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Examination of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 2013-32: 
  

Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – EX09 

Matter 3 - The Overarching Strategy 

 Spatial Vision 

 

1) Is the creation of new employment opportunities and the consequent increase 

in households requiring new dwellings, consistent with the desire to limit the 

amount of land lost from the Green Belt? 

 

Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) Creation of new employment opportunities and consequent increase in new 

dwellings: The growth strategy in the Local Plan is based on a robust evidence base 

and reflects the principle of delivering sustainable development. Paragraph 20 of the 

NPPF states that planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the 

development needs of business and help achieve economic growth. The Local Plan 

is consistent with this aspiration and takes a positive approach to growth, with a 

strategy that seeks to provide the right conditions for a balanced and resilient local 

economy, ensuring that sufficient land, of the right type, is available in the right 

places.  

b) The Council must cooperate with the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP)1 and as 

outlined in our response to Q2, the promotion of Welwyn Hatfield’s strength in the 

pharmaceutical and bioscience sector reflects the aspirations of the Local Enterprise 

Partnership (LEP) in the Strategic Economic Plan (SEP), where the A1(M) is 

identified as a major growth corridor.  Whilst consistent with the SEP, and positively 

planned, the projected job growth set out in paragraph 10.7 of the Local Plan is not 

considered to be overly ambitious. The suggested hybrid approach has the effect of 

smoothing out any differences between forecasts. This means that the strategy does 

not seek to plan for the highest possible levels of jobs growth projected, taking a 

pragmatic and positive approach in light of the range of evidence before it.  

 

c) The Economy Study (ECO/5) and Economy Study Updates (ECO 7 and ECO/9) 

estimate future job growth and subsequent floorspace requirements in the borough. 

However, supporting economic growth is not simply a matter of providing for enough 

employment land - economic growth requires an adequate labour force supply. As 

set out in the Council’s response (EX11) to Q30 of EX03, the relationship between 

employment growth and housing has been considered within the SHMA evidence 

base, drawing upon the assessment of job growth in the Council’s evidence as 

presented within the Economy Study (and updates).  This is consistent with 

paragraph 158 of the NPPF which states that assessments of and strategies for 

housing and employment are integrated and is also consistent with paragraph 18 of 

the NPPG which cautions against a labour force supply which is less than projected 

                                                 
1 Regulation 4 (3) Town and Country (Local Planning) Regulations 2012 
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jobs growth, as this could result in unsustainable commuting patterns and reduce the 

resilience of local business. 

 

d) The 2015 SHMA Partial Update (HOU/15) and 2016 SHMA Addendum: Responding 

to the Economy Study (HOU/18) indicated that supporting likely job growth required 

an uplift in the level of net-migration projected by official projections, which would 

generate an additional need for housing beyond that implied by demographic trend-

based projections (then the 2012-based SNPP). Recognising an inevitable level of 

uncertainty associated with forecasting employment growth, the 2016 SHMA 

concluded that analysis continued to support an OAN within the range 664-707 (as 

concluded in the 2015 SHMA)  

Table 1: OAN Stepped Calculation – Updated Alignment between Employment 

Growth and Housing Need (Figure 3.1 from the WH SHMA Partial Update 2016) 

 Annual 

average 

projected 

dwelling need 

2013 - 2032 

Implied uplift 

from 

demographic 

‘starting 

point’ 

Implied annual 

proportionate 

growth in 

dwellings2 

2012 SNHP – the ‘starting point’ 574 – 1.2% 

2012 SNHP headship rate adjustment 

Applied to younger households  

(20 – 29) in response to market 

signals evidence 

607 6% 1.3% 

Adjustment to consider demographic 

implications of London 

664 16% 1.4% 

Adjustment to align labour-force 

growth with forecast job growth 

(Economy Study Baseline – EEFM 

Employed People) 

625 – 707 9% – 23% 1.3% – 1.5% 

2015 SHMA Partial Update 

Recommended OAN range 

664 – 707 16% – 23% 1.4% – 1.5% 

Adjustment to align labour-force 

growth with forecast job growth  

2015 Economy Study Update Hybrid 

Scenario (Figure 2.4) 

667 – 736 16% – 28% 1.4% – 1.6% 

Source: Turley, Edge Analytics, 2016 

  

                                                 
2 The approach taken to derive the proportionate annual growth rate in the 2015 SHMA Partial Update was based 
on a calculation of the total proportionate change between 2013 and 2032, annualised by dividing by 19. An 
alternative methodology would be to take a compound average approach. This would suggest a slightly lower 
proportionate growth rate each year for each scenario. The growth rate for the 2012 SNHP would be 1.1% 
(comparable to a national growth rate of 0.9%) with the suggested OAN range representing an annual growth 
rate of 1.3% - 1.4% 
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e) In contrast, the 2017 SHMA Update (HOU/21) concluded that the latest 2014-based 

SNPP would provide sufficient growth in the labour force to support the job creation 

considered likely by the Economy Study Update 2015, reflecting the stronger implied 

population growth and in particular, the projected growth of the working age 

population in this dataset (the table below sets out the OAN from the 2017 SHMA 

Update). 

 

Table 2: The OAN (2017 SHMA Update – Table 6.1) 

 Adjustment 

(dwellings 

per annum) 

Dwellings 

per annum 

(2013-2032) 

% uplift 

from 

starting 

point 
The ‘starting point’ – 2014-based SNHP  670  

Adjusted demographic projection +51 721 8% 

Supporting likely job growth +0 721 8% 

Market signals adjustment (+10%) +72 793 18% 

Objectively assessed need (OAN) rounded +130 800 19% 

Source: Turley; Edge Analytics 

 

f) Hence, it is not jobs growth per se that drives the most recent OAN (2017 SHMA), 

where the response to market signals and the adjusted demographic projections are 

the primary indicators of the need for the uplift above the demographic staring point. 

 

g) Recognising that the proposed housing target does not meet the OAN The Council 

has also published a paper prepared by specialist consultants (Turley, with 

demographic modelling by Edge Analytics) ‘Understanding the Implications of the 

Draft Housing Target 2017’ (HOU/22). This concludes that the Local Plan target of 

12,000 new homes will provide the labour force to support between 15,730 and 

17,360 additional jobs over the plan period, based on reasonable assumptions on 

labour-force behavior, with a modest risk that the planned level of housing provision 

may not be sufficient to both support the planned level of job growth and enable a 

return to higher levels of household formation amongst younger people. 

