stores in the retail hierarchy,
then other stores in accordance with the sequential test.

New Class A1 convenience retail floorspace provision will be expected to follow the sequential test and the
town’s Borough's retail hierarchy.

Main Modification

b. Would not cause harm to the significance of any designated heritage asset(s) including through harm to
their setting;
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Table MM29

MM29

Policy / Paragraph no.

7.73

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC12

Policy / Paragraph no.

7.70

Policy / Paragraph no.

7.69

2

2

2

Main Modification

Our evidence studies show that there is a projected need for 4,600m2 4,700m of additional comparison retail
floorspace during the lifetime of this plan. …………

Main Modification

Planning permission will be granted for additional comparison retail floorspace of the order of 4,600m2 4,700m
within one or more of the Town Centre Shopping Area, the Marshgate MOA, the Central Core MOA, the
Station Gateway MOA or the Northgate MOA. …………

Main Modification

At least 20% of the need (1,500m2) 1,500m of the total need is reserved to allow for extensions to existing
centres in the retail hierarchy, then other stores in accordance with the sequential test. convenience stores,
particularly in the Town Centre, the Old Town Major Centre, Poplars District Centre and Neighbourhood
2
Centres, to preserve and strengthen their role. A further 1,500m is reserved to the new Local Centres at
Stevenage West and North of Stevenage, and the new Neighbourhood Centre at South East Stevenage.
This will reduce the maximum size of a single new superstore to 7,600m2, of which no more than 1,500m2
of trading floorspace should be devoted to ancillary comparison goods. An allocation for a large new store
2
post 2023 will address the remaining 4,600m net of identified need for convenience floorspace. Allowing for
2
up to 20% (920m ) of additional net floorspace within the store to be devoted to ancillary comparison goods,
2
the total floorspace increases to 5,520m . Assuming a 70% gross to net floorspace ratio, the maximum
2
floorspace of the new superstore would be 7,900m gross.

Main Modification

Our evidence suggests that there is currently a small surplus of need for convenience floorspace in the town
Borough. Only towards the middle of the plan period will a significant need for additional floorspace arise.
This projected Borough-wide need is 7,000m2, rising to 9,100m2 of trading floorspace allowing for up tp 20%
2
of floorspace being devoted to ancillary comparison goods. 7,600m net of convenience trading floorspace.
……………
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Table MM33

MM33

7.77

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy TC13

We will follow the guidance in the NPPF (paragraphs 24 - 26) that we should apply a sequential test to planning
applications for major Town Centre uses (as defined in Annex 2 to the NPPF) that are not in an existing centre
outside of the Town Centre. We have set our own a local thresholds for centres an impact assessment for
proposals outside the tTown cCentre, as the alternative would be that applications should be are assessed
against the national threshold (of 2,500m2), which our evidence suggests could be potentially harmful to
centres.

Main Modification

iii.
Proposals will be permitted unless they fail the sequential test, or are likely to have a significant adverse
impact on one or both of the above factors.

ii. The impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer choice and trade
in the tTown cCentre and wider area, up to five years from the time that the application is made. For major
schemes, where the full impact will not be realised in five years, the impact should also be assessed up to
ten years from the time that the application is made;.

The assessment This should include an assessment of: ………

Elsewhere: 300m2

e.

District Centre and Local Centres: 750m2

c.
Neighbourhood Centres: 500m2

High Street Shopping Area: 1,000m2

b.

d.

Town Centre: 2,500m2

a.

An impact assessment will be required for any proposals in excess of 300m for main town centre uses outside
the Town Centre which exceeds the following floorspace thresholds:.

2

Applications for main Ttown Ccentre uses should be located in the Town Centre, then in edge-of-centre
locations and only if suitable sites are not available will out-of-centre sites be considered. When considering
edge-of-centre and out-of-centre sites, preference will be given to accessible sites that are well connected
(preferably by multi-modal means) to the tTown cCentre.

Proposed Main Modifications

Stevenage Borough Local Plan Proposed Main Modifications

810

19

20

91

MM36

7.79

Policy / Paragraph no.
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8.10

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy IT1

Policy / Paragraph no.

Infrastructure and Transport

Table MM36
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Table MM35
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Main Modification

…………Alternative proposals will only be considered where they are robustly demonstrated to be preferable
in terms of: …………

Main Modification

…………Alternative access points and solutions will only be permitted where they are demonstrably preferable
in highways terms.

Main Modification

When assessing applications for main town centre uses outside of the town Centre, the Borough Council will
require an impact assessment if the development is over the thresholds set in Policy TC13 above, which are
indicated as being necessary by our evidence studies.

Delete entire paragraph.

Main Modification

……………… When considering edge-of-centre and out-of-centre sites, preference will be given to accessible
sites that are well connected (preferably by multi-modal means) to the Town Centre. …………

Main Modification
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Table MM39

MM39

New para’s. Insert before
8.21

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy IT4

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy IT3

8.22 Stevenage is a Sustainable Travel Town and the Mobility Strategy focuses on reducing the need to
travel overall and increasing the proportion of journeys made by sustainable modes (on foot, by bicycle, by
public transport, or via schemes such as cycle hire and car clubs). The initiatives include walking, cycling
and shared mobility infrastructure and enhancements, together with behaviour schemes.

8.21 The Stevenage Borough Council strategy is to support and encourage increasing Mobility by sustainable
and inclusive modes. It is to support a mode shift over time from car driver to more space efficient, socially
inclusive and less polluting forms of Mobility, and not simply to supply extra road capacity for the benefit of
car borne commuters in peak periods.

Add new paragraphs before para 8.21:

Main Modification

c. d. Residential Developments exceeding the Transport Assessment threshold are accompanied by an
acceptable (green) travel plan.

ii. steps can be taken to mitigate any adverse impacts to an acceptable level

i. no significant adverse impacts will result; or

b. c. Schemes exceeding the relevant thresholds are accompanied by a satisfactory Transport Statement or
Assessment, which demonstrates that the residual cumulative impacts of development are not severe; and

b. Development reflects the principles of the Stevenage Mobility Strategy;

a. Development would not have an adverse impact upon highway safety;

Planning permission will be granted where:

Main Modification

Planning permission for significant development proposals sites of 200 dwellings or more, including smaller
sites being brought forward in phases that will cumulatively exceed this threshold, will be granted where
applicants satisfactorily demonstrate how infrastructure needs arising from their proposals will be met.
……………
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Policy / Paragraph no.

8.24

Policy / Paragraph no.

8.23

Policy / Paragraph no.

8.21

Policy / Paragraph no.

Main Modification

Travel plans set out measures that will be adopted by developers or businesses to encourage residents or
staff to use more sustainable modes of transport for their journeys. Initiatives can include, but are not limited
to, car sharing, cycle storage, showers, dedicated bus services, and homeworking, smart technology, cycle
training, personalised travel planning and education and behavioural change measures.

Main Modification

Transport modelling has been carried out to inform the production of this plan. Developers are encouraged
to agree the most appropriate approach to transport modelling with the highway authority and Stevenage
Borough Council.make use of this model when preparing their development proposals.

Main Modification

Maintaining safe and effective access to homes, facilities, jobs and schools is essential to ensuring good
quality of life and a prosperous economy. Development proposals will not be supported where the residual
cumulative impacts of development are severe. they will have an unacceptable adverse impact on the highway

Main Modification

Update subsequent paragraph numbers accordingly.

8.24 A Mobility Steering Group formed of Hertfordshire County Council, Stevenage Borough Council and
invited stakeholders will monitor progress of the delivery of the Stevenage Mobility Strategy.

8.23 The Strategy expects a step change in uptake of sustainable modes. It also advises that it is likely that
some highway capacity would need to be reallocated for use by pedestrians, cyclists and bus users.

Proposed Main Modifications

Page

100

MM48

98

Mod Ref

Table MM47

MM47

Mod Ref

Page

97

MM46

Table MM46

Page

97

Mod Ref
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Policy IT7

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy IT6

Policy / Paragraph no.

8.26

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy IT5

……………

Retain existing list of routes.

The following schemes are identified as priority new and improved links for pedestrians and cyclists:

Routes

Planning permission will be granted where proposals maintain, enhance, reasonably provide or reasonably
contribute towards these routes:

Main Modification

6. New or improved bus services and facilities within 400 metres of major developments.

……………

Main Modification

parking to prevent existing problems being exacerbated. This is particularly true of new residential development.
Residential car parking standards are contained in Appendix B of this plan within the Parking Provision SPD.
These include the discounts that will be applied in more accessible locations. Relevant applications will be
required to meet these standards.

As such, it is important to ensure that new development provides appropriate levels of car

Main Modification

Planning permission will be granted where proposals comply with the parking standards set out in this plan
and have regard to the requirements of the Parking Provision Standards Supplementary Planning Document.
…………..
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Table 3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Table 3

Policy / Paragraph no.

High Quality Homes

Table MM49

Page
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Table MM48

Delete the third bullet point of row 3 relating to Bragbury End sports ground car park:

Main Modification

Delete row 2 relating to Bragbury End Sports Ground (This is covered by Policy HO4).

Main Modification

The Stevenage Cycle Strategy will be regularly reviewed and updated over the plan period to ensure that it
is up to date in terms of the infrastructure needs for active travel.

Insertion of additional paragraph after 8.44

Main Modification

The Stevenage Cycle Strategy identifies improvements to wayfinding for pedestrians and cyclists in and
around Stevenage, which includes signage and maps.

Wayfinding

The Stevenage Cycle Strategy identifies improvements to cycle parking provision available to the public in
Stevenage in terms of gaps in provision at appropriate locations as well as the quality of existing cycle parking.

Cycle Parking
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MM52
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Table MM51

Policy HO2

Policy / Paragraph no.

Table 3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Table 3

Policy / Paragraph no.

l. Sports facilities are provided on-site, in line with Policy HC8, including, but not limited to:

k. Local facilities to serve the community are incorporated, including a GP surgery, subject to demand;

……

h. At least 30% affordable housing is provided in line with Policy HO7;

Development proposals will be permitted where the following criteria are met:…….

A Masterplan for the whole site will be required as part of any outline planning application. The Masterplan
must be approved prior to the submission of detailed development proposals for the site.

Land to the west of Stevenage, as defined by the proposals map, is allocated for the development of
approximately 1,350 dwellings.

Main Modification

Replacement sports facilities in a suitable location, and of equivalent, or better, quantity and quality will be
required, prior to development.

Satisfactory relocation/reprovision of existing sports facilities.

Amendment to row 12 relating to Land West of North Road (Rugby Club):

Main Modification

Amendment to row 7 relating to Former Pin Green School playing field:
No specific measures identified The loss of sports facilities will need to be mitigated.

Main Modification

The loss of sports facilities will need to be mitigated against.
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Page
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Table MM55

MM55

Mod Ref

Table MM54

9.21

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.18

Policy / Paragraph no.

If self-build plots are not taken up by the public after being marketed for at least two years, we will allow these
to revert to conventional build plots.

Add to end of paragraph 9.21…

Main Modification

Sports facilities will also be required, in line with policy HC8. As part of this requirement, oOur evidence
identifies a need for an additional cricket pitch facility to be provided within the town, towards the end of the
plan period. It recommends Stevenage West as the preferred location for this provision to be made. Subject
to an up-to-date assessment of demand, the masterplan will be expected to show how this facility can be
accommodated within the site. It is likely that additional (external) sources of funding will be required to deliver
this facility. This will require further discussion at pre-application stage. In the event that no demand is shown
for the proposed facility by an operator, equivalent quantitative sports pitch provision will be required in
accordance with Policy HC8. A skate park / alternative youth facilities will also be required.

Main Modification

It is recognised that the site may be delivered by a number of different developers. In this case, any phase
of development would be required to demonstrate that it would enable the delivery of the policy objectives
for the development as a whole and those relevant to that phase, and enable an expanded scheme within
North Hertfordshire District Council. Community facilities should be provided in a location that allows them
to be expanded to meet the needs of the site as a whole.

Additional text added to end of Policy HO2, as follows:

r. Electric car charging points are provided at an easily accessible location within the site.

…………

ii. Land to accommodate aA new cricket pitchfacility;

i. A skate park or MUGA for children; and
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9.29

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.24

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HO3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Add to end of para 9.29……

Main Modification

There is currently no vehicular access to the site. The primary access route can be taken from North Road.
An additional access point is likely to be required for phases of development beyond 300 units (or equivalent
traffic generating uses). The developer will need to work with the Highways Authority to ensure any required
improvements to the road network are undertaken.

Main Modification

p. Electric car charging points are provided at an easily accessible location within the site. …………

……….

vi. Building styles and layout within the conservation area to the east of the site should reflect the key features
of the conservation area.

v. Existing Public Rights of Way are retained and designed into the development, where possible, and diverted
where necessary; and

……….

h. Local facilities to serve the community are incorporated, including a GP surgery, subject to demand;

……….

f. At least 30% affordable housing is provided in line with policy HO7;

……….

Main Modification
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MM61

Table MM60

Page

Mod Ref

Table MM59

9.36 / 9.37

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HO4

Policy / Paragraph no.

Applicants for planning permission will need to address the requirements of the Development Plan as a whole.
In this instance, this will include the Hertfordshire Minerals Plan which contains these sites within the Sand
and Gravel Belt. Further advice can be obtained from either the Borough or County Councils on the practical
implications of this designation

Main Modification

Local facilities to serve the community, including a GP surgery, subject to demand; and
On-site sports facilities in line with Policy HC8, including, but not limited to, the provision of a MUGA or
Skate Park for children.

Add new para after 9.36…..

i.
ii.

The following will also be required to be provided within the parcel south of A602, unless demonstrated that
these facilities are more satisfactorily accommodated on the northern part of the site:

n. Electric car charging points are provided at an easily accessible location within the site.

Add the following text to the end of the Policy:

Update all subsequent criteria numbering following the deletions above.

h. Local facilities to serve the community are incorporated, including a GP surgery; ………….

g. The loss of sports facilities to the north of the A602 will need to be mitigated against;

………..

e. At least 30% affordable housing is provided in line with policy HO7;

……….

Main Modification

If self-build plots are not taken up by the public after being marketed for at least two years, we will allow these
to revert to conventional build plots.
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Table MM63
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Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HO7

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.41

Policy / Paragraph no.

Main Modification

Residential or mixed use schemes, that are not compliant with the above targets, or fail to meet other Local
Plan policies, must be accompanied by a financial appraisal, based on agreed costs and development values
at the time of the application. Where an appraisal shows that affordable housing provision in excess of the
relevant target level can be supported, a higher level of provision will be encouraged.

Add to end of Policy……

Planning permission will be granted for residential developments that maximise affordable housing provision
based on agreed values and viability at the time of application. The following target levels of affordable housing
provision will apply to schemes that meet the thresholds set out in national guidance:……………

Main Modification

If self-build plots are not taken up by the public after being marketed for at least two years, we will allow these
to revert to conventional build plots.

Add to end of para 9.41……

Main Modification

…………However, developers’ contributions will be required towards improvements to existing public playing
field sites in Stevenage, as part of the requirement for sports provision arising from Policy HC8. A skate park
or MUGA for children will also be required.

Add to end of following para (currently 9.37)…

Update subsequent paragraph numbers accordingly.
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Table MM64

MM64

9.67

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.66

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.57

Policy / Paragraph no.

Para 9.53

Taking these issues into account, schemes will be assessed against an overall ambition that new development
will deliver a 60:40 split between small (defined as studio, 1- and 2-bed) and large (3 or more bed) market
units.

Delete paragraph 9.67.

Main Modification

Alongside this, the requirements suggested by up-to-date housing and population projections and other
relevant demographic evidence will be taken into account. Recent trends suggest a significant need for
houses over flats. that the number of people living on their own will increase over time. We need to increase
the number of flats and smaller houses that are available to provide a responsive range of accommodation,
and also to provide greater opportunities for first time buyers. At the opposite end of the scale, Particularly,
there are very few large family homes. Only 1 in 100 homes in Stevenage are in the highest Council Tax
(93)
brackets .

Main Modification

At present, there is no national (or other, externally set)The NPPG sets thresholds for sites on which affordable
housing provision can be required and it will be sought on all sites. Currently, affordable housing can only
be sought on sites of over 10 dwellings. Should these thresholds be adopted withdrawn in the future, the
targets set out in Policy HO7 will apply to all schemes either by the council in response to a review of viability
evidence, or by Government – these will apply.

Main Modification

All major rResidential or mixed use schemes, that are not target compliant or fail to meet other key Local
Plan Policies (those that were inputs into the whole plan viability assessment), must be accompanied by a
financial appraisal, based on current costs and development values at the time of the application. All appraisals
will be subject to scrutiny and review by the Council's Housing team. It is our expectation that affordable
housing provision will be maximised once reasonable costs and returns and other policy requirements have
been taken into account. Where an appraisal shows that affordable housing provision in excess of the relevant
target level can be supported, this a higher level of provision will apply be encouraged.
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Policy HO12

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.86

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HO11

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.68

Policy / Paragraph no.

Add to end of Policy…

….

The following site, as shown on the policiesroposals map, is allocated for permanent accommodation for
Gypsiesy and Travellers (including those who have ceased to travel permanently) accommodation:

Main Modification

……………As a result there needs to be an increase in the overall percentage of new homes built over the
plan period that will be required to meet wheelchair accessible and adaptable dwellings standards.

Main Modification

Planning permission for major residential schemes will generally be conditioned to ensure at least 50% of all
new dwellings are Category 2: wheelchair accessible and adaptable dwellings. …………

Main Modification

This small unit need supports the requirement for higher densities in more accessible locations. The original
masterplan for Stevenage involved building at relatively low densities of 25-30 dwellings per hectare. ………..

Main Modification

Update subsequent paragraph numbers accordingly.
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9.96

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HO13

Policy / Paragraph no.

9.93

Policy / Paragraph no.

Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin including persons who, on grounds only of their
own or their family’s or dependent’s educational or health needs or old age, have ceased to travel temporarily
or permanently.

Until the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Study is reviewed (anticipated in 2018), in assessing the need
for additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches the Council will define Gypsies and Travellers as:

Add to end of para 9.96:

Main Modification

Planning permission for accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers (including those who have ceased to
travel permanently) or Travelling Showpeople on unallocated sites will only be granted where the proposal:
a.
Satisfies a demonstrated local need for accommodation and follows a sequential approach to site
selection; …………

Main Modification

Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin including persons who, on grounds only of their
own or their family’s or dependent’s educational or health needs or old age, have ceased to travel temporarily
or permanently.

Until the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Study is reviewed (anticipated in 2018), in assessing the need
for additional Gypsy and Traveller pitches the Council will define Gypsies and Travellers as:

Add to end of para 9.93:

Main Modification

The council is willing, if necessary, to consider using its Compulsory Purchase Order powers under section
236 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, if it appears that the site is not otherwise going to be
delivered.
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Policy GD1
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New para after 11.21

Policy / Paragraph no.

11.20

Policy / Paragraph no.

Healthy Communities

Table MM75

Page

Mod Ref

Good Design

Table MM74

Add new para after 11.21. Update subsequent paragraph numbers.

Main Modification

Policy HC3 safeguards the existing hospital site, including the main hospital buildings, residential
accommodation for hospital employees to the east, offices, training facilities and parking provision. This will
allow the Lister Hospital to operate successfully throughout the plan period to 2031.

Main Modification

j. Meets, and where possible exceeds, the nationally described space standards;…………

…………

ii. The car parking and access standards in Policy IT5 and the Parking Provision SPD;

………..

Main Modification
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Table MM77

Policy HC9

Policy / Paragraph no.

11.43

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy HC7

Policy / Paragraph no.

11.22

Policy / Paragraph no.

……………

Main Modification

As detailed in paragraph 5.42, we are looking to implement CIL in Stevenage. Once implemented, standard
charges will, instead, be collected to fund projects across the Borough.

Add to end of para 11.43…..

Main Modification

c. With the exception of sports facilities, a A sequential approach to site selection has been followed ………

……………

Main Modification

There is a A small parcel of undeveloped land within this campus, adjacent to the A602 provides the opportunity
for additional healthcare related uses, including the expansion of the Lister Hospital. Development here will
be restricted to healthcare related uses, which complement the existing facilities.

Main Modification

Planning permission for appropriate healthcare related uses within this area will be granted, including ancillary
facilities (the definition of which includes residential accommodation for staff).
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Policy FP7

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy FP3

Policy / Paragraph no.

Policy FP2

Policy / Paragraph no.