 

h) Taking forward the delivery of employment and housing needs, the Council has 

considered the selection of sites within the policy context of achieving sustainable 

patterns of development. With regards to Plan-making, paragraph 151 of the NPPF 

reiterates the requirements of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 in so 

far as Local Plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the 

achievement of sustainable development and to this end, should be consistent with 

the principles and policies set out in the Framework.  Significant adverse impacts on 

any of the dimensions of sustainable development should be avoided (NPPF 

paragraph 152).  With specific reference to infrastructure, LPAs should (with others) 

assess the capacity of infrastructure (including for transport and education) and its 

ability to meet forecast demands (NPPF paragraph 162). Further, the Government 
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attaches great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is 

available to meet the needs of existing and new communities (NPPF paragraph 72). 

 

i) A proportionate evidence base has been used to inform the site selection process. 

The Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 2016 (HELAA) (HOU/19) 

assessed whether sites were suitable, available, achievable and deliverable. The 

Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Papers, 2016 (HOU/20, 

HOU20a and ECO/8, ECO/8a) then balanced the findings with conclusions arising 

from other key outputs from the Green Belt Sites Review, the implications for defining 

a new Green Belt boundary, the Sustainability Appraisal, the sequential test (flood 

risk management) and to what extent sites would help deliver strategic objectives.  

 

j) These Papers also considered the capacity of infrastructure to support potential 

levels of growth (highlighting any pressure points). The results were reported to the 

Council’s Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel (CHPP) on 13th June 2016 (Evidence 

in EX11/Q15) and the Panel considered all this information to decide which sites 

should go forward for inclusion in the proposed Submission Local Plan. Detailed 

conclusions by site and on a settlement basis are set out in in the Housing and 

Employment Site Selection Background Papers (HOU/20, HOU/20a and ECO/8, 

ECO/8a). As a consequence of this decision about the sites, the proposed housing 

target was set below the full objectively assessed housing need, to reflect the 

capacity of those sites considered sustainable. This approach reiterates that the 

Local Plan is not purely a jobs based strategy.  

 

k) Desire to limit amount of land lost from the Green Belt: The Council has sought 

to minimise the amount of land to be removed from the Green Belt necessary to 

support development needs by first maximising opportunities within its urban areas. It 

has undertaken an extensive review of sites through the Housing and Economic 

Land Availability Assessment (HELAA – HOU/19) which has assessed the suitability, 

availability and achievability of sites. It has assessed the potential capacity of sites 

taking into account any known constraints relating to each site. Table 2 of the Draft 

Local Plan sets out the assessed total capacity within urban areas (including sites 

with planning permission) at that time. Notwithstanding the approach to maximising 

opportunities within existing urban areas, a significant shortfall arises between the 

capacity to deliver and the need to meet employment and housing development 

needs.   

l) The spatial vision for Welwyn Hatfield makes reference to the need for the planned 

release of a limited amount of land from the Green Belt to meet development needs 

that cannot be met within urban areas3. The planned release of land from the Green 

Belt to provide sufficient land for housing and employment growth and associated 

areas such as urban open land, will limit the nature and extent of harm to the Green 

Belt to the lowest reasonable extent whilst addressing the social and economic 

needs of the borough. The proposed release of Green Belt land amounting to a 4.5% 

reduction of the existing designated area.  

                                                 
3 Please note, the figure in the vision for 6,200 new dwellings on land released from the Green Belt is incorrect as 

it includes development at SDS1, which is an ASR and not currently within the Green Belt. A minor modification 
is proposed (SUB/8) to correct the figure to 5440. 
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m) At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework (the NPPF) is a presumption 

in favour of sustainable development (paragraph 14). For plan-making, this means 

that Local Plans should meet objectively assesses needs, with sufficient flexibility to 

adapt to rapid change, unless:  

 any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 

the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole; 

or  

 Specific policies in the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. 

 

n) Footnote 9 of the NPPF indicates that specific policies of the Framework include 

those relating to the Green Belt.  

 

o) In accordance with paragraph 83 of the NPPF, the Council has demonstrated 

exceptional circumstances for releasing land from the Green Belt (see section 1 of 

the Green Belt Topic Paper TPA/ 2). The Council’s case for exceptional 

circumstances relates to the scale of the need for housing and employment land, 

which cannot be met within the urban areas, and the social and economic 

consequences of not addressing need as far as possible. The site selection process 

outlined in paragraph 1h demonstrates how the impact of development on the 

purposes has been considered. The impact has been minimised to the lowest 

reasonably practicable extent. The matter of whether exceptional circumstances exist 

was considered by members of the Cabinet Housing and Planning Committee on 

20th July 2016 agenda item 7.  

 

p) In conclusion, the Council’s evidence base demonstrates that the Council’s approach 

to employment opportunities and housing development growth is consistent with the 

planned release of a limited amount of land from the Green Belt. The strategy is 

positively planned, reflecting the aims of national policy to meet the needs of 

businesses and boosting the supply of housing, whilst protecting and enhancing the 

natural, built and historic environment and delivering a sustainable pattern of 

development in the borough. 

 

 

2) In the context of its GB location, should the plan be seeking to make the best 

use of the links to London and Cambridge and the potential benefits associated 

with the University, in order to grow the economy?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Paragraph 10.2 of the Local Plan confirms that Welwyn Hatfield is an important 

centre for jobs, and notes that it is “strategically placed between London and 

Cambridge on the A1(M) corridor, an area that has been identified by the LEP as 

being important for the UK’s pharmaceutical and bioscience sector and for advanced 

engineering”. These are sectors in which Welwyn Hatfield has noted strengths. 

b) The area is well placed for both London and Cambridge, with good road and rail links 

to both centres, including to Cambridge City Centre and new Cambridge North 

railway station, which lies close to Cambridge Science Park. 
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c) Life sciences are a major component of the current UK economic base and Welwyn 

Hatfield is located within a Golden Triangle, an internationally recognised life 

sciences cluster comprising Oxford, Cambridge and London and the area between 

them. The Golden Triangle is a clear driver for economic growth in the life sciences 

sector containing some of the world’s top universities and research institutes with a 

large number of small and mid-sized companies in the life sciences space4. Given 

relative levels of rental levels5 and house prices6 in Cambridge and London, Welwyn 

Hatfield may be attractive to companies who do not necessarily need to be located in 

either London or Cambridge, but who nonetheless need good links and proximity. 

 

d) To help accommodate forecast employment growth, employment areas and mixed 

use development sites for Class B related uses are designated in Policy SADM 10 of 

the Draft Local Plan. One of these mixed use development sites – Marshmoor at 

Welham Green, which is currently located within the Green Belt, “…has been 

promoted as a potential location for bioscience research and would be highly 

accessible from elsewhere in the London-Cambridge corridor” (paragraph 10.4), and 

the stated preference in the Local Plan is for B1(b) employment development linked 

to life sciences and research (paragraph 20.10).  

 

e) The promoters of the Marshmoor site set out in their representation (DLPPS 2192) 

that the site is intended to focus on science and technology related enterprise. They 

propose that it offer high quality business park space for office (B1a) and research 

and development (B1b), for example in the biotechnology or life sciences sectors. 

They also highlight the proximity and possible links to the University of Hertfordshire 

and the Royal Veterinary College as advantageous in developing links between the 

academic and business communities, and the proposed allocation has also been 

supported by both bodies (DLPPS 1806 and 2211) as well as the Hertfordshire LEP 

(DLPPS 1243). Policy SP23 states that there should be a Supplementary Planning 

Document produced to inform development of the site and the Council intends that 

this be progressed in the near future.   

 

f) Likewise, Policy SP21 seeks to maximise the economic benefits of the presence of 

the University of Hertfordshire in terms of employment opportunities, investment in 

the local area and enhancing the skills of the local population, and the policy sets out 

support for development of the University’s facilities subject to key principles, 

including one specifically encouraging links between the University and the local 

economy. 

 

g) Local authorities must cooperate with LEPs7 and have regard to their activities when 

they are preparing Local Plan (in so far as they are relevant to plan making). The 

Local Plan is consistent with the Hertfordshire LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan (2014) 

                                                 
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/640696/life-sciences-industrial-

strategy.pdf 
5 Colliers Annual Rents Maps 2017: http://www.colliers.com/en-gb/uk/insights/offices-rents-map 
6 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/uk-house-price-index-england-june-2017/uk-house-price-index-
england-june-2017  
7 Regulation 4(3) Town and Country (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
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(HER/6) as this seeks to implement a vision of Hertfordshire having one of the UK’s 

leading economies by 2030 through four principles; maintaining global excellence in 

science and technology, harnessing the area’s relationship with London and 

elsewhere, re-invigorating places for the 21st Century and having appropriate 

foundations for growth. The Strategic Economic Plan identifies the A1(M) as a major 

growth area with excellent connectivity to London and Cambridge and high quality 

economic assets including the BioPark in Welwyn Garden City, Hatfield Business 

Park and University of Hertfordshire. The Local Plan is also explicit in wishing to plan 

for employment growth and help develop Hertfordshire’s inward investment offer, 

reflecting the priorities and objectives of the LEP (paragraph 5.3), in order to create 

the right conditions for the local economy to grow sustainably alongside housing. 

 

h) Since the Local Plan was submitted the LEP have refreshed the Strategic Economic 

Plan8. The overall vision and four principles have not changed, though some of the 

commentary and areas requiring action have been updated. For example, it points 

out that in provision for life sciences “demand is outstripping supply” (p.18), highlights 

the pivotal role of the University of Hertfordshire in Advanced Engineering / 

Manufacture (p.19) and the importance of the A1 (M) / Great Northern Route which 

passes through Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield and links the new Crick Institute at 

St Pancras, Bio Park at Welwyn Garden City, GSK at Stevenage and the Cambridge 

bioscience cluster (p.27). It also points out the need for appropriate land and property 

provision for businesses from key sectors, including innovation or enterprise centres, 

or more informal / lower cost provision for start-up business. 

 

i) As well as policy support through the Local Plan, the University of Hertfordshire plays 

a key role in work to regenerate Hatfield alongside the Council, and the University 

has been a key member of the Hatfield 2030+ partnership since its inception, with the 

partnership board being chaired by the University Vice Chancellor. The Hatfield New 

Town Renewal Framework (WH/16) puts forward four possible future projects under 

the heading of “Business and Enterprise” including the development of a digital 

converge lab innovation centre, which would be led by the University.  

 

j) Paragraph 151 of the NPPF reiterates the requirements of the Planning and 

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 in so far as Local Plans must be prepared with the 

objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development and to this 

end, they should be consistent with the principles and policies set out in the 

Framework. The Local Plan seeks to provide the right conditions for a balanced and 

resilient local economy that can be sustained into the future, helping to build a strong 

economy, ensuring that sufficient land is available of the right type, in the right place 

at the right time. This is consistent with the principles of sustainable development and 

the NPPF. 

 

k) The Council’s Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel (July 2016) agreed that 

exceptional circumstances exist to amend the Green Belt boundaries and release a 

limited amount of land for development to provide for employment (and housing) 

growth. The planned release of land from the Green Belt will limit the nature and 

                                                 
8 https://www.hertfordshirelep.com/media/5417/hertfordshire-lep-sep-report-interactive.pdf  
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extent of harm to the Green Belt to the lowest reasonable extent whilst addressing 

the social and economic needs of the borough. 

 

l) In conclusion, Welwyn Hatfield is well located for both London and Cambridge, and 

sits within a Golden Triangle, an internationally recognised life sciences cluster. In 

addition to locational advantages, it contains key assets such as the Biopark in 

Welwyn Garden City, the Royal Veterinary College and the University of 

Hertfordshire, and the wider Hertfordshire area is home to world class science, as 

noted in the Hertfordshire LEP’s Strategic Economic Plan.  It is appropriate to make 

good use of these locational advantages, particularly when combined with lower 

rental and house prices than London and Cambridge, in order to meet the need for 

employment and to grow the local economy. To this end, and backed up by 

economic forecasts, the Draft Local Plan proposes provision of a range of floorspace 

for B class uses, including the site at Marshmoor which is identified as appropriate for 

high quality business park space for office and research and development. 