Flooding and Pollution

Table MM81

Main Modification
All development proposals should minimise, and where possible, reduce air, water, light and noise
pollution…………

……………

v. That Whether the development will be safe and pass the Exception Test, if applicable.

iv. The evidence for us, as the local planning authority, to apply (if necessary) the Sequential Test; and

iii. That Whether the measures proposed to deal with these effects and risks are appropriate;

ii. That the development will not Whether it will increase flood risk elsewhere;

……………

Main Modification

Planning permission for all major development sites that are one hectare or more will be granted where:
…………

Main Modification

The school will be required to provide a sports hall, at least 4 courts in size, which offers public access through
a Community Use Agreement, or a similar arrangement.
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Policy / Paragraph no.

Chapter 15

Policy / Paragraph no.

15.4

Policy / Paragraph no.

Delivery and Monitoring

Table MM85

Page
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Natural and Historic Environment

Main Modification

Remove entire table at the end of chapter 15, which replicates the IDP schedule.

Main Modification

The amount of new development being planned for is significant. It cannot occur without significant investment
in infrastructure and supporting facilities. Key items and facilities are set out summarised in the Infrastructure
Delivery Plan table on the following page. Key delivery bodies are identified and costs are provided where
known. This is based on the requirements identified in the IDP (137). The delivery of these schemes will be
monitored on an on-going basis in our Authority Monitoring Reports.

Main Modification

The provision of new public open space in this area will comprise the open space provision for the North of
Stevenage development allocated under HO3, but could also allow for some offsetting of open space
requirements arising from other developments in the plan period, or from the town as a whole, and any
proposals will be viewed in this context. ….......

Main Modification
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Appendix B: Mobility
Strategy

Stevenage’s cycle network was modelled on Dutch infrastructure and by the 1970s, when the network was
finalised, Stevenage was held up as proof that the UK could build a Dutch-style cycle network.

Existing Situation

Active Travel Strategy

Given this, the strategy is to be cognisant of these trip purposes and to target in particular short trips made
by car that could easily be made by active travel and public transport instead.

Figure 4.1 – Propensity to Increase Active Travel for Short Trips (as ED127, page 15)

In addition to this, Stevenage has a high level of internalisation of jobs, with many local residents taking up
available jobs in Stevenage. Therefore, commuting distances will be short for many residents. A high proportion
of all trips, not just commuter trips, are less than 5 miles.

The commuter peak periods are the times of the day when the highway network is under the most pressure.
The National Travel Survey (NTS) shows that in the AM peak hour (08:00- 09:00), 25% of all movement is
(1)
for commuting and business purposes and 50% is associated with education . Therefore, three quarters
of all movement in the AM peak hour are focussed on just these two activities. In the PM peak hour
(17:00-18:00), over 40% of all movement is associated with these purposes.

It steers away from the historic, and now contra-policy, predict and provide car commuter peak as a proxy
for transport and Mobility. Instead of prioritising road building schemes to satisfy a theoretical short lived car
commuter demand, the strategy is to design for and prioritise Mobility as a whole. It is to create even more
attractive choice in movement than already exists, committing funds to physical improvements to the higher
capacity cycle network, which can be up to seven times more effective in terms of unit road space compared
with car use, invest in public transport and make huge inroads in influencing behaviour by significant funding
of new measures to promote and use the mobility options that already exist and will improve.

This Mobility Strategy for Stevenage makes commitments to tried, tested and innovative initiatives in Mobility
and Behaviour, that do not just mitigate the demands from the Local Plan growth but will accelerate the more
efficient use of transport infrastructure within the town. It enables growth, not just for this Local Plan but
beyond, with a reduced reliance on the car and more active and integrated communities.

Insertion of a new appendix after Appendix A, entitled Mobility Strategy and consisting of the Stevenage
Mobility Strategy as set out in ED127, Transport Technical Paper, chapter 4.

National Travel Survey Table NTSS0502 Trip Start Time by Trip Purpose (Monday to Friday) England
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· Wayfinding: the former active travel Wayfinding Strategy that was developed, but not implemented, will
be reviewed and updated where necessary. An Action Plan for its implementation will be included in the
updated Cycle Strategy.

· An upgraded cycle network: the highest priority for investment will be the upgrade of the existing cycle
network, which has suffered from a historic lack of investment. This will include improved surfacing, improved
lighting, addressing missing links in the network and changes to priority where cycleways meet the highway
in order to create continuous routes. In accordance with Policy IT5 of the Local Plan, developers will be
required to provide safe, direct and convenient routes within the development, and link to existing cycleway
and pedestrian networks.

· Cycle Strategy: an up to date cycling strategy will be prepared for Stevenage that will set out the strategy,
measures and timescales for implementation. The strategy will consider all potential cycle trip purposes,
including commuting, cycling to school and recreational cycling.

The strategy will focus on the following aspects:

In Hertfordshire, it has been estimated that 63% of all journeys are less than 5 miles. Not only has Stevenage
been designed with cycling in mind, but the majority of trips are of a distance that can comfortably be
accommodated by a choice of means of mobility.

The existence of the extensive, segregated cycle infrastructure means that Stevenage is better equipped
than many towns to facilitate safe and convenient cycling and encourage this change in emphasis.

The strategy is to further encourage this shift through the creation of an active travel /car differential whereby
it is more attractive to cycle for short journeys than drive.

Stevenage Borough Council will place a high priority on active travel. For the purposes of this Local Plan and
beyond, it will plan on the basis that the proportion of travel by active travel will increase, that commuter peak
car demand will remain broadly static and therefore that the proportion of travel by car driver will decrease.

Proposed Strategy

Stevenage’s good active travel infrastructure can easily become excellent with further investment. The cycle
routes have the capacity to accommodate significant movement by bicycle, becoming material economic
conduits for movement. Appendix i is the cycle map of the whole Stevenage network. (Stevenage Cycle
Route Network map to be inserted at the end of the Mobility Strategy, as ED127, final page).

Proposed Main Modifications

Proposed Strategy

Car Parking Strategy

Through the Thameslink expansion, Stevenage will be directly connected, by fast services, to the heart of
central London and a variety of destinations south of London, including Gatwick Airport. Services will also
stop at Farringdon for easy connections onto the Elizabeth Line (i.e. Crossrail) to Heathrow, Canary Wharf
and beyond. With new trains on both commuter and intercity services, by 2018 there will be a step change
in the accessibility and attractiveness of travel by rail to/from Stevenage. The Local Plan identifies (Policy
TC4 iv) a proposal for a radically improved new Stevenage railway station, with National Rail having plans
for a 5th platform, as part of a broader central area regeneration scheme. This will also help to drive a shift
in travel onto rail.

As part of the regeneration of the Town Centre it is proposed to close the existing bus station and replace it
with new bus interchange at the railway station. It is also proposed to significantly improve bus connections
into and through Stevenage, which will enable more employees in the town centre and Gunnels Wood
employment area easily access their place of work.

Proposed Strategy

Public transport (buses and trains) is well used in Stevenage. Approximately 6% of travel to work is by bus,
and 7% by train. However, the existing bus and railway station have been underinvested for some time and
require an upgrade in provision. The bus-rail transfer is currently relatively poor as the existing bus station
is not located adjacent to the railway station to provide a seamless interchange.

Existing Situation

Public Transport Strategy

· Cycle Training: Positive actions to influence behaviour are education in, and awareness of, opportunities,
including the opportunity to make best use of the active travel infrastructure. Cycle training, including for those
of an early age, will help to broaden horizons and provide confidence.

· Cycle Storage: a review of existing cycle parking available to the public within Stevenage will be
undertaken. The review will identify any gaps in existing cycle parking provision in terms of appropriate
locations at trip ends as well as the quality of cycle parking. In addition, in accordance with Policy IT5 of the
Local Plan, developers will be required to provide secure cycle parking as part of any development coming
forward.
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The Hertfordshire 2015 Household Survey provides a useful insight into how far people travel to work and
by which mode. Of particular interest are those trips that are under 3 miles, and therefore have the easiest
potential to be made by sustainable modes. Figure 4.3 illustrates the mode share of journeys to work under
3 miles.

Figure 4.2 – Mode of Travel to Work for People Working in Stevenage (2011 Census) (as ED127, page 19)

2011 Census data provides an insight into the main modes of travel for people working in Stevenage. This
shows that 69% of people who work in Stevenage drive a car, 11% travel by public transport and 13% walk
or cycle.

Existing Situation

Workplace Travel Planning

Stevenage Borough Council will develop car-pooling within the Stevenage community, and expect new
development, where appropriate, to invest in the development and encouragement of this type of mobility. It
will stay abreast of the significant emerging European research in this field, and seek the implementation of
the most effective elements of this growing, and particularly socially inclusive, method of mobility.

Proposed Strategy

Hertfordshire County Council currently operates a Liftshare car-pooling scheme, which has over 1,000
members.

Existing Situation

Car Sharing

Stevenage Borough Council will take the lead in this by critically reviewing and managing its own staff car
parking strategy.

The 2004 Parking Strategy will be updated as part of the development of the Stevenage Mobility Strategy as
a tool for encouraging greater activity in the town centre whilst minimising the demand for commuter car
parking.

Parking is no longer a stand-alone issue, but has become a key aspect of both transport and land use planning.
Control over the availability of parking spaces is a key policy instrument in influencing car trips. The supply
and pricing of car parking has a fundamental influence on the way people travel. Research has shown that
even where good alternatives to the car exist, if cheap and convenient car parking is available then people
with access to a car will tend to choose this mode of travel.

Proposed Main Modifications

Proposed Strategy

Figure 4.5 - Mode of Travel for Education Trips under 3 miles (as ED127, page 21)

Short car trips have the greatest propensity to change to active travel. The short educational trips (under 3
miles) make up the vast majority of education related trips (over 70%) and, 30% of these are currently made
by car. Therefore, any shift away from the car for these trips would have a positive effect on travel, particularly
in the morning peak period.

Figure 4.4 – Mode of Travel for Education Trips (All School Ages) (as ED127, page 20)

With regards to education trips, the Hertfordshire 2015 Household Survey shows that 40% of trips (all school
ages) are made by car and the remaining 60% by non-car modes.

Existing Situation

Education Travel Planning

The strategy is to concentrate infrastructure and behavioural influence initiatives in these concentrated areas
of employment, which include the Council office in Stevenage. There are some significant mobility benefits
to be had in this way, and a strong evidential basis already in the UK for the effectiveness of this.

The concentration of this many people, makes it an ideal area to target travel behaviour change through a
range of travel planning measures. Major employers in this area, including GSK, are already part of the
SmartGo Stevenage scheme, which offers a range of travel benefits and services to help make travel cheaper
and easier for employees.

Gunnels Wood, between the A1(M) and the town centre, is by far the largest employment site in Stevenage.
The area is made up of a large range of businesses, from small and medium businesses through to some
very large employers including GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) and MBDA. Around 19,000 employees work on the
estate for approximately 300 different businesses and it is set to intensify as part of the Local Plan.

Proposed Strategy

The survey showed that 22% of journeys to work in Hertfordshire are within 3 miles and that over half (52%)
of these journeys are made by car. There is a significant potential for mode shift for these short trips to be
made by active travel, public transport or more efficient use of the car.

Figure 4.3 – Mode of Travel for Journey to Work Trips under 3 miles (as ED127, page 19)
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195

MM89

2

Appendix B

Policy / Paragraph no.

Delete Appendix B Residential car parking standards.

Main Modification

DfT Modeshift STARS; NICE Guidance “What can local authorities achieve by encouraging walking and cycling”; Living Streets “Making the Case
for Investment in the Walking Environment, A Review of the Evidence”

Table MM89

Page

Mod Ref

Table MM88

In terms of traffic capacity, the Council will identify pinch points on the network in the first instance, and
prioritise funding for road capacity improvements to relieve those pinch points in the context of the overarching
mobility strategy. The IDP identifies the pinch points currently forecast by the traffic modelling exercise and
assigns costs and priorities to those measures.

The strategy is to prioritise delivery of the overall mobility network. In some cases, that might mean reallocation
of road space between modes, and this may include junction or road improvements.

For car travel in Stevenage to be sustainable, many people will need to travel by other means. It is unrealistic
to expect traffic to flow unimpeded at peak times, or to design to accommodate that desire.

Proposed Strategy

Highway Network Management

Development and enforcement of School Travel Plans;
Bikeability cycle training in schools; and
Continued development of education facilities within easy access by non-car modes.

The Transport Strategy for Stevenage will focus on encouraging a change in behaviour away from the car
(2)
for education trips. There is a good evidential base for the effectiveness and benefits of education related
interventions on school related travel, to the extent that positive behavioural initiatives can have a substantial
effect on the propensity to travel to school by healthy and sustainable means. The strategy is to promote a
plethora of measures, including:

Proposed Main Modifications

What happens next

What happens next
7 After the close of the consultation all representations relating to the Main modifications will be
passed to the Inspector, together with any observations the Inspector may request the Council to
make on them.
8 The Inspector will prepare a report on the Examination into the Stevenage Borough Local Plan
and the main modifications to it.
9 The Council expect to be able to consider the Inspector's Report and adopt the Stevenage
Borough Local Plan in Summer/early Autumn 2017.
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Stevenage Borough Local Plan Proposed Main Modifications
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Stevenage Borough Local Plan Proposed Main Modifications
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DUTY TO COOPERATE MEETING BETWEEN WELWYN HATFIELD AND ST
ALBANS
Venue: St Albans
Date: 23 March 2017 1:00pm
Agenda as set out by WHBC:
1. Minutes of last meeting and any matters arising
2. Update on St Albans Local Plan and Duty to cooperate activity with South
West Authorities
(1)

Approach to SHMA, Housing Market Area, OAN, housing land supply
and housing target.

(2)

Approach to employment land supply, targets and FEMA.

(3)

Duty to Cooperate judicial review

(4)

Timetable for Local Plan

(5)

Detailed Plan consultation

(6)

Transport modelling

(7)

Infrastructure / education

(8)

Retail

3. Review of the SADC representations and update on the WH Local Plan
(1)

OAN based on 2012 projections and 2014 projections and housing
target.

(2)

Ability of other authorities to meet shortfall and early review

(3)

Employment Land

(4)

Site capacities and densities

(5)

Site selection Green Belt and exceptional circumstances

(6)

Settlement strategy

(7)

Maintaining settlement pattern

(8)

Gypsy and Traveller provision

(9)

Housing Site HAT1 North West Hatfield

(10)

Housing Site HAT2 and Ellenbrook Country Park
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(11)

Roehyde

(12)

Symondshyde and Duty to Cooperate

4. Likely content of MOU (as proposed by WHBC)
(1) Background
(2) Strategy priorities with cross boundary issues
(3) Duty to cooperate
(4) Review and planning for longer term needs
(5) Areas of agreement
(6) Areas of disagreement
5. A.O.B
(Numbered references to interpret notes below)

Attendees
St Albans City & District Council (SADC) - Councillor Julian Daly - Leader (JD),
Tracy Harvey (TH), Chris Briggs (CB)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) – Councillor Mandy Perkins - Executive
Member for Planning, Housing and Community (MP), Colin Haigh (CH), Sue Tiley
(ST)
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Notes:
1. Minutes of last meeting and any matters arising
Previous Meeting Notes agreed. Agreed generally to create more detailed
meeting notes under DtC.
2. Update on St Albans Local Plan and Duty to Cooperate activity with South
West Herts Authorities
(1)
- SADC still suggest single LPA HMA approach. Discussions underway with
South West Herts Group (SWHG) and respective consultants regarding wider
area. Evidence suggests if SADC is considered as part of a wider area HMA it
should include WHBC.
- WHBC SHMA identified relationship to SADC, WHBC concerned as not
involved in SADC SHMA, WHBC felt needed to make the point – especially on
SADC being considered to underestimate need and therefore potential
consequences for WHBC.
- WHBC clarified DtC concerns linked to soundness. Feel lack of engagement
on technical work by SADC, eg not consulted on SADC draft SHMA.
CB - SADC have been discussing DtC with SWHG (and Dacorum separately on
specific issues). Seeking to resolve SHMA methodologies and HMA / FEMA
definitions. Options to move forward on table. Further work required.
TH - There is a relationship between SADC and WHBC on housing. Need to
consider how and when to best involve WHBC in SADC and SWHG discussions.
ST - WHBC sets a target for 12,000 dwellings provided through the draft Plan;
The SHMA is being updated and indicates a revised 15,400 OAN which takes
account of 2014 household projections.
MP - Need to base plan on a figure at a point in time. Acknowledge “Gap”
between OAN to Plan has grown. But very important constraints - eg Hatfield
House Historic Park and Garden, A1M, Green Belt. Also need to make progress
at a point and move on. Can review plans after 5 years – need to get on and get
a plan in place to build and deliver.
JD - Supportive of overall approach outlined by MP.
ST - For record – WHBC consider they have a shortfall in provision. From
previous DtC discussions WHBC understand that SADC is not currently in a
position to meet the shortfall. As part of plan preparation in other areas WHBC
will be asking SADC, HBC and SWHG to consider any opportunities for meeting
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it. Asking N.Herts and E.Herts as well. Suggest feeding into SWHG meetings
as request will come to them also.
JD - Will need process to look at how WHBC will demonstrate appropriate
assessment of level of need and why it cannot meet need. What is the process
for establishing “cannot meet need”? SADC commented that they were similarly
constrained and that the implications of the Housing White Paper is that nonGreen Belt authorities should consider their ability to meet any shortfall arising
first.
JD – There is a gap between forecast numbers and what market will actually
deliver.
Agreed – TH/CB to feed WHBC information on shortfall in WHBC draft Plan and
‘request’ to SWHG into SADC/SWHG meetings.
(2)
- SADC draft SLP takes an ‘opportunity based approach’ with 55 Hectares of
land at East Hemel. There is sufficient employment land to more than meet any
reasonable forecast needs for SADC alone and that the Strategic Rail Freight
depot conditions/reserved matters applications were coming forward.
CB – SADC positive about prospects to agree with SWHG East Hemel
jobs/floorspace “apportionment” - a key issue for Dacorum and SWHG.
- WHBC new employment land at Marshmoor / SE WG City and NW Hatfield
plus capacity at Hatfield Airfield and some intensification options.
CB - 8% loss from residential conversions of offices. Substantial replacements
at East Hemel.
Agreed - WHBC + SADC - Has been several previous discussion on Roehyde.
Neither LPA considered it a suitable site to bring forward.
(3)
CB - Update on SLP position - rolled up JR hearing 20/21 June. Timetable for
local DtC outcomes uncertain.
(4/5)
- SADC DLP - PPC April considering responses to consultation.
MP - WHBC intention Cabinet 4 April / Council 10 April Submission end April /
early May – N Herts and E Herts DtC meetings in April.
(6/7)
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TH – SADC are working with HCC to carry out transport modelling. SADC +
Stevenage had issues at Examination with HCC.
ST / MP - HCC comments to WHBC Plan based on some aspects of mitigation
measures which had not been referred to in the IDP.
(8)
CB - No issues as SADC had provided information on London Colney potential
retail growth.
ST - Retail trends difficult to predict. Plan gives a commitment to review
evidence on need for post 2026.
CH - expect town centre intensification with residential over retail.
Agreed - SADC had reassured Welwyn Hatfield with regards to the retail
proposals in the SLP.
3. Review of the SADC representations and update on the WH Local Plan
(1)
- WHBC update to the SHMA was in preparation. The 2014 household
projections resulted in a significant increase for Welwyn Hatfield and that the
housing target although higher than 2012 demographic projections was lower
than 2014 projections and lower than a revised OAN (with market signals and
affordability taken into account).
(2)
- WHBC advised this resulted in a ‘shortfall’ which Welwyn Hatfield would not be
able to meet. Letters were being drafted to advise authorities within what
Welwyn Hatfield have identified as their HMA and whilst Welwyn Hatfield had
committed to an early review to address the infrastructure constraints it would
need to work with other authorities to see how this shortfall could be best met in
line with the NPPF paragraph 182.
- WHBC stated that HIPP had agreed to work together to meet look at how
longer term needs can be met. Given the transport and sewerage constraints it
was unlikely that a strategy of each authority meeting its own needs is likely to
be feasible for post 2031 development need. This was supported by both
authorities.
(3)
- WHBC employment figures had been updated and indicated a similar level of
need to previously. The strategy for the local economy is supported by the LEP.
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An allowance had been made in the housing windfall estimates for some
continuing loss of employment land to residential.
- WHBC think new Welham Green employment area is a high quality location.
(4)
ST / CH - The density assumptions in the HELAA were also explained by WHBC
and that differing density figures had been used depending on the site. Density
assumptions have been maximised.
(5-7)
- WHBC site selection background paper had been emailed previously. This set
out the balancing exercise which included consideration of the results of the
Green Belt Purposes Review.
JD - There is a need to demonstrate process and show consideration of all
issues has been serious.
(8)
ST - WHBC planning for 61 new pitches 2016-2032.
Agreed - G+T to be discussed further at officer level.
(9)
- SADC Although SADC have some concerns they do not object to SDS5
(HAT1).
(10)
ST - HAT 2 not in plan based on delivery issues – Goodmans challenging WHBC
position. Mineral excavation would impact on the county park which made it
even more important that HAT2 should not come forward at this time.
- SADC support exclusion of HAT 2.
CB / ST – Noted minerals position.
Agreed - Both LPAs support Ellenbrook Country Park.
Agreed - Both LPAs agree Country Park should be implemented as envisaged in
original S106 agreement. SADC would need to be a signatory to any variation to
the section 106 agreement relating to land in WHBC which affected/supported
the delivery of the Country Park. Given the passage of time, some variation to
practically deliver the original Country Park is likely to be necessary.
(11)
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[See 2 (2) above.]
(12)
- SADC set out concerns relating to Symondshyde - specifically lack of evidence
that the highway network would be able to support it and that sufficient
secondary education would be provided; as well as Green Belt and DtC process
concerns.
- WHBC advised of the WHaSH transport modelling that had been carried out. In
addition the landowner had done their own modelling. That HCC as highways
authority had not raised any objection and that SADC could review the
representations on this matter which are published on the Council’s website.
- WHBC further advised that provision for secondary schooling for this site would
be provided at North West Hatfield but there was a difference of opinion between
the landowner and HCC as to whether a 10fe or 8fe secondary school should be
provided, but that WHBC were trying to negotiate an agreed position on this
which would relate to the need for an early review and the need to find an
additional site.
Agreed - SADC would write to HCC on this secondary school matter and seek
reassurance.
Agreed – SADC would in due course reconsider its formal objections once the
overall further information had been reviewed.
4. Likely content of MOU
(1-6)
- WHBC stated that they would like to have an MOU with SADC.
- SADC agreed an MOU would be helpful - but felt that some of the issues may
be better set out in a statement of common ground attached to an MOU.
JD - Bucks model not a bad start.
TH - Bucks as headings, not necessarily content. Need to include what are the
agreed strategic cross boundary priorities (e.g. Green Belt, infrastructure roads
schools.….).
ST - Need to be clear on outcomes. Must start with a bit of context.
JD - Green Belt protection often not reflected in MOUs. It should be (NPPF /
Housing White Paper).
ST - Agree. Especially include strategic Green Belt Review position /
interpretation.
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5. AOB
Informal discussion on Government position on planning fees.
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Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 1 (Duty to Cooperate)