 

 

3) Is the amount of development now assumed to be necessary to support the 

strategy (a growth of over 15,000 households) likely to maintain the existing 

settlement pattern and limit the amount of land taken from the GB?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) The existing settlement pattern:  The borough’s existing settlement pattern can be 

described as a network of towns, villages and other settlements. This dispersed 

pattern of settlements is characteristic of much of Hertfordshire, where there is no 

one dominant town but instead many towns in reasonably close proximity to each 

other spread along main transport routes and interspersed with numerous large and 

small villages, small hamlets and areas of randomly sited ribbon development.  

b) The settlement pattern reflects the policy context of preceding (countywide) structure 

plans and local plans, where the application of Green Belt policy has played its role in 

preventing inappropriate development and coalescence - successfully maintaining 

separation between settlements. The Green Belt Review (GB/1) acknowledges the 

role the Green Belt has fulfilled in maintaining the existing settlement pattern by 

protecting the gaps between settlements. 

c) The borough has two main towns – Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield – as well as a 

number of large and small villages providing a mix of urban, suburban and rural 

areas. The two towns and eight of the borough’s existing villages are inset (excluded) 

from the Green Belt. The gaps between the borough’s towns and inset villages and 

the areas of countryside around these towns and villages are all currently designated 

as Green Belt (with the exception of one Area of Special Restraint – ASR – at 

Panshanger). The borough’s smaller villages and other small settlement areas are all 

washed over by the Green Belt. Whilst all the borough’s towns and villages are 

separated from each other by the Green Belt (and an ASR where relevant), existing 

gaps vary from location to location and some gaps are very narrow (and fragile) in 

certain instances.  

12



d) The strategy: The strategy of the submitted Local Plan is to support the delivery of 

12,000 additional homes whilst maintaining the distinctive role (and character) of our 

towns and villages. The sites proposed for development in the Draft Local Plan will 

maintain the pattern of settlements; there will still be a network of towns, villages and 

other settlement areas dispersed across the borough separated by gaps which will 

continue to be designated as Green Belt.  

e) An assumed growth of over 15,000 households: The SHMA Update 2017 

(HOU/21) indicates an OAN of 15,200 (rounded).  However, the latest SHMA (and 

the revised OAN) was concluded in May 2017. This was sometime after the Reg.19 

consultation, which was held between August and October 2016. Hence, at the time 

of the Reg.19 consultation, the Draft Local Plan did not take account of an assumed 

growth of over 15,000 households. Indeed, the work to update the OAN did not 

conclude until after the Council agreed to submit the Draft Plan for examination9. 

f) As recognised in the recent Luton Local Plan Inspector’s Report, a local plan 

inevitably takes some years to prepare and at some stage, conclusions have to be 

reached and local planning authorities have to publish a plan.  

g) Any reconsideration of Welwyn Hatfield’s Draft Local Plan in light of the revised OAN, 

would have added a significant delay to the preparation of the Plan (requiring 

additional technical work, an update to the SA and further consultation) and to the 

examination, hindering progress on the need to plan and provide for growth. The 

current District Plan was adopted in 2005 and covered the period to 2011. It is 

therefore important to bring forward an up to date development strategy which will 

provide greater certainty for decision makers, developers, local people and 

infrastructure providers.  

h) Whether or not the delivery of a further circa. 3,200 dwellings (in order to address in 

full the most recently indicated OAN) would be likely to maintain the existing 

settlement pattern and limit the amount of land taken from the Green Belt, is 

somewhat hypothetical. If the assumption is that such a quantum of development 

could all be delivered within the borough, then this would suggest a number of 

assumed solutions such as: 

i) A significant increase in densities in towns and villages - having assessed the 

capacity of suitable, available and deliverable sites through the HELAA - this is 

not considered to be a realistic response based on the evidence. Pursuing such a 

strategy would also be unlikely to deliver the range of housing and type and mix 

to meet the varied requirements of different households. This was an option 

considered and dismissed at early stages of consultation and plan preparation10; 

ii) Additional releases of land from the Green Belt beyond the limited change (4.5%) 

already proposed. For illustration, a further 3,200 homes (based on a notional 

density of 25dph), would result in an additional 128ha of land being released from 

the Green Belt. Together with releases already proposed, this would result in a 

total loss of around 5.8% of the borough’s existing Green Belt.  

                                                 
9 The Council’s Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel (16 March 2017); Cabinet (7 April 2017); Full Council (10 

April 2017) 
10 Refer to Topic Paper TPA/1 – Overview (Paragraph 4.5) 
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i) The second (assumed) solution may or may not maintain the existing settlement 

pattern within the borough (such is the hypothetical nature of the question) but given 

the location of sites that have been promoted, if ‘reasonable alternatives’ were to be 

allocated, such a scenario is highly likely to lead towards the coalescence of 

settlements with the prospect of some settlements merging together.  

j) This is not a strategy that has been proposed. As acknowledged in paragraph 2.2 of 

the Draft Local Plan, each town and village in the borough has its own distinct identity 

and character. Maintaining gaps between the borough’s towns and villages will assist 

in maintaining the character and identity of settlements and is consistent with 

borough-wide objective 1, which seeks amongst other things to maintain the 

borough’s settlement pattern and prevent the coalescence of our towns and villages.  

k) Further, and as noted in various responses, there are infrastructure constraints which 

limit further growth in the borough at the current time. Even if these constraints can 

be overcome, the Council would need to then carefully consider the implications of 

further growth including the impact on the Green Belt. The Council has also already 

indicated through a number of MoUs that it will need to explore options for delivery, 

which may lead to solutions outside the borough.  

l) The Employment and Housing Sites Selection Background Papers did consider a 

number of alternative sites but the reasons for not allocating these sites are set out in 

these Papers, in the report to the Council’s Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel 

(June 2016) and in the minutes of this meeting.  

m) Limit the amount of land taken from the Green Belt: The development strategy of 

the Draft Local Plan results in a limited release of the Green Belt, amounting to a 

4.5% reduction (or 3.6 percentage points from 79.1% to 75.5%). The Spatial Vision 

makes reference to ‘… a limited amount of land from the Green Belt’ in the context of 

needing to release land for housing11 which cannot be provided for within existing 

towns and villages. It also refers to ‘… more limited development will take place 

within and around the villages’ recognising that the majority of new development will 

be directed to the main towns. This is consistent with the Settlement Strategy (Policy 

SP3) and the settlement hierarchy which directs growth to sustainable locations and 

identifies the two towns as the primary focus for development. 

n) In conclusion, the amount of development proposed necessary to support the 

strategy of the submitted Plan will maintain the existing settlement pattern and limit 

the amount of land taken from the Green Belt.  

o) The impact of an (assumed) delivery of a further 3,200 dwellings is hypothetical at 

this stage. Potential implications for settlement pattern and the Green Belt have been 

described above. The Council has entered into a number of MoUs with neighbouring 

authorities demonstrating this Council’s commitment to exploring the opportunities for 

meeting the needs for growth, which may involve development outside the borough.   

  

                                                 
11 The Spatial Vision notes a quantum of “6,200” but a minor modification has been proposed to correct this to 
around 5,440 (as SDS1/WGC4 Panshanger is an ASR and not within the Green Belt and its capacity should not 
therefore be reflected in this total) 
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4) Does the development strategy really reinforce the Garden City and New Town 

Heritage and maintain their distinctive character? 

Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) Yes, the development strategy reinforces the Garden City and New Town heritage 

and maintains their distinctive character. Garden City principles are recognised as a 

basis for good planning. In September 2015 the Council undertook a stakeholder 

workshop to consider how these principles can be updated to reflect current 

challenges. The outcomes of this workshop led to a series of Garden City principles 

that underpin the strategy for masterplanning strategic developments. The principles 

outlined in the Settlement Policies section of the Submitted Local Plan promote 

strong leadership, a strategic approach and community engagement. This emphasis 

on the planned approach is one of the reasons why the Council sets out a 

requirement for the preparation of masterplans to form the basis of Supplementary 

Planning Documents for each of the strategic sites. The principles also seek to 

deliver key qualities of the Garden City heritage (many of which are also New Town 

characteristics) such as good quality and mixed tenure homes, a range of local 

employment opportunities, the use of planning obligations and CIL to deliver open 

space and infrastructure, provision of neighbourhood facilities and integrated and 

accessible transport systems.  

b) Many of these principles also underpin the wider strategy for the borough.  A number 

of the strategic policies in the Local Plan reinforce and enhance aspects of the 

Garden City and New Town heritage. Policies SP 12 Green Infrastructure and SADM 

17 Urban Open Land protect and improve the provision of open spaces, which is a 

key aspect of the garden city and new town design ethos. Policy SP7 Type and Mix 

of Housing promotes the delivery of affordable housing to support the needs of 

different households and Policy SP6 seeks to safeguard existing community facilities 

and enhance provision at a neighbourhood scale. Policy SP9 Place Making and High 

Quality Design promotes high quality development, which reflects local character and 

context at different (often overlapping) scales. Applicants are required to submit a 

Sustainable Design Statement to explain how the design responds to the spatial 

character and context of the site.  In the case of sites in and around Welwyn Garden 

City and Hatfield proposals should consider and reflect the Garden City character 

and principles (p130 and 131 of the Local Plan) and new town heritage. This should 

include consideration of the architecture, built form, formal layout, townscape, 

landscape and integration of green infrastructure. This does not mean that new 

development should mirror the surrounding built environment but must respect and 

relate to it positively. 

c) The development strategy for Welwyn Garden City reinforces the importance of 

protecting and enhancing the garden city heritage in detail. The vision and objectives 

for the town (p132) emphasise the need to build upon and respect the unique 

heritage and design of the garden city. To help deliver this objective Policy SP15 

‘The Historic Environment of Welwyn Garden City’ requires applicants to 

demonstrate how the historic character of the town has been taken into account and 

addressed in design proposals, in order to maintain the town’s distinctive character. 
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The masterplanning of the strategic sites and sites for retail development in the town 

centre will be guided by the series of Garden City principles outlined in paragraph 

14.6 and provide a design framework and guidance to ensure compliance with Policy 

SP15.  

d) The development strategy for Hatfield set out in the town’s vision and objectives aim 

to reinforce key elements of its ‘New Town’ character: good design, enhanced 

connectivity between the various hubs to improve the town centre network of local 

centres and open space. Policy SP 22 North west Hatfield outlines the approach to 

development of SDS5, which will create a mixed-use new neighbourhood, with 

housing, employment and a small neighbourhood centre. The masterplanning 

process will explore the New Town heritage in more detail and ensure that the new 

development reflects and reinforces Hatfield’s distinctive character. 

 

5) Would the proposed new settlement really be an exemplar of sustainable best 

practice? For example how would it contribute to reducing the impact of carbon 

emissions on climate change?  

Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Sustainable transport will be the key to the success of the new settlement at 

Symondshyde, including limiting the impact of carbon emissions. The proposed 

settlement is of a size which will support some key facilities, including a primary 

school, community building, recreational space, convenience shop and pub. This will 

reduce the need to travel outside the settlement for these facilities, thereby limiting 

carbon emissions from transport. The development of the new settlement will be 

linked to the development of site SDS5 (Hat 1) at north-west Hatfield, which is about 

1km distant. A wider range of local facilities will be available at SDS5, including a 

secondary school, sports facilities, a wider range of local shops and some new local 

employment units.  

 

b) Whilst two new access roads are likely to be required from Coopers Green Lane and 

Green Lanes to serve the new settlement, high quality pedestrian and cycle routes 

would be provided alongside these, permitting ready access to SDS5, Hatfield 

(including the Business Park which has a range of employment opportunities) and 

Welwyn Garden City. The development would also need to be supported by a wider 

sustainable transport S106 package covering bus infrastructure and services, 

residential green travel plans and sustainable travel promotion with incentives. Policy 

SADM3 of the submitted Local Plan, on Sustainable Travel for All, provides for these 

measures to be incorporated in new developments, including facilities for charging 

plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles.  Indicative costs of a full sustainable 

transport package for Symondshyde have been provided by the highway and public 

transport authority and would be in the region of £2m to £3m. Strategic Sites Viability 

testing shows this to be affordable, alongside other projected S106 contributions, 

without adversely affecting the viability of the development as a whole (VIB/4 and 

VIB/7). 

 

c) It is expected that a number of other sustainable development initiatives will be 

planned through the masterplanning and SPD process, working with a landowner 
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who is committed to the principles of sustainable development and to retaining a 

longer term interest in the scheme, through the construction stage and beyond. The 

landowner’s own initial masterplan and aspirations for the development are set out in 

its representations on the Local Plan (DLPPS 2093). 