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Other Matters Question OM2-3 (Green Belt Review)

Evidence in this section:
 OM_Q2a Herts Planning Group ‘Dev Plans’ meeting minutes December 2012
 OM_Q2b Joint GB Review initial meeting minutes February 2013
 OM_Q2c Email inviting East Herts to participate in GB review
 OM_Q2d Herts Planning Group ‘Dev Plans’ meeting minutes February 2014
 OM_Q2d Herts Planning Group ‘Dev Plans’ meeting minutes December 2014
 OM_Q2d Herts Planning Group ‘Dev Plans’ report on future GB review 2014





OM_Q2e Hertsmere GB Review methodology stakeholder workshop minutes June 2016
OM_Q2e WHBC comments on East Herts GB Review methodology December 2014
OM_Q2e WHBC comments on Hertsmere GB Review methodology June 2016
OM_Q2e WHBC comments on Three Rivers GB Review methodology April 2017

 OM_Q3a List of GB Reviews within Housing Market Area
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HPG Development Plans – 14th December 2012
St Albans District Council
MINUTES
Attendees
Philip Bylo
(PB) (Chair)
Paul Everard
(PE)
Chris Briggs
(CB)
Wendy Frost
(WF) (Minutes)
Andrew Barry-Purssell (ABP)
Des Welton
(DW)
Richard Kelly
(RK)
Richard Javes
(RJ)
Simon Warner
(SW)
Bryan Thomsett
(BT)
Russell Monck
(RMo)
Chris Bearton
(CB)
Rob Shipway
(RS)
Colin Haigh
(CH)
Laura Wood
(LW)

Item
1

Watford Borough Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
St Albans District Council
St Albans District Council
Greater London Authority (GLA)
Herts Planning Co-Ordinator
North Herts District Council
Stevenage Borough Council
Hertsmere Borough Council
East Herts District Council
HCC – Development Services
HCC - Planning
R S Regeneration
Broxbourne Borough Council
Dacorum Borough Council

Discussion/Conclusion
Welcome & apologies

Action

Apologies received from Renato Messere, Three Rivers DC
2

Minutes of 15 June 2012
No Comments
Action Points:
o DTC – HPG Main Committee progressing paper
o Neighbourhood planning at HCC – web site hosting still
under investigation.
o EE Jobs – Chris Bearton actioning ongoing work
o G&T – no action to date – it is on workplan B list
o CIL ref – ongoing

3

London Plan Presentation
Presentation (copy circulated) by ABP regarding the London
Plan followed by questions. ABP identified that the Inter
Regional Forum had been disbanded and had left a gap with
regards to DTC structures.
The LGA has produced a discussion paper on duty to
cooperate and have asked for comments by the end of the
year.

4

Herts Planning Co-ordinator
847

All

The Herts Planning Coordinator Des Welton started 2 months
ago and has agreed to come to HPG DP meetings. Key areas
of work are Duty to Cooperate (DTC) and Strategic
Infrastructure Planning & Delivery and CIL.
The HIPP work programme was circulated for information. It
included:
DTC - In the absence of higher level research and evidence to
support plan making, there is a need for robust evidence of
cooperation to support plans on population, housing and
employment to allow local decisions to be sound and
defendable. DW will prepare a paper on DTC.

DW

Strategic Infrastructure - Following the HIIS refresh and
LEP infrastructure conference to take forward work on behalf
of HIPP, the development of a strategic infrastructure plan and
input into the development of infrastructure and delivery
models.
CIL - Assist with the development of a consistent approach to
the management of developer contributions both for localized
and strategic infrastructure. Some initial work done but
significant resource input needed to create charging
schedules.
Evidence Base - An audit of joint working evidence base
tasks has been carried out. DW is looking to undertake a gap
analysis and produce a discussion paper for options. It will be
circulated for comment in due course.
LEP - A list has been pulled together of Herts Strategic
Infrastructure by DW and has been circulated for comment.
The intention is that it will feed into LEP activities. The LEP
need to develop their economic growth plan before it can
move forward. Funds have been announced by government to
allow LEPs to prepare growth plans. A LEP conference was
held in October 2012. Members at HIPP would like closer
working links with LEP. A workshop for HIPP and LEP is being
considered.
5

Duty to Cooperate Update (including with authorities
outside Herts)
Dacorum and St Albans have met to discuss Dacorum’s letter
form the Planning Inspector. The authorities are looking to
jointly commission a Green Belt study or use a similar
methodology. Draft tender docs expected early next year.
Dacorum and St Albans are looking to continue regular
meetings to ensure a joint approach to the Crown Estates
land. Wel Hat may also wish to consider a common approach
to the GB review.
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DW

East Herts are holding meetings with adjoining authorities with
notes to be published on the web.
Discussion regarding DTC form and scale. Different
experiences and views shared. Flexible model and ‘horses for
courses’ was suggested as a possible way forward. It was
also clarified that a Memorandum of Understanding would set
out a way of working together. A Common Position Statement
would set out what has been agreed. DW is working on this.

DW

Cross-boundary cooperation on strategic planning for London
& the wider metropolitan area meeting took place on Thursday
1 November 2012 at City Hall London.
6

Government Consultation – nationally significant
infrastructure projects
DW has e-mailed all Herts authorities with a view to getting a
joint response. DW to circulate a draft letter. A response from
HIPP has been sent which opposes the proposals. Other
authorities have sent their own reply. The deadline is 7
January.

7

All

Updates from CIL reference group (Rob Shipway)
CIL reference group will be wound up; 2 final meetings are
expected in the new year. The group has done a lot of good
work. It was suggested that an HPG CIL sub group might be
formed. The group could discuss practical experience and
share information. DW to take forward.

DW

CIL ref group wants to discuss the future of school planning
with HCC given changes to education system with the
introduction of free schools and academies.
HIIS refresh RS & Chris are doing an update and will
feedback on conclusions to date. Publish in Jan. Report to
HIPP.
Strategic Infrastructure Plan to be taken forward by HIPP &
LEP.
Concern re LEP growing for places fund and their suitability
for some projects. It could be seen as lender of last resort.
ABP - Recent meeting with DCLG advised that updated guidance
on CIL charging and procedure are imminent.
Post meeting note: RS has provided a link to the CIL documents:
www.diino/com
username; robshipway (one word, all lower case)
password: CILdocs
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RS/CB

RS will update with the latest charging schedules and examiner's
report.

8

Infrastructure planning (Conference / Infrastructure Plan
/Growing Places Fund)
As above

9

Round Table – Local Plan & LTP update including
Planometer and CILometer
Broxbourne – preparing new local plan incorporating
everything. Move forward Spring 2013.
Dacorum – Letter from Inspector – early partial review and
include new model policy. To consult again in January. Met
with Cala Homes who suggested possible challenge to an
early review where housing is an issue. Will commence
comprehensive GB review next year. Informal Inspectors
advice circulated for information not publication.
East Herts – Moving forward District Plan Consult next Spring.
Grappling with housing numbers. Working with greater Essex.
Discussion with key members will be interesting.
Hertsmere – Inspectors report found sound. Jan 2013
adoption. Modification of NPPF model policy.
North Herts – reviewing timetable as a result of the new
SHMA. Dates will be confirmed next month. Site Allocations
Spring Consultation. CIL – Spring Consultation.
St Albans – draft local plan was withdrawn from Full Council
agenda following motion in relation to a petition. The Council
is looking to carry out additional evidence base work.
Stevenage – local plan – evidence studies including GB
review. SHLAA call for sites; new work CIL viability; SHMA.
Hybrid issues/options preferred options consultation in July.
Three Rivers – making good progress with site allocations and
development management policies documents – see
LDDometer.
Watford – CS found sound by Inspector. FC adoption in
January 2013. Reliant on 3 regeneration sites. CIL – LSH
stage 2 report due shortly.
Welwyn Hatfield – IDP, Safeguarded land north of Hatfield 11
week consultation. G&T element of broad location is an issue.
Site allocations work underway – consultation planned for next
year.
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HCC – Waste Core Strategy adopted November 2012.
Submission Waste Site Allocations consultation ends soon.
Minerals Plan site allocations start work next year May/June
after elections.
12

AOB
RSS revocation and impacts. Authorities who had recently
completed their examination &/or were moving to adoption felt
that it was unlikely to affect them. The impacts for authorities
who have not submitted is unclear at this stage, but it was felt
likely to have a significant impact.

13

Next meeting
Friday 15 March 2013 at 10am.
Venue: Dacorum Borough Council offices
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Joint Green Belt Boundary Review Initial Meeting 7th February 2013-02-08
Meeting Notes
Present
James Doe (Dacorum)
Laura Wood (Dacorum)
Sue Tiley (Welwyn Hatfield)
Simon Warner (Hertsmere)
Graeme Marsden (St Albans)
John Hoad (St Albans)
Manpreet Kanda (St Albans)
Apologies
Simon Rowberry (St Albans)
Key Points Discussed
Purpose & Partners
 Dacorum are committed to Green Belt review based on Inspector’s findings of
the Core Strategy.
 Dacorum will use the study to inform the review process of their Core Strategy.
 Welwyn Hatfield will be able to confirm on Thursday 14th if they will take part
in the joint study. This will involve a discussion between senior Councillors on
Wednesday.
 St Albans are required to carry out a review, preferably with adjoining
authorities, as a result of the 28 November Council Motion. There is an
urgency to undertake the work soon.
 Hertsmere are required to commence a Core Strategy Review within three
years, this may include a Green Belt Review depending on housing land supply.
However, they do not wish to undertake a Green Belt Review at current. They
would like to be kept informed and consulted on the methodology though.
 GM and ST said that East Herts wished to be informed at this stage.
 Governance rules will need to be agreed between the three authorities.
Methodology
 Focused on roles and function of green belt measured against the 5 purposes.
 Must be objective and independent. SADC and DBC not planning on public
consultation during process. Will remain a technical study.
 Report should not recommend land for development but identify how land
performs against Green Belt purposes.
 Should look at land that could be added to Green Belt (Dacorum Only).
 No Stage 2 required at present. This could be commissioned separately.
 Land parcels to be of strategic size and not linked to development sites. Report
should not be able to be used to support applications.
 Weighting and grading typology (scoring or traffic light) to be discussed.
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 Consultants to advise on and finalise produce methodology, but this to be on
the basis of a detailed brief and, as far as possible, a prior agreement on
approach between Hertfordshire authorities. If possible this agreed approach
to be endorsed through current Herts planning co ordination arrangements. .
 Authorities adjoining study area to be informed of methodology.
Procurement
 Proposed single stage open tender process.
 Need to agree methodology for scoring tenders. Weight should be given to
experience.
 Include option to filter tenders and invite some for selection interviews
 St Albans to lead on procurement and contract. Contract process, procedures
and timetable to be clarified and circulated by St Albans. Feedback required.
 Initial ideas for governance / steering and cost share basis to be suggested by
all parties soon.
 Tender through Hertfordshire Portal with no need for paid advertising.
Timescales
 Begin tender process in early March.
 Appoint consultants in late March.
 Study estimated to take 3 months.
 St Albans and Dacorum to look into organising quarterly officer meetings.
Actions & Next Steps
 GM to send ST and LW details of consultancies replying to St Albans Pre Tender
advert.
 LW to revise draft brief based on today’s discussions.
 GM and ST to provide comments/additions to revised draft.
 Contract process, procedures and timetable to be clarified and circulated by St
Albans. Feedback required.
 Initial ideas for governance / steering and cost share basis to be suggested by
all parties soon.
 Authorities to agree their single points of contact for the review.
 No further meetings required until scoring tenders. Business can be conducted
via email/phone.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sue Tiley
04 February 2013 10:10
'Thomsett Bryan'
Strategic Green Belt Review

Hi Bryan
I have been invited to a meeting with St. Albans and Dacorum to consider the possibility of a joint
strategic Green Belt Review. Is this something you would be interested in participating in? I will need
to get Member clearance to participate so at this stage from my side it is just exploratory.
They are hoping to have a meeting this week on Thursday morning. I have suggested they include
you in the invite.

Kind Regards

Sue
Sue Tiley (Mrs)
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.facebook.com/welhat
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil
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HPG Development Plans – 21 February 2014
County Hall, Hertford
MINUTES
Attendees
Richard Javes
Colin Haigh
Laura Wood
Bryan Thomsett
Richard Blackburn
Chris Briggs
Claire May
Philip Bylo
Sue Tiley
Jon Tiley
Paul Donovan
Andrew Turner
Trish Carter-Lyons
Des Welton

Item
1

(RJ) (Chair)
(CH)
(LW)
(BT)
(RB)
(CB)
(CM)
(PB)
(ST)
(JT)
(PD)
(AT)
(TCL)
(DW) (Minutes)

Stevenage Borough Council
Broxbourne Borough Council
Dacorum Borough Council
East Herts District Council
Hertsmere Borough Council
St Albans District Council
Three Rivers District Council
Watford Borough Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Hertfordshire County Council
Herts Planning Co-ordinator

Discussion/Conclusion
Welcome & Apologies

Action

Apologies were noted from Morag Saunders (HCC
Highways), Julie Greaves (HCC), Sanjay Patel (HCC) and
Rob Shipway (RS Regeneration).
2

Notes of the last meeting held on 13 December 2013
The notes of the last meeting were agreed.
It was agreed that the Spatial Plan should be published on
the web. Colin Haigh agreed to publish it on Broxbourne’s
website and others could then add links to it.
It was noted that a reply had not been received from John
Rumble as to whether there remained a need to develop a
joint Water Plan. DW to check with the Environment
Agency.

3

Building Future – Work Completed in 2013/14 and
Priorities for 2014/15
Andrew Turner introduced his report that had been
circulated. This provided an update on the 2013/14 work
programme. Positive feedback had been received relating
to the Awards event.
For the coming year meetings will be held with individual
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CH

DW

local authorities in March to discuss the level of support to
be provided. Individual Service Level Agreements will be
developed that will set out the scope and outputs of the
service. The annual subscription will be £2,500 and AT
asked for an early indication as to whether local authorities
would continue to subscribe to the service.

AT/DW

The 2014/15 work programme was outlined in the report. It
was noted that the awards event will have to be delivered at
net nil cost. The team will be participating in a TCPA
Energy project and further details will be circulated via the
Coordinator.
AT advised that use of the Design Review Panel service
was growing. This was now operated in house and so it
was possible to more responsive in delivery.
AT added that he would also be making a presentation to
the Development Management Group on 26 February.
4

Local Plan Protocol
DW advised that Sanjay Patel was unable to attend the
meeting and so not able to present this item. Nick Gough
had intended to substitute for him but was unwell and had
tendered his apologies. It was understood that SP would
be preparing an update report shortly and DW will circulate
this when it is available.

5

DW

Feedback from Main HPG/HIPP Meetings
The notes of the HPG Main Committee meeting held on 10
January and HIPP on 28 January had been circulated.
DW reported that 7 Members and 23 Officers had
confirmed that they proposed to attend the HIPP Duty to
Cooperate workshop on 28 February.
JT advised that the initial A1(M) consortium meeting had
been held. PR consultants had been appointed by the
LEP. The Highways Agency had also published the
evidence for the route based strategy on their web site with
comments requested by 5 March.

6

Duty to Cooperate Update
A copy of the report to HIPP on 28 January had been
circulated. It was noted that Cllr Daly asked that in future
the report should also concentrate on successes with
regard to Local Plan examinations. There was a discussion
of how difficult this was and it was agreed that if anyone
was aware of suitable examples they should let DW know.
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ALL TO
NOTE

There was reference to research being undertaken by PAS
on duty to cooperate successes and to an article in the
TCPA journal on housing delivery.
7

Further Alterations to the London Plan (FALP)
HIPP had agreed that a joint response should be submitted
to the FALP consultation after first being discussed at this
Group, HPG on 5 March and then agreed at the next HIPP
meeting on 20 March. The paper to the HIPP meeting had
identified some of the issues.
RJ commented that FALP seemed to be just treading water
and it failed to take account of some of the major strategic
issues such as the spatial impact of a new hub airport and
the future of aviation. It was also noted that there was an
issue about the housing growth proposed in FALP and that
this did not meet housing need. HIPP could either just note
the housing position or make a point that FALP should fully
meet the objectively assessed housing need.
It was agreed that DW draft a response to the FALP
consultation that includes a series of options for Members
varying from just noting the proposed housing growth to
insisting that needs be met. Other options could relate to
some of the longer term issues or proposing that FALP not
be progressed at this time.

8

DW

Guidance for Future Green Belt Review
A report had been circulated. LW suggested that the
guidance could be used by all HIPP authorities as it set out
a series of principles that could be helpful to all. It also
provided clarity around data sources and definitions and
proposed a scoring system. ST also commented that the
guidance dealt with the local purposes for Green Belt
review.
CH noted that the guidance had not been tested. He had
no issues with the work as a study and it did set some
useful guidelines however his concern was if it was adopted
by HIPP as the only methodology.
It was agreed that it would be appropriate to note the
guidance and report to a future meeting of HPG.

9

DW

Consultation on the 2012 based Population Projections
for Local Authorities in England
It was agreed that there should be a joint response to the
consultation. CB agreed to draft a response and to forward
this to DW by the end of Tuesday 25th February. DW would
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then circulate with responses back by close of play on
Wednesday 26th. It was noted that all 11 authorities would
need to endorse it if it was to be submitted as an HPG
response.
10
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Round Table – Local Plan, CIL & LTB Update
The latest Planometer had been circulated.
Broxbourne – The Local Plan Preferred Options document
would be out for consultation in the Spring. This will include
Site Allocations but not DM policies at this stage.
Dacorum – date has now been set for the legal challenge.
New LDS to be ratified by full Council next week.
East Herts – dates as per Planometer. 12 week Preferred
Options consultation to commence for the District Plan from
next week.
Hertsmere – Site Allocations and DM policies consultation
to commence from 3 March. Consultation for the Elstree
Way Area Action Plan is underway.
North Herts – not present
St Albans – have an indicative timetable. New LDS due to
be published.
Stevenage – Not progressing at the moment.
Three Rivers – Will email DW with an update for the
Planometer

CM

Watford – consultation for the CIL Draft Charging Schedule
commenced this week. Local Plan Part 2 further
consultation to take place in the autumn of 2014.
Welwyn Hatfield – Welwyn Garden City Town Centre North
Draft SPD is currently out for consultation.
HCC – Review of the Local Transport Plan is likely this
year. Once this has been agreed by Members a timetable
will be prepared.
11

Forward Programme – Future Agenda Items
Environment Agency – possible presentation if they have
anything new to say.
NHS England – The NHS are a duty to cooperate body and
it would be helpful to identify someone who could do a
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presentation identifying how we could cooperate with them.
DW to discuss with Peter Wright who might be an
appropriate contact.
12

DW

Any Other Business
It was noted that the LEP have received a formal response
to their SEP from Greg Clark MP. One of the key issues is
around housing delivery and how the LEP can influence it.
This could be a future item for the meeting.
CH advised that the new Planner TV series, now called
“Permission Impossible”, would start next Tuesday on
BBC2.
CB reported that St Albans Council had resolved to open
discussions on the proposed East of Hemel Hempstead site
with Dacorum.
The Travel Plan Guidance would be out for consultation
next week.

13

Dates of Next meeting
Dates of future meetings are as follows:
10.00am Friday 9 May 2014 at Broxbourne
10.00am Friday 27 June 2014 at Hertsmere
10.00am Friday 22 August 2014
10.00am Friday 24 October 2014
10.00am Friday 12 December 2014
10.00am Friday 13 February 2015
CH agreed to check if a meeting room was available for
Broxbourne to host the May meeting. ST and LW also
agreed to host meetings.
If anyone else is able to host any of the above please
contact the Co-ordinator at: des.welton@ntlworld.com
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HPG Development Plans – 12 December 2014
Council Offices, East Herts District Council

MINUTES
Attendees
Richard Kelly
Vicky Forgione
Heather Overhead
Jenny Pierce
Jon Tiley
Morag Saunders
Gary Beaumont
Sanjay Patel
Odette Carter
Anushia Vettivelu
Nicola Ffrench
Ben Caspani
Ian Thompson
Sarah Barker
Chris Briggs
Richard Crutchley
Sian Finney-MacDonald
Sue Tiley
Des Welton

Item
1.

(RK) (Chair) North Herts District Council
(VF)
Broxbourne Borough Council
(HO)
Dacorum Borough Council
(JP)
East Herts District Council
(JT)
Hertfordshire County Council
(MS)
Hertfordshire County Council
(GB)
Hertfordshire County Council
(SP)
Hertfordshire County Council
(OC)
Hertfordshire County Council
(AV)
Hertfordshire County Council
(NF)
Hertfordshire County Council
(BC)
Hertfordshire County Council
(IT)
Hertfordshire County Council
(SB)
Hertsmere Borough Council
(CB)
St Albans City & District Council
(RC)
Stevenage Borough Council
(SF-M)
Watford Borough Council
(ST)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
(DW) (Minutes) Herts Planning Co-ordinator

Discussion/Conclusion
Welcome & Apologies

Action

Apologies were noted from Julie Greaves (HCC), Paul
Donovan (HCC), Craig Latto (HCC), Claire Sime (East
Herts) and David Holmes (Three Rivers).
In the absence of Julie Greaves Richard Kelly, as vice
chair, chaired the meeting.
2.

Notes of the last meeting held on 24 October 2014
The notes of the last meeting were agreed.
On item 10 it was reported that Laura Wood was to meet
with Charlie Sherfield to discuss the management of new
Gypsy and Traveller sites and would report back to the next
meeting.

3.

STIB & STIBlets
Ian Thompson provided a presentation on the purpose and
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role of the STIB and STIBlets. STIB stands for the
Strategic Issues Transport Board and considers the
strategic transport matters that affect the county, including
highways issues, transport access and major projects. It is
attended by senior officers and chaired by the County
Council’s Assistant Director for the Environment Rob Smith.
STIBlets operate at the district council level.
Major issues for the STIB are the Croxley Rail Link, Cross
Rail 2 and the A1(M) improvements. THE STIB also looks
at cross boundary issues. Joan Hancox from the LEP and
Jan Hayes-Griffin at the County Council are on the board.
The STIBlets are being aligned to the Strategic Economic
Plan and therefore are focusing on the 3 corridors that the
SEP refers to with another focus on East – West links. An
example of the work of the STIBlets is town centre
regeneration in Watford where the STIBlet is looking to see
how it can contribute.
In discussion JT added that there was a link to spatial
planning and economic growth so the STIBlets do reflect
the current agenda and provide an opportunity to help to
identify where critical decisions and funding is required.
MS emphasised the importance of working with the
Highways section at an early stage if proposals impacted
on highways.
4.

Local Plan Protocol
Sanjay Patel circulated the Local Plan protocol which he
said had been amended to take into account comments
received from officers. ST added that at table 1
‘confirmation that proposed measures mitigate against
severe harm’ should be moved to the pre submission
consultation stage.
SP added that the protocol would be updated on a regular
basis and maps would be kept updated.

5.

Duty to Cooperate – Strategic Planning Framework
(SPF)
Ben Caspani, Gary Beaumont & Morag Saunders provided
a presentation of maps showing county wide information
relating to growth and transport infrastructure. MS
explained that the information presented was largely for
internal purposes and could not form the basis of a public
document. The County Council were keen to receive
comments on these maps and views on what other
information could be included. The maps illustrated a lot of
evidence base information including proposed housing
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developments, journeys to work, commuting patterns,
external pressures, hot spots on the road network, usage of
the rail network, future rail schemes etc.
In discussion JT added that there was an option to present
to the January HIPP updated versions of the previous maps
produced or to spend more time and provide more
comprehensive maps along the lines that had been
presented to the meeting. A flavour of what could be
produced could be presented at the January meeting with
the final draft version being presented in March. JT
stressed that it was important that everyone should be
comfortable with what was being produced and that more
information was required from districts on housing and
development sites.
It was agreed to proceed on the basis of proving more
comprehensive maps as suggested with a presentation to
the January HIPP meeting and the draft product to the
March meeting. DW to liaise with GB re HPG contacts so
that information can be sought from the Districts for
production of the maps. (Contact information has now
been provided).
6.

Strategic Planning Framework – Green Belt
The notes of the special meeting held on 24 November had
been circulated. There was some concern regarding the
information in the attached Appendix A that had come from
the report of the Joint Green Belt review by Dacorum,
Welwyn Hatfield and St Albans.
It was agreed that the first two pages of the notes,
excluding Appendix A, provided the basis for an agreed
position for HPG. However the penultimate bullet point of
the meeting notes should be amended to read: ‘Reviews
should be comprehensive; covering all parts of the Green
Belt and not just parcels immediately adjoining settlements.’
On strategic gaps RC commented that Stevenage would be
cautious about anything that added a constraint on
development. However it was noted that the wording was
sufficiently flexible and confirmed that it was for districts to
determine defined settlements. It was agreed that there
should be an attempt to identify the strategic gaps but that it
was ultimately up to the districts to determine whether
these were fragile and whether they should be identified in
Local Plans.
DW referred to the email from David Holmes regarding
Bucks authorities who are jointly commissioning a Green
Belt assessment and are hoping to get a brief out before
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Christmas with a closing date in January. It was agreed
that it would be useful to receive an update on progress on
the Buckinghamshire initiative.
DW also referred to another email from David Holmes that
referred to the discussion at the last meeting relating to
agreeing a common monitoring framework for Gypsy &
Traveller accommodation. In the email he stated that he
had no contact from East Herts, Stevenage, Welwyn
Hatfield or Broxbourne. ST stated she believed that WHBC
had responded. It was agreed that DH be asked to confirm
his outstanding requirements at the next meeting.
7.

DW/DH

DH

Feedback from HPG Main Committee & HIPP
The notes of the HPG Main Committee meeting held on 18
November had been circulated.
DW gave an oral update on the HIPP meeting held on 26
November. The meeting included a presentation on a
water infrastructure project. This could look at
infrastructure needs beyond the county boundary and
discussions are to take place with non Hertfordshire
groupings. A brief is to be prepared and to be reported
back to HIPP in March.
Rob Shipway also gave presentations on the CIL
Reference Group, which was now wound up, and on a
guidance note on health infrastructure planning and
engagement with the health sector. Reports are also to be
prepared for future HIPP meetings on the infrastructure
funding gap and regional planning developments.

8.

Round Table – Local Plan, CIL & LTB Update
The latest planometer had been circulated. It was
requested that update information be sent to the
Coordinator.
Broxbourne – have updated transport work and
commissioned updated retail evidence. Preparing Draft
Local Plan for consultation in March 2015.
Dacorum – Site Allocations to be submitted in July 2015
with the Examination in October 2015 and the Inspector’s
report expected in late 2015/early 2016.
East Herts – the District Plan should be out for consultation
in Spring 2015, before the election purdah period. May be
some slippage to other dates.
Hertsmere – Site Allocations & DM Policies now likely to go
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out for consultation in Spring 2015. The Elstree Way Area
Action Plan is out for consultation now and is expected to
be adopted early next year.
North Herts – The Local Plan is due to go out for preferred
options consultation next week with pre submission in
Sept/Nov 2015 and submission in April 2016.
St Albans – consultation on the Strategic Local Plan has
ended with 5,500 comments submitted.
Stevenage – progress as Planometer, may review the
position regarding CIL.
Watford- Local Plan Part 2 Pre submission is to be
published after the 2015 elections.
Welwyn Hatfield – some minor slippage to early stages of
the Local Plan and CIL.
Hertfordshire- Minerals Plan review has started with
technical work and stakeholder meeting, consultation due in
late summer/autumn. Consultation for the Employment
Land SPD may be deferred from the currently planned Feb
2015. On the Local Transport Plan a proposed programme
for the next 12 months is to be submitted to the Member
Panel at the end of January. Consultation is proposed for
Summer/Autumn 2015. The aim is to plan to 2050.
9.

Forward Programme – Future Agenda Items
Gypsy & Traveller item – including feedback from Laura
Wood following her meeting with Charlie Sherfield.
Mapping of Strategic Gaps.
The issue of the change to planning obligations thresholds
in the revised NPPG was raised. It was noted that Surrey
County Council had issued a challenge to this.

10.

Any Other Business
SB provided an update on the framework agreement for
appointing consultants for affordable housing viability work.
HPG authorities will be free to use the framework if they
wish. A brief is to be issued and will be circulated in
January. The intention is to appoint three consultants, the
first on the list would normally be selected unless they do
not have the capacity or there is a conflict of interest. CB
added that progress should be monitored so that success
with this approach can be gauged.
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11.

Date of Next Meeting
10.00am Friday 13 February 2015 – County Hall (Mimram
Room)
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HPG Development Plans – Green Belt SPF Meeting - 24 November 2014
County Hall, Hertford
NOTES OF MEETING
Attendees
Julie Greaves
Laura Wood
Sarah Churchard
Claire Sime
Jenny Pierce
Sarah Barker
Chris Briggs
David Holmes
Catriona Ramsay
Paul Everard
Des Welton

(JG) (Chair) Hertfordshire County Council
(LW)
Dacorum Borough Council
(SC)
Dacorum Borough Council
(CS)
East Herts District Council
(JP)
East Herts District Council
(SB)
Hertsmere Borough Council
(CB)
St Albans City & District Council
(DH)
Three Rivers District Council
(CR)
Watford Borough Council
(PE)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
(DW) (Minutes) Herts Planning Co-ordinator

JG set out the purpose of the meeting. Following a discussion at the HPG
Development Plans meeting on 24 October it was agreed to explore how the
proposed Strategic Planning Framework could usefully refer to Green Belt
reviews, not in respect to trying to develop a common methodology, but rather
to establish common principles. It was thought that this area of work could
look at key issues: how to assess the value of green belt; and how to
approach reviews.
The aim would be to feedback to HIPP, via HPG, identifying any collective
action. This could look at Strategic Gaps, filling the policy vacuum after the
demise of the Structure Plan and anything that could be done relating to
Green Belt reviews, though only relating to high level principles.
CB referred to an apparent different emphasis on green belt, with regard to
development potential, that was coming from PINS. Although it would be
necessary to keep a watching brief on this it was agreed that this should not
delay this piece of work.
LW referred to the report to HPG earlier this year relating to Guidance for
Future Green Belt Review. Appendix A to the report (attached) included
some key principles that could be adopted within the SPF.
After discussion it was agreed:
 SPF should include some historical perspective to set the scene.
Green Belt has acted as a significant constraint on development and
that there is little white land available for development. This should
emphasise that the Green Belt remains valid today.
 Pressure on the Green Belt, especially from London should be
recognised. The SPF could say that London should look within its own
boundaries first to accommodate growth and carry out a Green Belt
Review. Could also include a reference that all Hertfordshire
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authorities are doing this themselves by committing to a Green Belt
review at some time.
Green Belt role in improving access to the countryside should be
emphasised and discussion should be included in the SPF as to how
Herts authorities can enhance the benefit of Green Belt to people living
in urban areas (paragraph 81 of NPPF). Could also refer to Green
Infrastructure work.
The SPF could include a table showing each district; the %age of land
in the Green Belt; and commentary regarding the current position (i.e.
where it is re GB review, plan preparation etc.)
Purpose of strategic gaps should be identified as maintaining a
separation of settlements – each Local Plan would include a list of
defined settlements.
Will need to try to broadly map strategic gaps, it may be that some
cannot be determined at this stage. It is for the Districts to define the
strategic gaps.
Some gaps will be part of strategic corridors which may themselves
have settlements in – should see if these can also be mapped
The value of Green Belt, including its contribution to urban containment
should be reflected in the SPF. Other common principles should also
be included and the SPF should articulate why the Green Belt is
vulnerable.
The SPF should recognise the need to work across Hertfordshire
borders – for example to ensure a common approach for Green Belt
review each side of the A1(M) corridor.
Key principles related to Green Belt review should be included in the
SPF and these are reflected in the Guidance document referred to
earlier. In particular that they contribute to urban containment; broadly
maintain the existing settlement pattern and that reviews should be
comprehensive, covering all parts of the Green Belt and not just
parcels immediately adjoining settlements.
Could include in SPF that ‘over a period of time all Hertfordshire
authorities are committed to carrying out a review of their Green Belt’.

It was agreed that DW would write up the notes of the meeting and circulate
to those present for comment. The final notes will then go to HPG
Development Plans meeting on 12 December for further comment.
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Appendix A
Hertfordshire Green Belt Reviews (GBRs) – Key Principles for Joint
Working; Advice to Partner Authorities
 All currently defined Green Belt makes some contribution to urban
containment – the overall purpose of Green Belt policy. GBR is a tool
designed to identify the least important parts of the Green Belt in the
sense that if those areas are lost to development, that would cause
least damage to urban containment objectives.


GBR should follow a “purposes assessment” methodology. This sets
out to assess, and rate, the performance, or contribution, of identified
sub areas (referred to as parcels) of Green Belt against a list of specific
policy purposes. It relies on separate assessment of each purpose
with the aim of achieving systematic and well explained differentiation.
In turn this allows identification of the most and least important parts of
the Green Belt. Areas that are most important will tend to contribute to
several purposes. Areas that are least important will tend to contribute
to fewer purposes.



National Green Belt policy purposes are set out in the NPPF.
Assessment against national purposes should cover all purposes
except “to assist in urban regeneration”. This purpose should be
excluded because performance against it cannot be differentiated on
an area basis. Regeneration is a strategic purpose for the Green Belt
as a whole, to which all areas contribute equally.



Effective assessment of performance against national purposes
requires further clarification of the terminology used. In particular ’large
built up areas’ should be specifically defined in a local context as major
urban areas / conurbations. (In a Hertfordshire context the areas
sensibly defined at a ‘large’ scale are London and the settlement
grouping of Luton / Dunstable and Stevenage. This is because these
areas fall either side of the main Belt). ‘Neighbouring towns’ are larger
settlements below this level. (In a Hertfordshire context they sit within
the Belt).



National purposes definitions do not fully reflect the importance of
Green Belt in maintaining the local settlement pattern and preventing
merging at below Town level, as reflected in most Development Plans.
This means that effective assessment requires addition of a local
purpose: “to broadly maintain the existing settlement pattern”.



GBR should be comprehensive; covering all parts of the Green Belt in
a study area – not just parcels immediately adjoining settlements.



Where a district / borough includes rural areas not within the Green
Belt, consideration should be given to including these within the study
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to ascertain whether any additional or compensatory Green Belt
designations are appropriate.


Assessment requires subdivision of the study area into sub areas or
Parcels. Parcels should be clearly defined and conceptually justified.
In most cases it is useful to define parcels in a linear form on the basis
of the gaps or bands of separation between settlements or parts of
those gaps / bands. This provides a good basis for assessment of the
key purposes of restricting sprawl and merging of settlements.



A rating system for performance of Green Belt against each defined
purpose (with detailed evaluation notes and supporting maps/
diagrams and photography) is to be preferred to a numerical scoring
system. This is because numerical scoring can convey spurious
precision and may conceal inevitable, but debatable, planning
judgements.



The rating of performance of parcels individually against each purpose
should be combined in the form of an overall written assessment for
the same reasons as above.



Overall assessment of the parcel should include recommendations and
justification as to the potential for subdivision of a parcel to identify
specific sub areas of the parcel that might be lost to development with
least damage to Green Belt purposes.



Overall assessment of the performance of Green Belt against purposes
should be drawn together in the form of a mapped conceptual analysis
of gaps and key areas for countryside protection. This should be
clearly set in the wider, sub regional, context of the Metropolitan Green
Belt.



Reports should be clear regarding their parameters – the fact that they
consider high level Green Belt criteria only and that it is the role of
subsequent work to look in detail at the areas highlighted as performing
least well against Green Belt criteria and consider wider issues such as
infrastructure capacity, landscape quality etc.



It is crucial to achieve clarity in use of the term openness. The key
consideration for a Green Belt study is openness in the sense of lack of
built development. This can easily be confused with landscape
openness (i.e. a lack of topography and vegetation cover / screening).
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ITEM 8
HERTFORDSHIRE PLANNING GROUP / INFRASTRUCTURE & PLANNING
PARTNERSHIP
February 2014
Report Authors – Laura Wood (DBC) – John Hoad (SADC) – Sue Tiley (WHDC)
Guidance for Future Green Belt Review
1. Summary
This report provides information on a joint Green Belt Review (GBR)
undertaken by Dacorum (DBC), St Albans (SADC) and Welwyn Hatfield
(WHDC). The experience of this review could be useful to other HIPP
authorities. It is suggested that HIPP adopts key principles, and recommends
a review methodology drawn from this project, for use in future joint work on
this topic.
2. Background
2.1

The HIPP work programme Duty to Co operate section (heading extract
below) includes a project to: “Develop a methodology for Green Belt review
that can be used by all Districts/Boroughs”.
Duty to Co-operate (including
developing strategic evidence
base for plan preparation)

2.2

In the absence of higher level
research and evidence to support
plan making and defence of
planning decisions there is a need
for robust evidence to support plans
on population, housing and
employment to allow local decisions
to be sound and defendable

The reason for inclusion of the GBR project in the work programme is that
experience of post NPPF Local Plan examinations featuring Green Belt
demonstrates that the Government / Planning Inspectorate standard
expectation is now that LPAs must present a comprehensive and fully justified
GBR. The expectation is also that GBR undertakes assessment
systematically and specifically in relation to the national purposes of Green
Belt as set out in the NPPF. It is essential that any Green Belt release /
development options are identified explicitly taking account of ‘least damage’
to Green Belt purposes (alongside any other considerations). In some cases
LPAs have promoted changes to Green Belt boundaries to accommodate
development on a deliverability, or opportunity, basis, or used a justification
that relates only to non Green Belt issues. This has proved inadequate from
1
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the point of view of Inspectors, who look for evidence on comparative Green
Belt impact.
2.3

In late 2013 a significant joint Green Belt Review (GBR) was completed by
Dacorum (DBC), St Albans (SADC) and Welwyn Hatfield (WHDC). This is
one of the most comprehensive and extensive studies of Green Belt in
Hertfordshire post the Structure Plan system.

2.4

Full details are available at:
St Albans City & District Council - Spatial Planning & Design (Planning
Policy)

2.5

The Review was undertaken by consultants (SKM Enviros – incorporating
Colin Buchanan) working to a pre-agreed, Hertfordshire specific, joint
methodology. The methodology, which was devised by the consultants with
assistance from officers at the three authorities, provided a clear technical
basis for the joint work.