 

d) The key sustainable elements covered by the emerging masterplan work include use 

of SuDS, retention of existing  hedgerows and mature trees, protection of the existing 

ecological interest (including adjoining wildlife sites), re-use of the listed farmhouse 

and improvement of its immediate setting. Heritage Impact Assessment confirms nil 

or negligible impact on major heritage assets in the vicinity, particularly Brocket Hall 

and Park.    

 

e) The technical work submitted as part of representation DLPPS 2093 and 

subsequently provides a good evidence base to inform sustainable design of the 

settlement. At this stage no details have been submitted of sustainable energy 

generation options, either through renewables or other low-carbon options, but the 

potential for these will be explored through the ongoing masterplanning and SPD 

process. Policy SADM13 of the Local Plan details specific sustainability requirements 

for new development, including maximising opportunities for renewable and low 

carbon sources of energy supply and measures to limit domestic water consumption. 

 

f) In conclusion, the allocation of the site has the potential to give rise to a settlement 

which is an exemplar of sustainable best practice; establishing sustainable transport 

options will be critical and this, together with the other aspects of sustainable design 

detailed above, will need to be fully and rigorously explored in the masterplanning 

and SPD process. Policy SP24 of the Local Plan sets the policy basis for this in 

detail.   

 

6) Given its proposed size (1,200d), how are its overall infrastructure requirements 

likely to result in a sustainable and economic use of resources?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) The Local Plan, through Policy SP24, allocates the site at Symondshyde – SDS6 

(Hat 15) - for a development of approximately 1,130 new homes. Policy SP24 also 

details some of the infrastructure required to serve the new settlement, including new 

access roads, sustainable transport measures, education facilities, community 

facilities and open space.    

b) In terms of a sustainable and economic use of resources, it is worth noting that a 

good proportion of this infrastructure would be required in the case of an urban 

extension of similar size, and is not unique to a new settlement. This would include 

the necessary community facilities, education facilities (in this case a two form entry 

primary school), formal and informal open spaces and on-site drainage infrastructure. 

Even with growth dispersed into a larger number of smaller sites, the need to provide 

additions or extensions to existing infrastructure of various types would still exist, 

although these enhancements would not be provided on the new housing sites 

themselves.  
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c) The principal areas of additional infrastructure cost associated with the site as a 

detached new settlement are related to transport, and the need to connect the 

development to services and sewerage infrastructure. There will be some sharing of 

new infrastructure, including sustainable transport links and new trunk sewers with 

the nearby urban extension north-west of Hatfield, SDS5 (Hat 1), however new 

access roads to serve the settlement will be required from Coopers Green Lane and 

Green Lanes. These routes will need to be designed to incorporate safe and 

practicable access ways for cyclists and pedestrians. A bus service will need to be 

put in place to serve the new settlement; this could be a diversion option to existing 

routes serving Hatfield Business Park and Hatfield Garden Village. A new connection 

from Symondshyde to the sewerage system which will serve SDS5 will also be 

required, as well as enhanced links to water supply and energy services.                    

d) From a development viability perspective, the costs of this additional infrastructure 

have been factored into the development modelling by the landowner and do not 

affect the overall viability of the development proposal. Strategic Sites Viability testing 

undertaken by this Council (VIB/4 and VIB/7) also confirms the overall viability of the 

development, using estimated site-specific infrastructure costs.  

e) The Government recognises the contribution which new free-standing settlements 

can make to meeting housing needs. Paragraph 52 of the NPPF commences with 

the statement that “The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved 

through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or 

extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities.” 

The Government’s recent ‘garden villages’ initiative focused on a range of potential 

settlement sizes, with 1,500 homes being at the lower end of that range. Whilst the 

proposed settlement at Symondshyde would be below this size threshold at 1,130 

dwellings, the principle of making a significant contribution to meeting housing needs 

remains. Critically, the proposed settlement is of over 1,000 dwellings, which is the 

lower threshold for the provision of a two form entry (FE) primary school, using the 

ratio of 500 dwellings = 1 FE as advised by Hertfordshire County Council. The 

provision of a primary school also enables an increase in sustainability through dual 

use of the school facilities (e.g. for community recreation).  

f) As part of the Council’s preparation of the Local Plan no larger site, nor indeed any 

other site, for a new settlement was promoted through the SHLAA and HELAA 

processes or in response to any of the Local Plan consultation stages.  

 

7) How does the new settlement reinforce the GB between WGC/H and the towns 

to the west?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Clearly, of itself, the allocation of site SDS6 at Symondshyde and its removal from 

the Green Belt will not ‘reinforce’ the Green Belt between WGC and Hatfield to the 

east and St Albans and the village of Wheathampstead to the west. The location of 

the site, however, is not within one of the Strategic Gaps (town to town) shown in Fig. 

7.7.3 of the Green Belt Review Stage 1 Final Report (GB/1) and therefore does not 

perform a role in preventing neighbouring towns from merging. It is within the Primary 

Local Gap (town to village) between Hatfield and Wheathampstead, but this is a 
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relatively large gap at present and the Green Belt Review Stage 2 (Addendum Site 

Assessment - GB/3a) considers the site performs a partial role against the local 

purpose.  

b) The decision to allocate the site provides for the loss of Green Belt to be managed in 

a single location. It will not lead to neighbouring towns merging into one another, and 

its effect on openness of the Green Belt in this location is limited by local topography 

and by the existence of substantial woodland to the west, effectively bringing about a 

visual separation from St Albans and nearby villages within St Albans District.    

c) The new village is proposed in the interests of meeting a significant part of the 

borough’s Objectively Assessed Need for housing. Whilst this proposal does not 

direct development towards an urban area inside the Green Belt or adjoin the edge of 

a town or village inset within the Green Belt, the Council has concluded that 

exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the Green Belt to meet the 

borough’s development needs consistent with the principles of sustainable 

development. The new village is appropriately identified in the Settlement Hierarchy 

as a small excluded village. 

d) The new village at Symondshyde is consistent with the settlement pattern, resulting 

in a new village similar in size to existing villages, e.g. in terms of the land area to be 

excluded from the Green Belt (around 56ha), the new village at Symondshyde will be 

slightly smaller than Digswell (63ha). In terms of the proposed number of 

households/dwellings (1,130), it will be similar in scale to Oaklands and Mardley 

Heath and slightly smaller than Welham Green. It will be separated from the nearest 

towns and villages by a gap, which will be wider than many existing gaps between 

other settlements in the borough. 