2.6

The methodology was influenced by a desk study of practice in GBRs
conducted for recently examined Local Plans. However it also reflects
specific analysis of Green Belt policy as applied in Hertfordshire since the
advent of the MGB in the 1950s. It has the potential to be applied to any
future GBR in Hertfordshire and could provide a short cut to a basis for joint
work.

2.7

Most Hertfordshire LPAs have already completed some form of GBR for the
current round of plan making, but some areas have not been considered. It
seems likely growing development pressures and Duty to Co operate
requirements will mean that further, often cross boundary, work on GBRs is
needed in future. Indeed, if the Spatial Plan for Hertfordshire is to be further
developed by HIPP, then comprehensive and consistent GBR will be an
essential building block for the Plan. GBR work will be particularly important
in judging if it is necessary to direct some future development to locations
beyond the MGB.

2.8

With this in mind it would be useful for HIPP to agree on common principles
and methodology for GBR. Clearly any methodology has to be applied in a
practical way and a degree of professional planning and other judgement is
inevitably needed. Nevertheless a locally accepted methodology will help
make the parameters of judgement consistent and as clear as possible for all
concerned.

2.9

DBC / SADC/ WHDC have suggested that adoption of the principles of their
joint methodology would provide a useful basis for future GBR work and make
a significant contribution to effective joint work via HIPP.
2
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2.10

Some authorities may be concerned that adoption of a joint methodology
could be used to undermine work they have already done. This is an
understandable concern. It can only be answered by making it clear that:


the methodology is merely HIPP recommended, and cannot be
portrayed as required or compulsory,



the methodology is recommended for future use, primarily in the
context of work on the Herts Spatial Plan and practical application of
the Duty to Co operate.

2.10 Joint GBR is one example of the Duty to Co operate work that might be
relevant to discussion at / proposals arising from the HIPP workshop on the
Duty to Co-operate.
3. Conclusion
3.1

The DBC / SADC / WHDC Joint GBR provides a ready made GBR
methodology (tailored to Herts circumstances) that could usefully be applied
in future County wide and cross County boundary planning work.

4. Recommendation
That HIPP adopts the key principles set out at Appendix A as ‘advice to
partner authorities’ that should be considered in relation to future
Hertfordshire Green Belt Review work. Further that HIPP recommends use of
the detailed Green Belt Review methodology set out at Appendix B

3
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Appendix A
Hertfordshire Green Belt Reviews (GBRs) – Key Principles for Joint Working;
Advice to Partner Authorities


All currently defined Green Belt makes some contribution to urban
containment – the overall purpose of Green Belt policy. GBR is a tool
designed to identify the least important parts of the Green Belt in the sense
that if those areas are lost to development, that would cause least damage to
urban containment objectives.



GBR should follow a “purposes assessment” methodology. This sets out to
assess, and rate, the performance, or contribution, of identified sub areas
(referred to as parcels) of Green Belt against a list of specific policy purposes.
It relies on separate assessment of each purpose with the aim of achieving
systematic and well explained differentiation. In turn this allows identification
of the most and least important parts of the Green Belt. Areas that are most
important will tend to contribute to several purposes. Areas that are least
important will tend to contribute to fewer purposes.



National Green Belt policy purposes are set out in the NPPF. Assessment
against national purposes should cover all purposes except “to assist in urban
regeneration”. This purpose should be excluded because performance
against it cannot be differentiated on an area basis. Regeneration is a
strategic purpose for the Green Belt as a whole, to which all areas contribute
equally.



Effective assessment of performance against national purposes requires
further clarification of the terminology used. In particular ’large built up areas’
should be specifically defined in a local context as major urban areas /
conurbations. (In a Hertfordshire context the areas sensibly defined at a
‘large’ scale are London and the settlement grouping of Luton / Dunstable and
Stevenage. This is because these areas fall either side of the main Belt).
‘Neighbouring towns’ are larger settlements below this level. (In a
Hertfordshire context they sit within the Belt).



National purposes definitions do not fully reflect the importance of Green Belt
in maintaining the local settlement pattern and preventing merging at below
Town level, as reflected in most Development Plans. This means that
effective assessment requires addition of a local purpose: “to broadly maintain
the existing settlement pattern”.



GBR should be comprehensive; covering all parts of the Green Belt in a study
area – not just parcels immediately adjoining settlements.
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Where a district / borough includes rural areas not within the Green Belt,
consideration should be given to including these within the study to ascertain
whether any additional or compensatory Green Belt designations are
appropriate.



Assessment requires subdivision of the study area into sub areas or Parcels.
Parcels should be clearly defined and conceptually justified. In most cases it
is useful to define parcels in a linear form on the basis of the gaps or bands of
separation between settlements or parts of those gaps / bands. This provides
a good basis for assessment of the key purposes of restricting sprawl and
merging of settlements.



A rating system for performance of Green Belt against each defined purpose
(with detailed evaluation notes and supporting maps/ diagrams and
photography) is to be preferred to a numerical scoring system. This is
because numerical scoring can convey spurious precision and may conceal
inevitable, but debatable, planning judgements.



The rating of performance of parcels individually against each purpose should
be combined in the form of an overall written assessment for the same
reasons as above.



Overall assessment of the parcel should include recommendations and
justification as to the potential for subdivision of a parcel to identify specific
sub areas of the parcel that might be lost to development with least damage
to Green Belt purposes.



Overall assessment of the performance of Green Belt against purposes
should be drawn together in the form of a mapped conceptual analysis of
gaps and key areas for countryside protection. This should be clearly set in
the wider, sub regional, context of the Metropolitan Green Belt.



Reports should be clear regarding their parameters – the fact that they
consider high level Green Belt criteria only and that it is the role of subsequent
work to look in detail at the areas highlighted as performing least well against
Green Belt criteria and consider wider issues such as infrastructure capacity,
landscape quality etc.



It is crucial to achieve clarity in use of the term openness. The key
consideration for a Green Belt study is openness in the sense of lack of built
development. This can easily be confused with landscape openness (i.e a
lack of topography and vegetation cover / screening. Openess

5
874

Appendix B
Hertfordshire Green Belt Reviews – Recommended Methodology
(based on methodology in SKM Enviros - GBR for DBC / SADC / WHDC, 2013)
The full report of this study is available at:
St Albans City & District Council - Spatial Planning & Design (Planning
Policy)
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1.

Methodology Diagram
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2.

Methodology for Green Belt Review in a
Hertfordshire Context

2.1.

Role and Purpose of the Green Belt

2.1.1.

Before setting and explaining detailed purposes assessment criteria it is important to take
account of the role and purpose of the Green Belt in the study area at both a strategic and
local level.

2.1.2.

The metropolitan Green Belt was first established as a ring around London in 1944. From
1958, the Hertfordshire Green Belt was created through outward expansion of the Green
Belt from London and new designation of Green Belt around expanding settlements to the
north, including Luton and Dunstable and Stevenage (originally a planned new town beyond
the Green Belt). Therefore the original role of the Green Belt was to predominantly prevent
sprawl. In the southern part of the study area, the Green Belt contributes to preventing the
uncontrolled expansion of the capital and in the north it was to prevent the spread
southwards of large built-up areas such as Luton and Dunstable and Stevenage.

2.1.3.

Further to this, and taken as a whole at the local level, the Green Belt acts an important tool
for maintaining the existing settlement pattern across Hertfordshire. The need to preserve
this special element of environmental character and quality is currently specifically
referenced in some Local Plans and was previously a key objective of the 1998 Structure
Plan. The scattered network of all settlements separated by different sized gaps is evident
across Hertfordshire. Most clearly towns are separated by strategic gaps of Green Belt
land. This pattern extends along key route corridors both east-west across the County and
in some cases north-south.

2.1.4.

The existing settlement pattern is also achieved as a result of the spacing of smaller
settlements with Green Belt land providing local gaps. All national purposes could be seen
as overlapping with this local purpose, however the second purpose related to preventing
merging of towns is considered to play the most significant role.

2.2.

Defining Purposes Assessment Criteria

2.2.1.

A Green Belt review has to differentiate the function and relative value of the Green Belt on
an area specific basis. Studies should therefore examine the function of a series of parcels
of Green Belt land defined at a strategic level.

2.2.2.

This section explains assessment criteria to be applied to assess each strategic parcel. The
definition of parcels is also explained below. It should be noted that where appropriatethe
outer edges of strategic parcels may need to cross over into adjoining local planning
authority areas1.

2.2.3.

The criteria primarily relate to the first four national Green Belt purposes set out in the NPPF:
1.

1

To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

As part of defining suitable boundaries along natural or physical features or to allow adequate assessment of land
around settlements.

8
877

2.

To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another;

3.

To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; and,

4.

To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns.

2.2.4.

Each of the four national purposes should be assessed in light of how they are expressed in
national policy. Therefore interpretations of national policy wording are clearly set out in the
Table 1 below to inform the assessment criteria.

2.2.5.

In addition, careful consideration of local objectives and the role of the Green Belt within the
Hertfordshire context justify the assessment of a local purpose which relates to maintaining
the existing settlement pattern. The Green Belt performs an important local separation
function.

2.2.6.

For the local purpose additional definitions of terms taken from local planning policy are
presented in the Table 2 below. The existing settlement pattern is complex and dispersed.
This represents a particular characteristic of Hertfordshire whereby there is no dominant
town but instead many towns in close proximity and spread along main routes of
communication that radiate from London. There are also numerous large and small villages
scattered across the area.

2.2.7.

Additional definitions applied to the purposes assessment overall are set out in Table 3.

Table 1. Definition of Terms for National Purposes
Purpose
To check the
unrestricted sprawl
of large built-up
areas

Definition of Terms to be applied in Assessment
Sprawl – ‘spread out over a large area in an untidy or irregular way’
(Oxford Dictionary online).

To prevent
neighbouring
towns from
merging

Neighbouring towns – 1st tier settlements (see Table 3.2 Settlement
Hierarchy)

Large built-up areas – in the context of this study are London, Luton &
Dunstable and Stevenage, where outward expansion (particularly to the
south) was controlled as an original purpose of the Green Belt.

Merging – this can be by way of general sprawl (above) or;
Ribbon development – ‘the building of houses along a main road,
especially one leading out of a town or village’ (Oxford Dictionary
Online). This includes historical patterns of, or current pressures for, the
spread of all forms of development along movement corridors,
particularly major roads.
Strategic gap – provides the space between 1st tier settlements to 1st
tier settlements only.
Primary local gap – provides the space between 1st tier settlements to
2nd or 3rd tiers settlements only.

To assist in
safeguarding the

Encroachment– ‘a gradual advance beyond usual or acceptable limits’
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Purpose
countryside from
encroachment

Definition of Terms to be applied in Assessment
(Oxford Dictionary online).
The countryside2 – open land with an absence of built development and
urbanising influences, and characterised by rural land uses including
agriculture and forestry. Relevant landscape character or quality
designations will be taken into account in assessing the role of the Green
Belt in safeguarding countryside.3
Openness – absence of built development or other urbanising elements
(not openness in a landscape character sense - topography and
woodland / hedgerow cover).

To preserve the
setting and special
character of
historic towns

Historic town – settlement or place4 with historic features identified in
local policy or through conservation area or other historic designation(s).

Table 2. Definition of Terms for the Local Hertfordshire Purpose
Purpose
To broadly
maintain the
existing
settlement
pattern

Definition of Terms to be applied in Assessment
Settlement pattern – this pattern is created as a result of the location and
separation of all settlements including main towns, market towns, large
villages, small villages and other villages and hamlets within the Study
area. A particular characteristic of the area is the physical and visual
separation of many smaller settlements by gaps that vary in width.
Secondary local gap – provides the space between 2nd or 3rd tier
settlements to 2nd or 3rd tier settlements only.

2

Countryside is the land and scenery of a rural area (Oxford Dictionary Online)

3

This is very much a 'functional' view of the countryside inferring that development is generally inappropriate, Indeed,
'Functional' conceptions of rural spaces point to the inappropriateness of development and give legitimacy to
particular pastoral and primary land-uses such as farming and forestry. Conceptions centred on ideas of 'political
economy' tend to view the countryside as a space of low consumption and economic inactivity. And a dominant
'social construction' of rural areas is of places linked to nature and of communities that should reject the pace of
change associated with cities (see Cloke, P., Mooney, P.H. and Marsden, T. (2006) The Handbook of Rural Studies,
Sage: London, pp. 20-21). The functional view, qualified by landscape character measures, provides the working
definition for this review.

4

The term ‘place’ allows for the consideration of Historic Parks and Gardens
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Table 3. Definition of Additional Terms applied in the assessment
Definition of Terms to be applied in Assessment
Well-maintained gap – absence of built development from the spaces between settlements0.
Concealed – landscape features such as planting / hedgerows / trees which hide physical
features including settlements and roads, railway lines.
Major transport corridors – M25, M1, A1(M) and railway lines.
Level of built development – built-up areas or buildings as a % of total land area within a
parcel (based on 1:10 000 OS mapping).
Urban Fringe / Peri-urban environment – land or ‘[…] that zone of transition which begins
with the edge of the fully built up urban area and becomes progressively more rural whilst still
remaining a clear mix of urban and rural land uses and influences before giving way to the
wider countryside’ (Countryside Agency, 2002: no page number 5)
Green wedge – open land which runs into urban area, rather than around urban area.

Example Settlement Hierarchy

5Countryside

Agency (2002) The state and potential of agriculture in the urban fringe, unpublished project brief, Cheltenham, CA
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2.2.8.

A series of standard questions in Table 4 below provide a consistent framework for
assessment. Interpretations made utilise the definitions above.

Table 4. Purposes Assessment Criteria Questions
Purpose
To check the
unrestricted sprawl
of large built-up
areas

Definition of Purpose to be applied in Assessment
1) Does the parcel act, in itself, as an effective barrier against sprawl
from large built-up areas outside of the study area specifically
London, Luton & Dunstable and Stevenage?
2)

Does the parcel contribute, as part of a wider network of parcels, to
a strategic barrier against the sprawl of these built-up areas?

To prevent
neighbouring
towns from
merging

3)

Does the parcel provide, or form part of, a gap or space between
existing 1st tier settlements (neighbouring towns)?

4)

What is the distance of the gap between the settlements?

5)

Is there evidence of ribbon development on major route corridors?

6)

What is the visual perception of the gap between settlements from
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Purpose

Definition of Purpose to be applied in Assessment
major route corridors?

To assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

7)

Would a reduction in the gap compromise the separation of
settlements in physical terms?

8)

Would a reduction in the gap compromise the separation of
settlements and the overall openness of the parcel visually?

9)

What countryside / rural characteristics exist within the parcel
including agricultural or forestry land uses and how is this
recognised in established national and local landscape
designations?

10) Has there already been any significant encroachment by built
development or other urbanising elements? (Specify the proportion
(%) of built development in the parcel)
To preserve the
setting and special
character of
historic towns

11) What settlements or places with historic features exist within the
parcel?
12) What is the relationship and connection (in the form of character,
views and visual perception) between the parcel and historic
feature?
13) Does the parcel provide an open setting or a buffer against
encroachment by development around settlements or places with
historic features?

Local Purpose
Maintaining
existing settlement
pattern

Assessment Criteria
14) Same assessment as 2nd purpose, applied to spaces and gaps
between the tiers of settlement below 1st to 1st tier.

Consideration of Landscape, Environment and Historic Features
2.2.9.

The landscape characteristics and environmental and historic features of a Green Belt study
area should be recorded and used to inform the Green Belt assessment. They should be
mapped to provide baseline information about the study area and enable a good
understanding of the relationship between the features and the purposes of the Green Belt
in particular locations. Environmental designations are important in relation to the third
national Green Belt purpose as aspects of biodiversity, forestry and wildlife conservation can
be viewed as constituent ingredients of the 'countryside'. Mapping historic features is clearly
of relevance to understanding the role that Green Belt plays in relation to the fourth function
to preserve the setting of historic towns. The unique built environment and heritage
contributes towards shaping the local landscape and is an important part of the identity of
each area.

2.2.10.

Environmental features to be recorded comprise primary environmental designations,
including ancient woodland, Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special Areas of
Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Areas (SPA), Local Nature Reserves, RAMSAR
sites and the Chilterns Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Historic places
comprise Conservation Areas, historic parks and gardens and scheduled ancient
monuments. One of the key criteria for drawing the strategic parcels is that parcel boundary
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should not divide existing designations, and therefore the recording the location of such
features is essential.
2.2.11.

Overall consideration of landscape, environment and historic features underpins all aspects
of the parcel assessments. The analysis is essential to evaluate the parcel against the
individual purposes (particularly protecting countryside). It also has a central role in the
judgement of where landscape related opportunities may arise to make Green Belt
boundary changes and accommodate some development, with least impact on the
purposes.

2.2.12.

Further explanation of the approach to assessment is provided for each of the Green Belt
purposes below.
To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas

2.2.13.

The first national purpose performs a barrier role. This purpose is assessed at the strategic
level whereby it underpins the establishment of the Green Belt(s) in the sense that in
Hertfordshire the original strategic purpose was to check sprawl from London, Luton and
Dunstable and Stevenage6. In respect of this purpose, the need to create a barrier against
the uncontrolled expansion of these large built-up areas located to the north and south of
the study area was the main reason for creation of the Hertfordshire and South Bedfordshire
Green Belts.
To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another

2.2.14.

The second national purpose performs an interstitial role, whereby gaps or spaces between
settlements exist and have a clear role in preventing coalescence. This purpose is
considered to play the most significant role in maintaining the existing settlement pattern of
towns (as referred to in the national definition). However this purpose can also be related to
smaller settlements because it also ensures their separation. This second point is
separated and examined under the additional local purpose identified. For the national
purpose the assessment focuses on the spaces and gaps between 1st tier settlements
(which are considered to be ‘neighbouring towns’). Though not specifically defined as such
in local policy, these spaces have been considered to represent ‘strategic gaps’. A
distinction is drawn between a strategic gap and a primary local gap according to whether
the gap is to another town or to a 2nd tier settlement.
To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

2.2.15.

6

The third purpose performs a protective role, to safeguard the countryside. The
‘countryside’ is defined as open land with an absence of built development and urbanising
influences, and characterised by rural open land uses including agriculture and forestry. It is
therefore closely connected to the assessment of the level of openness which is similarly
defined as an absence of built development and urbanising influences. To support this
analysis it is useful to calculate the percentage of built development per parcel. Landscape
characteristics also influence the perception of character and quality of countryside.
Assessment therefore includes examination of topography and woodland and tree cover

An alternative or local interpretation of sprawl might consider built-up areas to include existing settlements excluded
from the Green Belt.
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which often define views and perceptions of openness in the landscape. This perception of
openness is in turn influential in the way Green Belt area performs against the national
functions. On the one hand landscape enclosure can conceal development in close
proximity and interrupt views of settlements and urbanised features. On the other hand it is
also important to note that it is often the areas where higher quality landscapes (which
include smaller fields and spaces enclosed by changes of level or trees / hedgerows) butt
onto inner Green Belt boundaries / urban edges that provide the greatest opportunities to
undertake additional development with minimum visual impact. An attempt should therefore
be made to assess visual perception of openness – in a landscape sense and this is
important to the functional assessment. However it is acknowledged that this is a difficult
concept to judge, particularly at strategic level.
2.2.16.

Countryside, urban fringe and urbanising characteristics and influences should be taken into
account as part of the assessment. It is important to note that some urban fringe land uses
which are acceptable under Green Belt policy (e.g. outdoor recreational activities) may
include elements of built development that have an urbanising influence and reduce
openness.

2.2.17.

Open land uses of a countryside character are considered to include agriculture, forestry,
outdoor recreation and areas of biodiversity in accordance with national policy. The
assessment should also consider environmental or landscape quality designations as part of
the countryside analysis. However they are not the determining factors in respect of
judgements on the extent to which the Green Belt fulfils this national purpose.
To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns

2.2.18.

The fourth purpose performs a girdle role, as a green ring around historic settlements or to
provide the landscape context to historic features that preserves setting by keeping land
open. This purpose goes beyond a simple definition of historic towns and relates to the
identification of all the key historic places across the study area in both urban and rural
settings. Existing designations of historic value and interest such as conservation areas,
historic parks and gardens and scheduled ancient monuments should be used to identify
historic ‘places’ relevant to this assessment. Both the physical and visual relationship
between the Green Belt and these places should be assessed. Setting and character in
context and, in particular, perceptions of openness, especially in relation to an absence of
built development and / or integration with the wider countryside, are important factors.
To assist urban regeneration

2.2.19.

The fifth national purpose is screened out of the assessment process. Assisting urban
regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land is considered to
be more complex to assess than the other four purposes because the relationship between
the Green Belt and recycling of urban land is influenced by a range of external factors
including local plan policies, brownfield land availability and the land / development market.
It is considered that the Green Belt as a whole has successfully and uniformly fulfilled this
purpose. Therefore all parcels would perform equally well and any attempt to differentiate
would be meaningless.
To maintain the existing settlement pattern
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2.2.20.

This local purpose was identified as a planning objective in the 1998 Hertfordshire Structure
Plan and continues to be articulated within local policy. The Green Belt maintains the
existing settlement pattern by providing a range of spaces and gaps between all
settlements. Therefore the assessment criteria follow those questions applied to the second
purpose, but focus on land between non-1st tier settlements. Though not specifically defined
as such in local policy, these spaces are considered to represent ‘primary’ or ‘secondary’
local gaps.
Non-Green Belt Land and Brownfield Land

2.2.21.

The methodology allows for assessment of non-Green Belt land (e.g. rural areas beyond the
outer green belt boundary) against the same criteria as Green Belt land. This can allow the
issue of compensatory Green Belt to be considered.
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2.3.

Desktop Review and On-site Assessment

2.3.1.

The purposes assessment should be undertaken in two stages: as a desktop review and onsite inspection. The assessment is undertaken at a strategic level whereby mapping
(including Local Plan proposals maps and environmental and historic features mapping
explained above) and aerial photography are used to initially assess the contribution each
parcel makes towards each of the four relevant Green Belt national purposes and the local
Hertfordshire purpose.

2.3.2.

Information gathered during desk-based activities provides the basis for the second stage of
the assessment whereby each parcel is inspected in detail on site. This assessment
enables more detailed analysis of the contribution each parcel makes towards the four
relevant Green Belt national purposes and local Hertfordshire purpose.

2.3.3.

Overall assessment conclusions can be presented in map / diagram form. An example is
shown below:
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2.4.

Land Contributing Least to Green Belt Purposes

2.4.1.

The purposes assessment sets out to evaluate the contribution that Green Belt (and
potentially non-Green Belt land) makes (can make) towards each of the four national
purposes and the local Hertfordshire purpose. From this start point, the assessment then
identifies areas of land which contribute least to Green Belt purposes. The identification of
these areas also relies heavily on consideration of local factors such as urban form,
landscape characteristics and urbanising influences.

2.4.2.

Land considered to contribute least is then recommended for further detailed assessment.
This will involve more detailed analysis of the landscape in the assessment areas, alongside
consideration of wider issues required by the Local Plan but not considered in a Green Belt
review. It is therefore important to recognise that a decision to recommend further
assessment cannot be taken as a firm recommendation for a particular change to a Green
Belt boundary..

2.4.3.

Green Belt recommended for further assessment can usefully be classified as:

2.4.4.



Strategic land contributing least towards assessed Green Belt purposes; or



Non-strategic land contributing least towards assessed Green Belt purposes (i.e.
relatively minor adjustments).

In addition, it should be noted that in some cases it may be necessary to identify Green Belt
land which has already been subject to substantial development where a boundary
adjustment may therefore be appropriate. This should form a separate category of
recommendation (i.e. adjustments to reflect current development boundaries).
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2.5.

Presenting the Assessment

2.5.1.

Each parcel is assessed against each of the four national purposes and the one local
purpose. A colour coding classification system can be used to summarise the assessment
against each purpose. The classification denotes the outcome of the assessment of the
contribution a parcel, or sub-divided section of a parcel, to each of the Green Belt purposes.

Dark green

Significant contribution to GB purposes

Mid green

Partial contribution to GB purposes

Light green

Limited or no contribution to GB purposes

2.5.2.

For each purpose, supporting text should explain how the classification has been arrived at.
The presentation of the classification for each purpose assists in understanding and
assessing the value of the various roles performed by the parcel. This approach to
individually assessing four national purposes, plus one well-justified local purpose, allows for
a clear and transparent evaluation that sets out the information needed to judge the overall
contribution of the parcel.

2.5.3.

An overall assessment of the contribution the parcel makes to the Green Belt takes the form
of a written evaluation only. There is no overall classification at this point as this is
considered too crude to capture the inter-relationship between performance against all the
purposes.

2.5.4.

This overall assessment can result in the sub-division of some parcels to reflect a finer grain
assessment of parts of the parcel that contribute least against more than one of the
purposes and are therefore the areas that may need to be considered for potential release
from the Green Belt if development needs necessitate.
Parcel Assessment Sheets
Parcel Assessment Sheets (template / example below) are used to describe the level of
contribution of each parcel towards each of the Green Belt purposes. They also consider
the existing level of built development in the Green Belt, visual openness and countryside
character. They conclude by summarising the principal function of the parcel and setting out
next steps on further assessment. The analysis responds to each question set out in Table
4 above, but in a concise manner to provide a strategic overview of the parcel that avoids
repetition.

19
888

Example Parcel Assessment Sheet
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3.

Parcel Plan

3.1.

Approach

3.1.1.

The Green Belt Study area has to be subdivided for assessment purposes. The subdivision
has been sub-divided into strategic parcels of land for assessment against the purposes
criteria. The parcel boundaries should generally follow well-defined physical features based
upon the following criteria:



Similar character and land-use;



Boundaries should be aligned to natural or physical features where possible e.g. water
courses, prominent hedgerows, roads, railway lines;



Boundaries should not split woodland or main areas of trees or existing settlements,
existing housing or urban development;



Avoid hooks, and ‘L’ shaped parcels because these might exhibit different
characteristics within a single parcel;



Ignore administrative boundaries (including extending beyond the study area) unless
these are aligned with natural and physical features; and,



Where large settlements adjoin administrative boundaries the parcels fully wrap around
the settlement to allow a complete assessment.

Example parcel plan
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Minutes
Project title

Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment (Stage Job number
249570-00
1)

Meeting name and number

Stakeholder Workshop

File reference

Council Chamber, Civic Offices,
Borehamwood

Time and date

Location

249570-00-09-002

10:00-12:00

10 June 2016

Purpose of meeting

Workshop on proposed methodology for Hertsmere Green Belt
Assessment (Stage 1)

Present

Gemma Nicholson (Hertfordshire County Council)
Julie Greaves (Hertfordshire County Council)
Shay Kelleher (Watford Borough Council)
Rebecca Williams (Dacorum Borough Council)
Katherine Pelton (LB Enfield)
Neeru Kareer (LB Enfield)
Anne Day (Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council)
Martin Wells (Three Rivers District Council)
Wendy Frost (St Albans District Council)
Rita Brar (LB Barnet)
Tai Tsui (Hertsmere Borough Council)
Ann Darnell (Hertsmere Borough Council)
Mark Silverman (Hertsmere Borough Council)
Andy Barron (Arup)
Max Laverack (Arup)

Apologies

Philip Crowther (LB Harrow)

Circulation

Those present
Grace Middleton (Hertsmere Borough Council)
Philip Crowther (LB Harrow)
Action

1.

Introductions

2.

Project Overview and Purpose of Workshop
Andy Barron (AB) gave a brief introduction on the aims and
objectives of the project, and what would be covered during the
workshop.

3.

Green Belt History and Context

Prepared by
Date of circulation

Max Laverack
10 June 2016

Date of next meeting
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Minutes
Project title

Job number

Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment (Stage 1)

249570-00

Date of Meeting

10 June 2016
Action

AB provided a brief history on the original purposes of the
Metropolitan Green Belt and the Green Belt within Hertsmere.
4.

Methodology and Parcels
AB introduced the general principles behind the definition of Green
Belt ‘parcels’, with Max Laverack (ML) providing further detail on
what types of features have been identified and utilised to undertake
this process.
Wendy Frost (WF) and Anne Day (AD) commented that the draft
boundaries varied from those considered in the Welwyn-Hatfield
and St Albans studies. Arup to consider boundary revisions to draft
parcels, upon receipt of written comments from attendees (see
below) to ensure consistency with neighbouring studies, where
possible.

All / ML / AB

Some general questions were raised regarding assessing parcels
which overlapped into neighbouring authorities, particularly in
those cases where no Green Belt assessments have been undertaken
(e.g LB Barnet). Shay Kelleher (SK) agreed that the use of readily
recognisable boundaries that are likely to be permanent, in line with
the NPPF, was the most appropriate way to divide the Green Belt
for assessment, and that local authority boundaries do not always
meet these criteria. AB and ML confirmed that no
recommendations would be made for Green Belt outside Hertsmere,
that pro-formas will clearly state where they overlap into
neighbouring authorities, and that assessments will be aligned,
where appropriate.
ML explained the proposed assessment methodology for the five
NPPF Purposes. The following comments were received:
 WF raised the issue of inconsistencies between the proposed

methodology and the St Albans Green Belt Assessment with
regard to the definition of ‘towns’ for Purpose 2. In St Albans,
these had been aligned with the ‘towns’ in the settlement
hierarchy (similarly in Welwyn Hatfield). ML commented that
the proposed method seemed appropriate in the Hertsmere
context and that it felt most robust to be consistent across the
assessment area. WF and AD suggested a ‘local purpose’ to
consider tier 2 and 3 settlements and the role of the Green Belt
in maintaining the settlement pattern. Hertsmere/Arup to
consider.

TT / ML / AB

 WF queried the choice of percentages for the quantitative aspect

of the Purpose 3 assessment. AB explained that this was derived

R:\LOCAL PLAN\EXAMINATION\INSPECTOR'S QUESTIONS\EX02 MATTER 1 DUTY TO COOPERATE\EVIDENCE FOR DTC PRELIMINARY QUESTIONS\OM 2_3_GB REVIEW\OM_Q2E
HERTSMERE GREEN BELT REVIEW METHODOLOGY STAKEHOLDER WORKSHOP MINUTES JUNE 2016.DOCX

Arup | F0.5

895

Page 2 of 4

Minutes
Project title

Job number

Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment (Stage 1)

249570-00

Date of Meeting

10 June 2016
Action

from Arup’s experience on previous assessment work in similar
contexts, but that there was flexibility to revise following the
assessments if deemed inappropriate.
 Several stakeholders raised the prospect of including additional

‘historic settlements’ in the Purpose 4 assessment. AB and ML
explained that it was inappropriate to consider single heritage
assets (e.g. battlefield sites, historic parks and gardens etc.) but
stated that additional historic settlements could be included
where identified by neighbouring authorities. Neeru Kareer
(NK) and Rita Brar (RB) to provide Arup with relevant
conservation area information for LB Enfield and LB Barnet
respectively. Arup to liaise with Hertsmere officers over any
other possible areas for inclusion.

NK / RB
ML / AB

 A more general comment was raised by NK on how London

would be considered throughout the assessment. It was agreed
that, for Purpose 1, it is appropriate to use Greater London.
However, for Purpose 2, smaller towns/areas within London
may be identified individually. NK and RB to provide list of
appropriate ‘towns’ for consideration in Purpose 2 in LB Enfield
and LB Barnet and delineate on map.
5.

NK / RB

Group Discussion and Feedback
Julie Greaves (JG) commented that there was a minor typographical
error regarding the County policy on minerals extraction. JG also
queried why a separate entry was not included for the County
Minerals and Waste Plan status and why this was referenced under
the districts. Arup to correct in next iteration of methodology.

ML / AB

JG stated that Arup and Hertsmere may wish to consider the
presence of minerals sites in its ongoing work. This was noted.
Rebecca Williams (RW) highlighted that no entry had been
included for Dacorum in the neighbouring authorities, even though
Hemel Hempstead had been included as a large built-up area in a
neighbouring authority. Arup to address.
6.

ML / AB

Conclusions and Next Steps
Tai Tsui (TT) confirmed that written comments on the draft
methodology and parcels would be welcomed until close of
business on Friday 17th June, after which Arup will confirm how
these have been taken into consideration. Comments to be issued to
TT.

All
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Project title

Job number

Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment (Stage 1)

249570-00

Date of Meeting

10 June 2016
Action

TT confirmed that a draft report will be shared for comment at a
later stage. Hertsmere will confirm the proposed timescale for this
at a later date.
7.

TT

AOB
None was raised.
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-----Original Message----From: Paul Everard
Sent: 11 December 2014 09:10
To: 'Pierce Jenny'
Cc: Sue Tiley
Subject: RE: East Herts Green Belt Review Methodology
Hi Jenny,
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on PBA's methodology. I have a few comments,
which have been informed by the discussion at the recent HPG Green Belts meeting as well as
experience of our own Green Belt work.
1.
The proposed overview stage is lacking because it just involves consideration of the
constraints across the whole of the Green Belt. The methodology then looks to derive parcels on the
basis of those areas that do not have constraints. It would be more appropriate for the assessment
to assess parcels across the whole of the Green Belt as a first stage.
2.
It is not clear which large built-up areas will be considered in assessing purpose 1. Does this
mean London and Stevenage (which would accord with the approach taken in the DBC / SADC /
WHBC assessment), or something different? If the latter, how does this differ from the assessment
of Purpose 2?
3.
It appears that this study will not be assessing the importance of Green Belt in maintaining
the settlement pattern and preventing merging below town level. Is this not an important factor
East Hertfordshire?
4.
I presume that you have decided that you would not include rural areas outside the Green
Belt in your assessment. It would be helpful if the methodology could explain why this was not
thought appropriate.
5.
The methodology does not appear to address the openness of parcels directly, in either the
sense of visual or physical openness. It can be quite useful to have an understanding of these two
facets of openness.
6.
I think it would be helpful to explain in more detail why you have chosen not to assess
Purpose 4.
I hope these comments are useful.
Kind regards,
Paul

Paul Everard
Principal Planner - Planning Policy
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Council Offices
The Campus
Welwyn Garden City

898

Herts
AL8 6AE
Tel. 01707 357518
Fax 01707 357255
Email p.everard@welhat.gov.uk
www.welhat.gov.uk
www.facebook.com/welwynhatfield
www.twitter.com/WelHatCouncil

-----Original Message----From: Sue Tiley
Sent: 27 November 2014 10:00
To: Paul Everard
Subject: FW: East Herts Green Belt Review Methodology

-----Original Message----From: Pierce Jenny [mailto:Jenny.Pierce@eastherts.gov.uk]
Sent: 27 November 2014 09:55
To: 'Des Welton'; 'Andrew Turner'; 'Anushia Vettivelu'; catriona.ramsay@watford.gov.uk; 'Chris
Briggs'; 'Claire May'; 'Craig Latto'; 'David Holmes'; 'John Hoad'; 'Jonathan Tiley'; 'Julie Greaves'; 'Laura
Wood'; 'Louise Symes'; Paine Martin; 'Morag Saunders'; 'Nicola Ffrench'; 'Paul Donovan'; 'Richard
Kelly'; Richard.Javes@stevenage.gov.uk; 'Rob Shipway'; Sue Tiley; 'Sarah Barker'; sian.finneymacdonald@watford.gov.uk; 'Vicky Forgione'; 'Vicky Owen'
Subject: FW: East Herts Green Belt Review Methodology
Dear all,
East Herts Council is currently undertaking an updated Green Belt Review for the district in order to
inform the next stage of the District Plan. Peter Brett Associates are undertaking this work on the
Council's behalf.
I have attached a copy of the proposed methodology for the study and am inviting your comments
on it.
Due to the tight timetable for the overall study I would like any comments you have to be submitted
by Wednesday Thursday 11th December.
Please send any comments to me and I will forward on to the consultants.
Jenny Pierce
Senior Planning Officer MRTPI, MA, BSc (Hons) Planning Policy Team
Direct Dial: 01992 531624
East Herts Council
Wallfields
Pegs Lane
Hertford
SG13 8EQ
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jenny.pierce@eastherts.gov.uk
www.eastherts.gov.uk
Please note I work Monday to Friday 09:00 to 14:45
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From: Sue Tiley
Sent: 17 July 2017 16:52
To: Laura Guy
Subject: FW: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting

From: Anne Day
Sent: 28 June 2016 14:28
To: 'Tai Tsui' <Tai.Tsui@hertsmere.gov.uk>
Cc: Sue Tiley <S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting
Hi Tai ,
Apologies, documents now attached, in two separate emails, unable to send them together because
the files are too big . The final report contains the settlement hierarchy (page 19)and various maps
showing the strategic parcels e.g 7.723 shows Green Belt functions for Welwyn Hatfield and A4
.1.3 Environmental features. The annex contains more detail on each parcel, with a larger Map of
the parcels on the 4th page.
Kind regards
Anne

From: Tai Tsui [mailto:Tai.Tsui@hertsmere.gov.uk]
Sent: 28 June 2016 12:05
To: Anne Day
Subject: RE: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting

Hi Anne,
You mentioned in your email you have attached a map for parcel boundaries but I couldn’t find the
attachment. Would you mind re-sending the map to me?
Regards
Tai

From: Anne Day [mailto:A.Day@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 14 June 2016 17:52
To: Tai Tsui
Cc: Sue Tiley
Subject: RE: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting

Dear Tai
Thank you for involving Welwyn Hatfield in the Stakeholder Meeting last week:
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Please find below my comments relating to the draft methodology for the Green Belt Assessment
Stage 1 for Hertsmere and the land parcel map.
We have concerns and observations regarding the following;
1) The inconsistency between the Hertsmere methodology and the methodology set out in the
Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment carried out for Welwyn Hatfield, Dacorum and St.
Albans. This could lead to the conclusions being undermined because of the different
approaches. For example with regards to Purpose 1 The definition of Large Built up areas is
completely different for this study set out in table 4.2 page 36 refers to areas considered in
Neighbouring local Authorities as Greater London built up area, Watford , St Albans ,
Hatfield and Hemel Hempstead. This is opposed to London, Stevenage Luton and Dunstable
in the St Albans Dacorum and Welwyn Hatfield Study. The definition for the second purpose
for Hertsmere considers all non-Green Belt settlements in Hertsmere as well as non Green
Belt settlements in surrounding authorities adjacent to the edge of the borough. This
includes Brookmans Park, Cuffley, Hatfield and Welham Green in Welwyn Hatfield and also
includes that part of Potters Bar within Welwyn Hatfield ( Little Heath). The three
authorities’ definition relating to the second purpose is for 1st tier settlements defined as
Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield which is consistent with the NPPF which refers to
coalescence between towns not smaller settlements and this interpretation might be
challenged. The definition of the gaps between settlements is also different and is
scored. Purpose four in the Welwyn Hatfield study considered that the purpose goes
beyond a simple definition of historic towns and relates to the identification of all the key
historic areas. It used conservation areas , historic parks and Gardens and ancient
monuments to identify historic places relevant to the assessment . This will affect the parcel
of land South of Brookmans Park identified by Hertsmere for example.
2) Differences in the boundaries of the strategic parcels identified by Hertsmere which cross
over into Welwyn Hatfield. I attach a copy of the document with the Map showing the
strategic parcels identified for Welwyn Hatfield . The Hertsmere assessment uses a similar
approach to defining boundaries but has come up with different areas. It would helpful to
have agreement over these parcels.
3) 3.41 Neighbouring Authorities Experience. The summary for Welwyn Hatfield refers to BrP7
specifically but says it is not recommended for further consideration does this mean in the
Green Belt assessment ? Please clarify and explain why there is a specific reference.
4) We note that the assessment for the four purposes uses a scoring system. This is in contrast
with the approach in Welwyn Hatfield which will make comparison of the parcels’
significance to the purposes of the Green Belt difficult.
Kind Regards
Anne Day

From: Tai Tsui [mailto:Tai.Tsui@hertsmere.gov.uk]
Sent: 02 June 2016 13:52
To: 'Wendy.Frost@stalbans.gov.uk'; 'Martin.Wells@ThreeRivers.gov.uk';
'Shay.kelleher@watford.gov.uk'; 'Rita.Brar@barnet.gov.uk'; 'Katherine.Pelton@enfield.gov.uk';
'Neeru.kareer@enfield.gov.uk'; Anne Day; 'Rebecca.Williams@dacorum.gov.uk';
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'Philip.Crowther@harrow.gov.uk'; 'Andrew.barron@arup.com'; Ann Darnell; Grace Middleton;
'Julie.greaves@hertfordshire.gov.uk'
Subject: RE: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting
Dear all,
It has become apparent that the link to the draft methodology in my last email is not working. Please see
attached the draft methodology document and also the agenda for the meeting.
Regards
Tai