 

8) Overall, is the Spatial Vision and its long term implications, consistent with the 

location of W/H within the Metropolitan GB? 

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Yes. The Spatial Vision clearly directs the majority of development towards Welwyn 

Garden City and Hatfield with more limited development within and around villages. 

In order to deliver the proposed level of growth, the exceptional step has been taken 

to release a limited amount of land from the Green Belt. The proposed strategy is 

consistent with the NPPF, which states that when reviewing Green Belt boundaries, 

local planning authorities should take into account the need to promote sustainable 

patterns of development and consider the consequences for sustainable 

development of channeling development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt, 

towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond 

the Green Belt. 

b) The Spatial Vision is also consistent with paragraph 52 of the NPPF which 

acknowledges that the supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved 

through planning for large scale development, such as new settlements or extensions 

to existing villages and towns. Accordingly, planning authorities should consider 

whether such opportunities provide the best way of achieving sustainable 

development. In doing so, consideration should be given to whether it is appropriate 

to establish Green Belt around or adjoining such development. 
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c) For authorities considering whether or not exceptional circumstances exist to review 

Green Belt boundaries, the case of Calverton Parish Council Vs Nottingham City 

Council (and others) 2015 EWHC 1078 (Admin) has a number of implications and 

this was noted in the officer’s report to the Council’s Cabinet Housing and Planning 

Panel (July 2016) (Evidence 8c). Having first assessed the OAN, the planning 

judgements involved in the ascertainment of exceptional circumstances need to 

grapple with a much bigger set of issues, having regard to the acuteness of the 

Objectively Assessed Need, the constraints on supply and availability of land for 

sustainable development, the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable 

development without imposing on the Green Belt, the nature and extent of the harm 

to the Green Belt if boundaries are reviewed and the extent to which the consequent 

impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be ameliorated or reduced to the 

lowest reasonable extent12. 

 

d) The Council considers that exceptional circumstances exist to amend the Green Belt 

boundaries in a number of locations consistent with the principles of sustainable 

development. The planned release of land from the Green Belt to deliver the housing 

target and provide sufficient land for employment growth was considered to limit the 

nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt to the lowest reasonable extent. Whilst 

there will be a shortfall in dwellings numbers against the full objectively assessed 

need (equivalent to between one and two years supply – at the time of the Reg. 19 

consultation), the proposed housing target would still represent a significant uplift in 

the supply of housing, addressing the social and economic needs of the borough and 

promote sustainable development.  

 

e) In order to assist in meeting the Objectively Assessed Need for housing, a new 

village is proposed. Whilst this proposal does not direct development towards urban 

areas inside the Green Belt or adjoin the edge of towns and villages inset within the 

Green Belt, the proposal is consistent with paragraph 52 of the NPPF, which 

acknowledges that the supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved 

through planning for large scale development, such as new settlements. The new 

village will be of a similar scale to other existing villages within the borough which are 

inset (excluded) from the Green Belt and is appropriately identified in the Settlement 

Hierarchy as a small excluded village. 

 

Objectives 

 

9) Is the proposed new settlement in a location consistent with Objectives 2, 5 

and 6 and the third bullet point of Policy SP1?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Objective 2 of the borough-wide strategic objectives set out at page 30 of the 

submitted Local Plan seeks the achievement of a sustainable pattern of 

development, initially by directing the majority of new development to the main towns 

                                                 
12 http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2015/1078.html  
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and limited development to the excluded villages where it can be supported by 

appropriate infrastructure. 

As noted in the Council’s response at 7c) above, whilst the new settlement proposal 

does not direct development towards an urban area inside the Green Belt or adjoin 

the edge of a town or village inset within the Green Belt, the Council has concluded 

that exceptional circumstances exist to release land from the Green Belt to meet the 

borough’s development needs consistent with the principles of sustainable 

development.  

b) The proposal therefore falls outside the ‘majority’ of new development which is 

referred to in the objective. Neither would it offer a significant opportunity for 

redevelopment on previously developed land (only the immediate environs of 

Symondshyde farmhouse fall into that category). Available previously developed 

sites either within the urban areas of the borough or within the Green Belt have 

largely been exhausted in the search for housing sites as part of the Local Plan 

process. 

c) The development can, however, be supported by appropriate infrastructure, albeit 

that some significant investment in new infrastructure will be required. The Council’s 

response to Inspector’s Question no.6 sets out the position on infrastructure in more 

detail particularly at 6 b) and c) and is applicable in response to question 9 also. The 

Settlement Strategy proposes that the new settlement would appear in the hierarchy 

at the same level as the small excluded villages because it would have a similar level 

of supporting infrastructure and be of a similar size. 

d) The remaining element of Objective 2 relates to minimizing the need to travel, and 

this also occurs in Objective 5. The new settlement will be planned with certain key 

facilities available within the site, particularly a local shop, community facilities and, 

importantly, a primary school, which will reduce the need for residents to travel 

outside the new village. A wider range of local shops, recreation facilities, secondary 

education and employment opportunities will be available within site SDS5 north of 

Hatfield, and at the existing Hatfield Business Park, both within 1-2km of the new 

settlement. The facilities of Hatfield town centre and WGC town centre will be about 

3.5km and 4km distant respectively via road and cycle routes. 

e) Objective 6 talks about maximizing the opportunities to travel by sustainable 

transport modes and managing parking demand. As stated in the Council’s response 

at 5 a) above, sustainable transport will be the key to the success of the new 

settlement at Symondshyde and this will require investment in pedestrian, cycle and 

public transport links. The Council’s responses at 5 b) and 6 c) above set this out in 

more detail. With a good availability of sustainable transport options, the 

management of parking demand within the new village will be made less onerous. 

f) It must be emphasised that the existing rural road, known as Hammonds Lane or 

Symondshyde Lane, is not considered suitable as a principal vehicular access to the 

new development, hence traffic management and if necessary physical restriction 

measures, would be used to limit traffic accessing the development by that route. 