_____________________________________________
From: Tai Tsui
Sent: 01 June 2016 10:31
To: 'Wendy.Frost@stalbans.gov.uk'; 'Martin.Wells@ThreeRivers.gov.uk';
'Shay.kelleher@watford.gov.uk'; 'Rita.Brar@barnet.gov.uk'; 'Katherine.Pelton@enfield.gov.uk';
'Neeru.kareer@enfield.gov.uk'; 'a.day@welhat.gov.uk'; 'Rebecca.Williams@dacorum.gov.uk';
'Philip.Crowther@harrow.gov.uk'; 'Andrew.barron@arup.com'; Mark Silverman; Ann Darnell; Grace
Middleton
Subject: RE: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting

Dear all,
Arup, our appointed consultancy, has drafted a methodology for the assessment for discussion at our
forthcoming meeting. You should be able to download the document from the fileshare link
https://arup.sharefile.com/d-sa95a24a97bf494590; I have also attached the land parcel map for comment.
<< File: ARP_GI_4.3_GBParcels.pdf >>
Please let me know if you can’t access the file, or if you want to put any comments/suggestions through to
Arup prior to the meeting.
Regards
Tai

-----Original Appointment----From: Tai Tsui
Sent: 26 May 2016 16:15
To: 'Wendy.Frost@stalbans.gov.uk'; 'Martin.Wells@ThreeRivers.gov.uk';
'Shay.kelleher@watford.gov.uk'; 'Rita.Brar@barnet.gov.uk'; 'Katherine.Pelton@enfield.gov.uk';
'Neeru.kareer@enfield.gov.uk'; 'a.day@welhat.gov.uk'; 'Rebecca.Williams@dacorum.gov.uk';
'Philip.Crowther@harrow.gov.uk'; 'Andrew.barron@arup.com'; Mark Silverman; Ann Darnell; Grace
Middleton
Subject: Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment - Stakeholder meeting
When: 09 June 2016 10:00-12:00 (UTC) Dublin, Edinburgh, Lisbon, London.
Where: Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Elstree Way, Borehamwood WD6 1WA

Dear all,
Obviously for a meeting like this it is not easy to find a time which suits everyone. According to the feedbacks I
have received so far it looks like everyone can make it to the meeting on June 9th (AM) except for Harrow (My
apology Philip but I will make sure Harrow is consulted on this before they carry out the work). Please see
attached the direction guide to the Civic Offices here in Borehamwood - unfortunately we can no longer
reserve parking spaces for our guests. Agenda and other materials will be circulated nearer time.
Regards
Tai Tsui
020 82077567
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List of other Green Belt Reviews within the defined and wider Housing Market Area (HMA)
Broxbourne



Broxbourne Green Belt Review (Scott Wilson, 2008).
Review of the Inner Green Belt Boundary (Propest Planning, 2008)

Enfield


Detailed Green Belt Boundary Review (2013)

East Herts


East Herts Green Belt Review (Peter Brett Associates, 2015)

North Herts


North Herts Green Belt Review, (brings together Green Belt Review documents previously
consulted upon) (2016)

Stevenage




Review of the Green Belt around Stevenage – additional parcel assessments: addendum
(Amec Foster Wheeler, 2015)
Review of the Green Belt around Stevenage: Part 2 – Site Assessment and Capacity Testing
(Amec Foster, 2015)
Review of the Green Belt Around Stevenage: Part 1 Survey against Green Belt Purpose
(Amec, 2013)

Hertsmere


Not yet published
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Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 1 (Duty to Cooperate)

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Other Matters Question OM4 (Gypsies and Travellers)

Evidence in this section:
 OM_Q4k WHBC response to St Albans Strategic Local Plan Policy SLP12
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St Albans Strategic Local Plan Publication 2016 - Representation Form

Part B – Please use a separate sheet for each representation
Name or Organisation: Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

3. Please give the number or name of the Paragraph or Policy your comment relates to.
Documents can be found at the following links:
 Strategic Local Plan Publication Draft 2016 – www.stalbans.gov.uk/slp
 Sustainability Appraisal Report - www.stalbans.gov.uk/slp
Paragraph

Policy

SLP12

4. Do you believe the Strategic Local Plan &/or its sustainability appraisal is:
(1) Legally compliant

Yes

No

(2) Sound

Yes

No

X

(3) Complies with the Duty to co-operate

Yes

No

X

If you have entered No to 4.(2), continue with Q5, otherwise please go straight to Q6

5. Do you consider the Strategic Local Plan is unsound because it is NOT:
(1) Positively Prepared (it is not prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements)

X

(2) Justified (it is not the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on a proportionate evidence base)

X

(3) Effective (the plan is not deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities)

X

(4) Consistent with national policy

X

6. Please give details of why you consider the Strategic Local Plan &/or its sustainability
appraisal is or is not legally compliant, unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Strategic Local Plan &/or its
sustainability appraisal or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box to set
out your comments.
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council raises the following representations:
1) The approach taken in Policy SLP12 is not positively prepared; it is not the most
appropriate strategy when considered against alternatives (although it is informed by a
proportionate evidence base). The policy approach is not consistent with national policy
and raises concerns around effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities.
It then raises a Duty to Cooperate concern.
a. A key finding of the St Albans Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Needs Assessment – August 2015 - was that there was a net need
for 79 additional pitches required by 2031, of which there is a need for 47 pitches by
2019.
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SLP12 continued (Section 6) Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

b. National Panning Policy for Traveller Sites states that local planning authorities
should set pitch and plot targets for gypsies and travellers and travelling showpeople
which address the likely needs of travellers in their area.
c. Policy SLP12 makes limited reference to the supply of additional pitches, it
essentially being a Development Management policy setting out how proposals will
be determined. It does not set an overall target for the number of pitches to be
planned for over the plan period.
d. Only one reference is made in SLP12 to new pitch provision, with two 15 pitch sites
planned for one Broad Location (a total of 30 pitches). It is not clear how the under
supply of 49 pitches would be addressed over the plan period.
e. No other alternative strategy appears to have been explored, other than not making
sufficient provision to meet the objectively assessed need for pitches.
f.

It is understood that St Albans consider that the change in planning definition may
result in the need being reduced. However, as provision has been made for less
than 50% of the identified need, even if this were the case it is unlikely that sufficient
provision for new sites will have been made.

g. The implications of St Albans not setting a Local Plan target and not identifying
sufficient sites to meet that target are that there could be an unmet need with
increased levels of unauthorised encampment or developments in St Albans or in
adjoining local authority areas.
h. Welwyn Hatfield has no potential to meet a shortfall of pitches in St Albans.

7. Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Strategic Local Plan
&/or its sustainability appraisal legally compliant or sound. Please have regard to any answer
you have given at 5 and 6 above. (NB: Please note that any non-compliance with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination). You will need to say why this modification
will make the Strategic Local Plan &/or its sustainability appraisal legally compliant or sound. It
will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible.

1) Either the evidence base should be reviewed to explore whether the new planning
definition would have an impact on the level of assessed need, OR
2) The SLP should be amended prior to Submissions to set a pitch target for the plan period
which either meets the identified need or indicates how any shortfall will be met.
(Continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please note: Your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support and justify the representation and the suggested change. There will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations.
After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the
matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
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8. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at
the oral part of the examination?
No

X

Yes

9.

If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please outline why you consider
this to be necessary:

To ensure that Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council is duly represented at the examination given
that the matters raised above could have implications for Welwyn Hatfield.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

10. Do you wish to be notified of any of the following? Please mark all that apply.
(a) when the Strategic Local Plan has been submitted
(b) when the Inspector’s Report is published

X

(c) when the Strategic Local Plan is adopted

X

X

Please note that all responses will be held by the Council in accordance with the Data Protection Act
1998. Your name, town and comments will be made available to the public on the consultation portal; in
council committee papers and as otherwise considered appropriate by us. Your personal data i.e postal
addresses, emails and telephone numbers will not be share with the public.
However, your contact details will be shared with the Programme Officer & Inspector for the purposes of
the Public Examination. We will use your contact details to notify you about future stages of the plan
process. By submitting this form you are agreeing to these purposes.

11. Signature:

Date:
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th

19 February 2016

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

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response:
Other Matters Question OM6 (Other Strategic Matters)

Evidence in this section:
 OM_Q6c St Albans DtC meeting minutes March 2017
 OM_Q6c Stevenage DtC meting minutes March 2013
 OM_Q6c Stevenage WHBC MOU for Stevenage Local Plan Examination 2016
 OM_Q6c Email in relation to Stevenage Local Plan modifications January 2017
 OM_Q6c WHBC response to Broxbourne Reg 18 consultation 2016
 OM_Q6c Emails to Broxbourne following Brookfield Retail Impact meeting Nov 2016
 OM_Q6m Local Nature Partnership response to Welwyn Hatfield August 2017
 OM_Q6m WHBC Statement of Accordance with LNP principles February 2017
 OM_Q6p Historic England DtC meeting notes January 2017
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DUTY TO COOPERATE MEETING BETWEEN WELWYN HATFIELD AND ST
ALBANS
Venue: St Albans
Date: 23 March 2017 1:00pm
Agenda as set out by WHBC:
1. Minutes of last meeting and any matters arising
2. Update on St Albans Local Plan and Duty to cooperate activity with South
West Authorities
(1)

Approach to SHMA, Housing Market Area, OAN, housing land supply
and housing target.

(2)

Approach to employment land supply, targets and FEMA.

(3)

Duty to Cooperate judicial review

(4)

Timetable for Local Plan

(5)

Detailed Plan consultation

(6)

Transport modelling

(7)

Infrastructure / education

(8)

Retail

3. Review of the SADC representations and update on the WH Local Plan
(1)

OAN based on 2012 projections and 2014 projections and housing
target.

(2)

Ability of other authorities to meet shortfall and early review

(3)

Employment Land

(4)

Site capacities and densities

(5)

Site selection Green Belt and exceptional circumstances

(6)

Settlement strategy

(7)

Maintaining settlement pattern

(8)

Gypsy and Traveller provision

(9)

Housing Site HAT1 North West Hatfield

(10)

Housing Site HAT2 and Ellenbrook Country Park
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(11)

Roehyde

(12)

Symondshyde and Duty to Cooperate

4. Likely content of MOU (as proposed by WHBC)
(1) Background
(2) Strategy priorities with cross boundary issues
(3) Duty to cooperate
(4) Review and planning for longer term needs
(5) Areas of agreement
(6) Areas of disagreement
5. A.O.B
(Numbered references to interpret notes below)

Attendees
St Albans City & District Council (SADC) - Councillor Julian Daly - Leader (JD),
Tracy Harvey (TH), Chris Briggs (CB)
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) – Councillor Mandy Perkins - Executive
Member for Planning, Housing and Community (MP), Colin Haigh (CH), Sue Tiley
(ST)
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Notes:
1. Minutes of last meeting and any matters arising
Previous Meeting Notes agreed. Agreed generally to create more detailed
meeting notes under DtC.
2. Update on St Albans Local Plan and Duty to Cooperate activity with South
West Herts Authorities
(1)
- SADC still suggest single LPA HMA approach. Discussions underway with
South West Herts Group (SWHG) and respective consultants regarding wider
area. Evidence suggests if SADC is considered as part of a wider area HMA it
should include WHBC.
- WHBC SHMA identified relationship to SADC, WHBC concerned as not
involved in SADC SHMA, WHBC felt needed to make the point – especially on
SADC being considered to underestimate need and therefore potential
consequences for WHBC.
- WHBC clarified DtC concerns linked to soundness. Feel lack of engagement
on technical work by SADC, eg not consulted on SADC draft SHMA.
CB - SADC have been discussing DtC with SWHG (and Dacorum separately on
specific issues). Seeking to resolve SHMA methodologies and HMA / FEMA
definitions. Options to move forward on table. Further work required.
TH - There is a relationship between SADC and WHBC on housing. Need to
consider how and when to best involve WHBC in SADC and SWHG discussions.
ST - WHBC sets a target for 12,000 dwellings provided through the draft Plan;
The SHMA is being updated and indicates a revised 15,400 OAN which takes
account of 2014 household projections.
MP - Need to base plan on a figure at a point in time. Acknowledge “Gap”
between OAN to Plan has grown. But very important constraints - eg Hatfield
House Historic Park and Garden, A1M, Green Belt. Also need to make progress
at a point and move on. Can review plans after 5 years – need to get on and get
a plan in place to build and deliver.
JD - Supportive of overall approach outlined by MP.
ST - For record – WHBC consider they have a shortfall in provision. From
previous DtC discussions WHBC understand that SADC is not currently in a
position to meet the shortfall. As part of plan preparation in other areas WHBC
will be asking SADC, HBC and SWHG to consider any opportunities for meeting
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it. Asking N.Herts and E.Herts as well. Suggest feeding into SWHG meetings
as request will come to them also.
JD - Will need process to look at how WHBC will demonstrate appropriate
assessment of level of need and why it cannot meet need. What is the process
for establishing “cannot meet need”? SADC commented that they were similarly
constrained and that the implications of the Housing White Paper is that nonGreen Belt authorities should consider their ability to meet any shortfall arising
first.
JD – There is a gap between forecast numbers and what market will actually
deliver.
Agreed – TH/CB to feed WHBC information on shortfall in WHBC draft Plan and
‘request’ to SWHG into SADC/SWHG meetings.
(2)
- SADC draft SLP takes an ‘opportunity based approach’ with 55 Hectares of
land at East Hemel. There is sufficient employment land to more than meet any
reasonable forecast needs for SADC alone and that the Strategic Rail Freight
depot conditions/reserved matters applications were coming forward.
CB – SADC positive about prospects to agree with SWHG East Hemel
jobs/floorspace “apportionment” - a key issue for Dacorum and SWHG.
- WHBC new employment land at Marshmoor / SE WG City and NW Hatfield
plus capacity at Hatfield Airfield and some intensification options.
CB - 8% loss from residential conversions of offices. Substantial replacements
at East Hemel.
Agreed - WHBC + SADC - Has been several previous discussion on Roehyde.
Neither LPA considered it a suitable site to bring forward.
(3)
CB - Update on SLP position - rolled up JR hearing 20/21 June. Timetable for
local DtC outcomes uncertain.
(4/5)
- SADC DLP - PPC April considering responses to consultation.
MP - WHBC intention Cabinet 4 April / Council 10 April Submission end April /
early May – N Herts and E Herts DtC meetings in April.
(6/7)
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TH – SADC are working with HCC to carry out transport modelling. SADC +
Stevenage had issues at Examination with HCC.
ST / MP - HCC comments to WHBC Plan based on some aspects of mitigation
measures which had not been referred to in the IDP.
(8)
CB - No issues as SADC had provided information on London Colney potential
retail growth.
ST - Retail trends difficult to predict. Plan gives a commitment to review
evidence on need for post 2026.
CH - expect town centre intensification with residential over retail.
Agreed - SADC had reassured Welwyn Hatfield with regards to the retail
proposals in the SLP.
3. Review of the SADC representations and update on the WH Local Plan
(1)
- WHBC update to the SHMA was in preparation. The 2014 household
projections resulted in a significant increase for Welwyn Hatfield and that the
housing target although higher than 2012 demographic projections was lower
than 2014 projections and lower than a revised OAN (with market signals and
affordability taken into account).
(2)
- WHBC advised this resulted in a ‘shortfall’ which Welwyn Hatfield would not be
able to meet. Letters were being drafted to advise authorities within what
Welwyn Hatfield have identified as their HMA and whilst Welwyn Hatfield had
committed to an early review to address the infrastructure constraints it would
need to work with other authorities to see how this shortfall could be best met in
line with the NPPF paragraph 182.
- WHBC stated that HIPP had agreed to work together to meet look at how
longer term needs can be met. Given the transport and sewerage constraints it
was unlikely that a strategy of each authority meeting its own needs is likely to
be feasible for post 2031 development need. This was supported by both
authorities.
(3)
- WHBC employment figures had been updated and indicated a similar level of
need to previously. The strategy for the local economy is supported by the LEP.
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An allowance had been made in the housing windfall estimates for some
continuing loss of employment land to residential.
- WHBC think new Welham Green employment area is a high quality location.
(4)
ST / CH - The density assumptions in the HELAA were also explained by WHBC
and that differing density figures had been used depending on the site. Density
assumptions have been maximised.
(5-7)
- WHBC site selection background paper had been emailed previously. This set
out the balancing exercise which included consideration of the results of the
Green Belt Purposes Review.
JD - There is a need to demonstrate process and show consideration of all
issues has been serious.
(8)
ST - WHBC planning for 61 new pitches 2016-2032.
Agreed - G+T to be discussed further at officer level.
(9)
- SADC Although SADC have some concerns they do not object to SDS5
(HAT1).
(10)
ST - HAT 2 not in plan based on delivery issues – Goodmans challenging WHBC
position. Mineral excavation would impact on the county park which made it
even more important that HAT2 should not come forward at this time.
- SADC support exclusion of HAT 2.
CB / ST – Noted minerals position.
Agreed - Both LPAs support Ellenbrook Country Park.
Agreed - Both LPAs agree Country Park should be implemented as envisaged in
original S106 agreement. SADC would need to be a signatory to any variation to
the section 106 agreement relating to land in WHBC which affected/supported
the delivery of the Country Park. Given the passage of time, some variation to
practically deliver the original Country Park is likely to be necessary.
(11)
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[See 2 (2) above.]
(12)
- SADC set out concerns relating to Symondshyde - specifically lack of evidence
that the highway network would be able to support it and that sufficient
secondary education would be provided; as well as Green Belt and DtC process
concerns.
- WHBC advised of the WHaSH transport modelling that had been carried out. In
addition the landowner had done their own modelling. That HCC as highways
authority had not raised any objection and that SADC could review the
representations on this matter which are published on the Council’s website.
- WHBC further advised that provision for secondary schooling for this site would
be provided at North West Hatfield but there was a difference of opinion between
the landowner and HCC as to whether a 10fe or 8fe secondary school should be
provided, but that WHBC were trying to negotiate an agreed position on this
which would relate to the need for an early review and the need to find an
additional site.
Agreed - SADC would write to HCC on this secondary school matter and seek
reassurance.
Agreed – SADC would in due course reconsider its formal objections once the
overall further information had been reviewed.
4. Likely content of MOU
(1-6)
- WHBC stated that they would like to have an MOU with SADC.
- SADC agreed an MOU would be helpful - but felt that some of the issues may
be better set out in a statement of common ground attached to an MOU.
JD - Bucks model not a bad start.
TH - Bucks as headings, not necessarily content. Need to include what are the
agreed strategic cross boundary priorities (e.g. Green Belt, infrastructure roads
schools.….).
ST - Need to be clear on outcomes. Must start with a bit of context.
JD - Green Belt protection often not reflected in MOUs. It should be (NPPF /
Housing White Paper).
ST - Agree. Especially include strategic Green Belt Review position /
interpretation.
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5. AOB
Informal discussion on Government position on planning fees.
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Duty to Co-operate Meeting: Stevenage & Welwyn Hatfield
8 March 2013, 10am-12pm, Welwyn Hatfield Council Offices.

Agenda
Transport
Employment
Housing
Retail
Green Belt review

Transport
A1(M)
 A1(M) at junction 6 has pinch point funding.
 Q. Are Welwyn Hatfield interested in further improvements between junctions
6 to 8 of the A1(M)?
 A. Welwyn Hatfield’s main interest is in parts of the A1(M) within Welwyn
Hatfield. The Highways Agency have asked Welwyn Hatfield to undertake
further modelling of junctions 3 to 4.
 Q. Does the transport modelling that Welwyn Hatfield has had carried out
include employment as well as housing?
 A. The main focus is on housing. Whilst there are some empty employment
units within existing employment areas, we are not proposing any new
employment areas.
 Stevenage’s concern is employment growth, i.e. any pull that our employment
areas have from Letchworth and Hitchin.
 At the Highways Agency for the A1(M), Chris Shaw is no longer the area
manager, her replacement is Jenny Volp.
 For the A1(M) there is a scheme which has been outline designed and outline
costed to widen the A1(M) in both directions between junctions 6 and 7.
Stevenage Borough Council are actively working to facilitate its delivery.
 East Coast mainline intercity route – there is a consortium of local authorities
on which Stevenage Council and Hertfordshire County Council are
represented. This is seeking to improve journey times between main
conurbations, for example Stevenage, Peterborough. This is likely to involve
the closure of some stations on the route. There is a proposal to close
Welwyn North Station and replace this at Oaklands or Woolmer Green.
Lister Hospital & QE2
 There is congestion on the A1(M).
 At the Lister hospital improvements have been made to car parking, maternity
and the clini -centre.
 Planning permission has been granted for the remainder of things needed for
expansion.
 There is an aspiration to relocate the cancer unit from Mount Vernon to the
Lister hospital, however the Lister hospital site is constrained.
1
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The hospital is the largest employer in Stevenage.
Welwyn Hatfield highlighted that a number of staff currently employed at the
QE2 live in houses in multiple occupation within Hatfield. Stevenage outlined
that housing for hospital staff had not been raised as a concern by Lister
hospital.

Employment
 Stevenage needs an additional 20-30ha of employment land to free up some
space within the existing employment areas within Stevenage, to allow
existing occupiers to relocate to allow refurbishment to take place.
 Modelling based on the East of England forecasting model, was undertaken
by NLP and contains five scenarios.
 Public consultation will take place in June 2013.

Housing
 Stevenage does not have sufficient land for 700-1200 units.
 Stevenage is exploring ways to share these housing numbers with other
authorities. One option is to ask each of the other authorities within
Hertfordshire to take a share of them, for example 100 units.

Retail
 The economic situation has changed significantly; Stevenage town centre
regeneration scheme is not viable; neither are aspirations for neighbourhood
centre redevelopment.
 This has further implications for other aspects of development; Stevenage has
lost opportunities for housing across the borough.
 Welwyn Garden City SPD is being prepared based on the District Plan
allocation for a site in the town centre. Aim to carry out consultation later in
2013. The focus is on protecting the town centre from out of centre and edge
of centre development.
 Hatfield regeneration is based on a phased approach. Phase one is small
and is starting on site soon. The aim is that the other phases will come
forward as the market improves. The developer is on board.

Green Belt review
 Stevenage have carried out a Green Belt review. This is in two phases; a
blind assessment based on the five purposes that Green Belt serves; and a
taking on board advice from the consultants.
 Welwyn Hatfield are considering undertaking a Green Belt review.


The potential impact of development on Rye Meads sewerage treatment
works and the Water Framework Directive were discussed.

2
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From: Sue Tiley
Sent: 17 January 2017 09:57
To: 'Richard.Javes'
Subject: RE: Stevenage Local Plan EIP and MOU
Thanks Richard
If you want to run something by us before Friday I’d be happy to confirm agreement in our
statement if I’m able to do so.

Thanks
Sue

From: Richard.Javes [mailto:Richard.Javes@stevenage.gov.uk]
Sent: 16 January 2017 16:45
To: Sue Tiley <S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Stevenage Local Plan EIP and MOU

Hi Sue,
Thanks for your e-mail.
We are proposing some clarifying mods in our statements for the Town Centre chapter – we are still
working through these at the moment. Hopefully, these mods will provide WHBC with sufficient
confidence that we have addressed your concerns.

R

From: Sue Tiley [mailto:S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk]
Sent: 16 January 2017 15:57
To: Richard.Javes
Subject: Stevenage Local Plan EIP and MOU

Hi Richard
Sorry I realise you must be busy preparing the opening of your examination tomorrow. The
MOU between the two authorities refers to Stevenage agreeing to make some modification
to the local plan to address WHBC concerns. I am not aware that you have published any
modifications which have dealt with these matters. The deadline for the statements on
retailing and employment is this Friday. Is this something you wanted to address in the
statements for week 2 of the examination and if so had you had any thoughts on
modifications?
Kind regards
Sue
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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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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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From: Rob Webster
Sent: 09 November 2016 16:32
To: 'Martin Paine' <martin.paine@broxbourne.gov.uk>
Cc: Sue Tiley <S.Tiley@welhat.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Draft Brookfield Retail and Leisure Impact Study - meeting Thursday 3rd November,
10am

Martin,
Thank you for inviting us to attend your meeting to discuss the Brookfield Retail and Leisure Impact
Study last week, and allowing us the opportunity to provide you with some feedback at officer level.
Firstly, we’d like to reiterate the point we made in response to your recent regulation 18 Local Plan
consultation: we have no concerns with the principle of mixed-use development at Brookfield, which
appears to be evolving as a well-designed scheme. It’s evident that you’re unable to deliver any
meaningful increase in retail floorspace within Broxbourne’s existing town centres, and your
decision to pursue development at Brookfield may therefore be inevitable.
You perhaps already appreciate that our concern with Brookfield will be the amount of comparison
retail floorspace proposed. Paragraph 14 in the Planning Practice Guidance on Ensuring the viability
of town centres states that ‘If the Local Plan is based on meeting the assessed need for town centre
uses in accordance with the sequential approach, issues of adverse impact should not arise’ – the
key word here being the first, ‘if’. Our retail consultants have raised three main issues with the way
in which the comparison floorspace need for Broxbourne has been established:
1.

It’s only possible to establish a sufficient floorspace need for Brookfield by using the
maximum need figure in your Retail and Leisure Study (Figure 7.5/7.6 on p93), which
converts expenditure capacity to floorspace at a level typical for bulky goods retail (£2,500
per sqm). By contrast, our consultants would expect to see this calculated based on sales
densities for general retail (i.e. what is actually envisaged for Brookfield) of around £5,000
per sqm. They note that WYG themselves even use figures in this order when testing the
impact of Brookfield, with scenarios between £4,500-£6,000 per sqm set out on p9 of the
Retail and Leisure Impact Study.

2.

The minimum floorspace in Figure 7.5 (the constant market share scenario) is considered
to represent actual retail need for Broxbourne. Figure 7.6 (the market share uplift scenario)
is considered to represent a policy aspiration not based on need (i.e. policy-on) and whilst
we appreciate that increasing the borough’s retail market share is a key ambition for
Broxbourne, the proper means to justify this would be via the Local Plan.

3.

Emerging Experian comparison retail expenditure projections appear to be much less
optimistic (e.g. 0.3% growth in 2017 rather than the 2.9% forecast previously, and 0.8%
rather than 2.8% for 2018), and so in any case floorspace need is likely to be less than that
already forecast.

Turning to the conclusions made in the Retail and Leisure Impact Study for the two town centres in
Welwyn Hatfield:
Welwyn Garden City: Our recent Retail and Town Centre Needs Assessment concluded that Welwyn
Garden City Town Centre is generally healthy, and our consultants agree that in quantitative terms a
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4.4% trade diversion is unlikely to be materially harmful. However, our consultants also highlight
Welwyn Garden City’s unusual situation given its size in hosting two department stores (John Lewis
and Debenhams) which are responsible for significant number of linked trips. This makes Welwyn
Garden City somewhat vulnerable to the loss of either of these two stores, and if Brookfield were to
bring this about then the centre would be materially harmed. We therefore suggest that p39 should
also include a more qualitative assessment of the potential impact of Brookfield on Welwyn Garden
City.
Hatfield: Although Hatfield Town Centre is not generally as healthy a centre as Welwyn Garden City,
it serves a much more local catchment and its only anchor store is a supermarket. Our consultants
therefore agree that a 1.6% trade diversion is unlikely to be materially harmful.
In light of the emerging Experian projections showing lower retail expenditure growth, it would be
worth the Impact Study also reflecting on whether the impact on neighbouring town centres could in
fact be higher than the headline percentage trade diversion figures reported.
We hope that these comments are helpful.
Kind regards
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: Martin Paine [mailto:martin.paine@broxbourne.gov.uk]
Sent: 13 October 2016 10:16
To: diane.cooper@harlow.gov.uk; Ashkan Liaghat <Ashkan.Liaghat@enfield.gov.uk>; Rob Webster
<r.webster@welhat.gov.uk>; Deborah Horner <deborah.horner@stevenage.gov.uk>; Pierce Jenny
<Jenny.Pierce@eastherts.gov.uk>; Amanda Thorn (athorn@eppingforestdc.gov.uk)
<athorn@eppingforestdc.gov.uk>
Subject: Draft Brookfield Retail and Leisure Impact Study - meeting Thursday 3rd November, 10am
Dear all,
Further to my email of 6 October (to which the draft Brookfield Retail and Leisure Impact Study was
attached), I have now heard back from the majority and the best fit date for a meeting with the
consultant is Thursday 3rd November at 10am. We would be happy to accept any written comments
or observations on the draft document in advance so that the consultant is able to address them
directly at the meeting, or at the latest by close of play on Thursday 10th November, so that any
comments can be taken on board prior to finalisation and publication of the study.
The meeting will be held in the Committee Room at Broxbourne Borough Council offices in Cheshunt
(address below).
I look forward to seeing you there.
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Regards,
Martin
Martin Paine MRTPI
Planning Policy Manager | Broxbourne Borough Council
Bishops’ College | Churchgate | Cheshunt | EN8 9XQ
Tel 01992 785555 extension 5770| Web: www.broxbourne.gov.uk | Twitter:
@BroxbourneBC

This transmission is intended for the named addressee(s) only, it may contain
sensitive or protectively marked material and should be handled accordingly. Unless
you are the named addressee (or authorised to receive it for the addressee) you may
not copy or use it, or disclose it to anyone else. If you have received this
transmission in error please notify the sender immediately. All email traffic sent via
Borough of Broxbourne systems will be subject to recording and monitoring in
accordance with relevant legislation.
To receive relevant e-communications from the Council, please register at
www.broxbourne.gov.uk/emailalerts. E-communications are emails that provide
information about Council services and events. All information supplied will be
processed and held in accordance with Data Protection regulations.
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Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Local Plan
Draft Submission Document 2016
LNP Duty to Co-operate Statement, (February 2017) Review Document

Principle 1: Recognise the value of the natural environment and the
range of benefits and services it provides
1.1 This principle relates to recognising the importance of natural resources, their environmental
functionality and the need to ensure they are maintained and enhanced. The Local Plan addresses
the Natural Environment within a number of policies and justifications listed below, thereby showing a
commitment to conserve and enhance this resource.
o

Spatial Vision covering the quality and attractiveness of the countryside for farming,
recreation and as a habitat for wildlife

o

Policy SP 1 Delivering Sustainable Development covering the protection of areas
of highest environmental value

o

Policy SP 9 Place Making and High Quality Design covering proposals will enable
the movement of wildlife through the development, protection and improvement to the
connectivity of habitats at the wider landscape scale, etc.

o

Policy SP 10 Sustainable design and construction covering water sensitive
design, energy and climate change, and landscape and biodiversity.

o

Policy SP 11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets,
covering the protection, enhancement and management of the environmental
ecological assets within the borough.

1.2 The Plan states the commitment of the Council to protect and where possible enhance
environmental assets, recognising that they make an important contribution to the richness of
biodiversity within the borough. The rivers [Lee, Colne, Mimshall Brook and Mimram], their tributaries,
and river valleys or corridors are a key characteristic of the borough’s landscape as well as being
important for water resources, biodiversity, recreation and for their function as floodplains.
1.3 It is noted that the Plan seeks to ensure that new and existing habitat and landscaping are
incorporated into the layout and design of development proposals…to help achieve other aims, such
as climate change adaptation, flood risk and amenity. Newly created habitat and soft landscaping also
prioritise the use of native species and proposals seek to create space for growing food, both at a
building and wider community scale.
1.4 However this guiding principle also relates to ecosystem services, which are not mentioned within
the Plan. The LNP seeks a deeper emphasis on the benefits of the natural environment which relate
to its role in providing ecological resources such as food and water, and supporting ecological
processes which enable healthy ecosystems to be maintained, such as the prevention of soil
erosion, pollination, air quality control, climate control, natural pest control etc. These ecosystem
services are promoted by the LNP to enable a fully dynamic life-support system to flourish, in
addition to any given site’s role in providing an amenity resource. Whilst some intentions in the Plan
do reflect such services - such as local food production, hydrological considerations and health
improvements related to the natural environment, if the Local Plan is revised the opportunity should
be taken to strengthen reference to wider ecosystem services.

In the light of the comments above the Local Plan is broadly consistent with LNP Principle 1 in
recognising the benefits and range of services the natural environment provides.
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Principle 2: Protect and enhance existing biodiversity assets
2.1 This principle relates mainly to known ecological resources themselves, measures to maintain and
enhance them and provision of information about them. This is most directly expressed under Policy
SP11 but is also considered within paragraph 1.10 ‘The Appropriate Assessment’ accompanying the
Local Plan and SP10.
2.2 Furthermore, paragraph 11.26 states applicants will be required to submit a Sustainable Design
Statement [to] explain how the principles and criteria of SP 9, SP 10, SADM 11…will be
implemented…The Statement should be provided alongside any issue-specific assessment, for
example a Biodiversity Report.
2.3 Protection and enhancement of existing biodiversity is referred to in SP 1 and Policy SP 12 Strategic Green Infrastructure which priorities the creation and enhancement of green infrastructure
including river corridors, sites designated for their nature conservation value, to ensure beneficial
results for biodiversity and habitat creation.
2.4 Tables 7 and 8 refer to statutory and non-statutory sites. However whilst generally correct, there
are some errors and confusion between different levels and types of designations, recognitions,
statements and proposal areas.
2.5 Policy SADM 16 Ecology and Landscape provides a comprehensive approach to protection of
statutory and non-statutory ecological assets, both sites and habitats. Policy SADM 18 Environmental
Pollution includes light pollution and seeks to protect species, habitats and the wider environment.
2.6 There are only limited or implied references to the need to have sufficient ecological information
prior to determination of a planning application where appropriate, which should be addressed by
referencing to relevant guidelines, best practice or legislation.

On this basis it is considered that the Local Plan is in accordance with LNP Principle 2.

Principle 3: Seek opportunities to improve habitat connectivity
3.1 This principle relates to increasing habitats in strategic locations as well as ensuring development
enables ecological permeability at the landscape as well as site levels.
3.2 Opportunities for delivering habitat connectivity are outlined within the Plan in a number of ways;
within numerous Policies – SP 1, SP 9, SP 10, and SP 12 and within the intention of the Welwyn
Hatfield Green Corridor, which will ‘provide new strategic connections to Ellenbrook Country Park,
Symondshyde Great Wood and Heartwood Forest in the West, and Stanborough Park, the Commons
Wood Nature Reserve, and Moneyhole Lane Park to connect to Panshanger Park, the River Mimram
and Lea Valley in the east….The Green Corridor will connect existing green infrastructure, ecological
assets…’.
3.3 Infrastructure delivery paragraph 13.1 also recognises Green Infrastructure as…green corridors,
river corridors, waterways, greenways.
3.4 The above policies will serve to promote ecological resources and their connectivity. However
there is no mention of the Lee Valley NIA, although this is not a formally recognised designation.
Nevertheless, on the basis of the policies outlined above, it is considered that the Local Plan is
in accordance with LNP Principle 3.
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Principle 4: Integrate biodiversity opportunities within new
development
4.1 This principle seeks to ensure biodiversity resources are maintained or created within new
developments; advocates an approach which recognises an area’s locally distinctive character to
ensure the retention, protection and enhancement of existing landscape features which are of amenity
and/or biodiversity value.
4.2 This approach is reflected in SP 1, SP 9, SP 10, SP 11, SP 12 and within the proposed Welwyn
Hatfield Green Corridor. Further Policy SADM 16 Ecology and Landscape Proposals states
development ‘will be expected to maintain, protect and wherever possible enhance biodiversity, the
structure and function of ecological networks….’.
4.3 Any development should minimise impacts on biodiversity and provide net gains for nature where
possible. This involves safeguarding and enhancing biodiversity already present, providing new areas
of habitat appropriate to the ecology of the area and integrating biodiversity within new development.
No mention is made in the Plan to integrating nature into buildings. However where necessary such
issues can be dealt with or encouraged at the planning application stage. Simple features such as
integrated bat and bird boxes within the fabric of new buildings can be very effective in ensuring a
continued supply of roosting opportunities for urban wildlife.
The above mentioned policies, alongside the settlement policies in the Plan provide sound
planning justification to incorporate biodiversity into developments, thereby meeting the aims
of LNP Principle 4.

Principle 5: Make decisions informed by the best available
ecological information and data
5.1 This ensures that applications are determined on the basis of sufficient understanding of
ecological issues. Such information can be submitted in support of a proposal, alternatively this
information is available to Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council via the advice of Hertfordshire Ecology
and the Herts Environmental Records Centre (HERC), and /or new field surveys. The Plan refers to
this aspect in a number of ways:
o
o
o

Policy SP 10 Implementation The Sustainable Design Statement should be provided
alongside and in addition to any issue-specific assessment that is required via the
Council's validation checklist, for example a Biodiversity Report…
Policy SP 11 Justification 12.8 - …Local Wildlife Sites… were first identified in the
Welwyn Hatfield Habitat Survey… with known changes updated annually.
Policy SP 12 Strategic Green Infrastructure …Hertfordshire’s Ecological Networks
Mapping should be used (where appropriate) to inform the location and nature of green
infrastructure provision.

5.2 The access to and provision of adequate biological data is not in itself included within the Plan.
Most local ecological data is maintained by the HERC; and is in-part funded by Hertfordshire LPAs to
provide the ecological evidence base which underpins Local Plans. There is no reference to HERC in
the Plan or the maintenance and enhancement of the database, although Ecological Network
Mapping information is included.
5.3 Whilst the Plan requires appropriate ecological information to be used to support and determine
an application, it needs to specify more clearly that applicants can contact relevant stakeholders such
as the HERC at an early stage in the application process to ensure the best information is available
on important ecological assets.
In this respect the Local Plan is only partly compliant with LNP Principle 5.
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Principle 6: Secure the long term management of existing and new
habitats and sites
6.1 This principle seeks to provide the practical management which is required to maintain and
enhance biodiversity through the planning process, however land management is outside of planning
control unless subject to a legal agreement. The Plan addresses LNP principle 6 within SP 11, SP12
and SP13 and supporting text.
6.2 Securing site management is therefore covered by the Plan in these policies, with references to
planning mechanisms such as CIL and S106 agreements.
On the basis of the policies outlined above, it is considered that the Local Plan is in
accordance with LNP Principle 6.
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Duty to Co-operate Meeting Note
Historic England
11am, 23rd January 2017, Brooklands Avenue, Cambridge
Present:
Debbie Mack
Claire Sime
Jenny Pierce
Sue Tiley
Paul Everard

Historic England (HE)
East Herts District Council
East Herts District Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council

Purpose of the meeting
To discuss the representations made to the respective Local Plans of the two
authorities and the shared policy for Birchall Garden Suburb
Birchall Garden Suburb
1. The allocation of Birchall Garden Suburb in both the East Herts and WH Local Plans
was discussed. It was noted the Beacon HIA covered the whole of the site in both
local authority areas, and that the strategy diagram for the site in both plans reflected
the recommendations of the HIA.
2. It was agreed that local plan policies should signpost the need for a masterplan to
take into account the recommendations of the HIA and consider the impact of
development upon key views – incorporated as minor modifications.
Action: EHDC and WHBC to agree revised joint policy wording and forward it to
Historic England.
3. In line with recommendations of the Beacon report further detailed analysis of key
views is needed. HE emphasised the need for this evidence as soon as possible to
inform the extent of the Local Plan allocation. The results of this can be incorporated
into the masterplan for the site. EHDC and WHBC will continue to work with Historic
England and the site promoter to agree an approach to further technical work and
dependant on the results of that work an appropriate mitigation strategy to be
incorporated into the SPD.
4. Historic England representations to the previous WH Local Plan consultation
document in 2015 had suggested it might be useful to allocate the contaminated land
which will be open space in BGS as green belt to prevent the threat of any future
development. WHBC have allocated the land as UOL in order to ensure a consistent
approach to defining the Green Belt boundary with East Herts as it is unlikely to be
developed due to previous use as landfill.
Other points raised in HE’s representations to Welwyn Hatfield
5. HE’s representations to WHBC state that the phrase ‘Heritage Asset’ should be
replaced with ‘Historic Environment’ wherever possible. Action: WHBC to consider
minor modifications to this effect.
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6. ACTION: It was agreed that WHBC would send Gascoyne Cecil’s Heritage Impact
assessment work for North West Hatfield, Marshmoor and Symondshyde to Historic
England.
7. Locally listed assets were discussed. It was suggested that that WHBC look at HE’s
guidance on local listing and also Peterborough City Council’s policy approach.
ACTION: DM to send links to WHBC.
8. WHBC to consider ways of addressing HE concerns via minor modifications. Action:
WHBC will prepare a Memorandum of Understanding/Statement of Common Ground
with Historic England
Other points raised in HE’s representations to East Herts
9. HE’s representations to East Herts state that the phrase ‘Heritage Asset’ should be
replaced with ‘Historic Environment’. ACTION: EHC to consider minor modifications
to this effect.
10. EH agreed to consider ways of addressing the concerns of HE via minor changes to
policy wording. Action: EH will prepare a Memorandum of Understanding/Statement
of Common Ground with Historic England to address representations made to the
Plan.
11. Action: HE agreed that they would review the assessment provided in support of the
Gilston Area site allocation and would provide comments to EH and the site
promoter.
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