Existing public rights of way running through the development site will however be 

retained. 
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g) Objective 5 of the Local Plan, in addition to aiming at reducing the need to travel, 

refers to reducing environmental impacts through prudent use of natural resources, 

minimising waste, managing the risk of flooding and designing development to take 

into account future changes to the climate. The Symondshyde site is in an area of 

low flood risk, and the other aspects of this objective are largely independent of 

location; they will be influenced through the masterplanning, SPD and planning 

application processes. 

h) The third bullet point of Policy SP1 is an expression of the themes detailed above 

from the various borough-wide objectives, and the Council’s responses above also 

apply to an assessment of the location of the new settlement against this element of 

Local Plan policy. The bullet point also contains a commitment to protect areas of 

highest environmental value. The woodland areas immediately adjoining the 

proposed new settlement site are locally-designated wildlife sites rather than national 

or statutory designated areas. The Council does not however underestimate the 

importance of ensuring through masterplanning, SPD and planning application 

processes (including Environmental Impact Assessment) that appropriate buffer 

zones and protective measures are designed into the new development, to protect 

the ecological, visual and recreational value of the woodland areas. It is also 

intended to retain important existing features and habitats within the new settlement 

area itself, such as mature trees and hedgerows.   

 

10) Is the extent of built development suggested by Policy SDS2 at Birchall Garden 

Suburb consistent with Objective 8 and the fourth bullet point of Policy SP1? 

Does it reinforce the role of the GB between WGC and H?  Does it protect the 

significant nearby heritage asset?  

 

 Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) The extent of proposed built development at Birchall Garden Suburb has been 

determined having full regard to the plan’s objective to protect and enhance the 

borough’s historic and natural environment. The Council has consulted with key 

stakeholders both formally and informally in connection with the historic and natural 

assets that would be impacted by the Birchall Garden Suburb proposal. These 

discussions has helped identify opportunities and constraints relating to the 

development of the site and these have both informed, and been reflected in, the 

Birchall Garden Suburb Strategy Diagram.   

b) The Council has liaised extensively with Historic England to ensure that nearby 

heritage assets are conserved and enhanced. Historic England’s representation in 

respect of the Council’s Local Plan Consultation Document identified a requirement 

for WHBC in conjunction with East Herts District Council (EHDC) to commission an 

independent study defining the significance of Panshanger Park and its environs and 

assessing the sensitivity of the surrounding area for development. The Council 

subsequently commissioned a study, working closely with Historic England on the 

brief and consulting them throughout the preparation of the study. The Panshanger 

Park and Environs Heritage Impact Assessment was completed in June 2016 and 

has informed the policy objectives of the site and preparation of the Birchall Garden 

Suburb Strategy Diagram.  
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c) In their representation to the Proposed Submission Plan, Historic England identified a 

number of outstanding concerns about the impact of proposed development at 

Birchall Garden Suburb. In response, the Council proposed two minor modifications 

at submission stage to the wording of Policy SP19 - inserting into the third paragraph 

a requirement that the masterplan identify key views required to protect heritage 

assets and in the tenth bullet point adding a reference to ‘careful masterplanning and’ 

before ‘appropriate mitigation measures’.  

d) Although these modifications have been welcomed by Historic England they do not 

consider these go far enough. Historic England have indicated that they would like to 

see some changes to the associated Strategy Diagram, principally an increased 

green buffer to the south of the site where it bounds the A414 to protect the setting of 

Hatfield House and the re-location of the combined primary and secondary school 

site in East Herts district further south to help conserve the setting of Panshanger 

Park. The Council together with East Herts consider that these amendments to 

Strategy Diagram are justified and is currently preparing a revised Strategy Diagram 

for Historic England’s consideration which would comprise a further modification to 

the Proposed Submission Plan. The Council hopes to agree the revised Strategy 

Diagram as part of a Statement of Common Ground with Historic England which will 

set out the extent to which Historic England’s soundness concerns relating to Birchall 

Garden Suburb have been addressed.  

e) The extent of built development at Birchall Garden Suburb has also been determined 

having regard to the objective to protect and enhance the borough’s natural 

environment. The Birchall Garden Suburb Strategy Diagram makes provision for high 

quality green infrastructure including a new area of publically accessible parkland 

and a green corridor running through the site which will link with existing green 

spaces, wildlife sites and a local nature reserve in the borough and in East Herts. It 

will also support the development of a Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor which will 

provide a comprehensive network of functional and linked spaces for the benefit of 

wildlife, biodiversity and community. The Council does not underestimate the 

importance of ensuring through masterplanning, SPD and planning application 

processes (including Environmental Impact Assessment) that appropriate buffer 

zones and protective measures are designed into the new development, to protect 

the ecological value of the wildlife sites and local nature reserve.  

f) To help ensure that the development of the site meets the Council’s objectives, 

Policy SP19 requires that a masterplan be prepared to develop proposals to the next 

level of detail and provide a clear platform for the preparation of planning 

applications. As part of the masterplanning of the site further detailed consideration 

will be given to the natural and historic environment supported by engagement with 

key stakeholders such as Historic England, Hertfordshire County Council 

Hertfordshire Ecology and Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust.    

g) Birchall Garden Suburb is proposed to be delivered on land which is currently 

designated as Green Belt. The contribution of the land to the green belt purposes has 

been assessed through the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Review 2013 where the area 

was identified as one of two strategic sub-areas in the borough for further review and 

then again in the Stage 2 Review (October 2014). The assessment identified that the 

allocation of the site would have a partial impact in terms of preventing neighbouring 
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town merging into one another as part of the site lies within a strategic gap between 

Welwyn Garden City and Hertford. The assessment also addressed a local purpose 

to maintain the existing settlement pattern. A significant impact was noted in this 

regard as the site lies in a primary gap between Welwyn Garden City and Cole 

Green. 

h) The Welwyn Hatfield Site Selection Background Paper 2016 considered the merits of 

allocating the site as a whole including consideration of the Green Belt Study Review, 

Green Belt Boundary Appraisal and other relevant factors. On balance, the paper 

found that the site’s benefits outweigh the adverse impact upon the purposes of the 

Green Belt and recommended that the site be considered for allocation.  

 

 

SP1 Delivering Sustainable Development 

 

11) Is the decision to plan positively for growth in a way that supports economic 

growth and to the extent proposed, consistent with the borough’s location and 

the Council’s desire to limit the loss of land from the GB?  

 Welwyn Hatfield Response 

a) Policy SP 1 is consistent with the NPPF and the presumption in is in favour of 

sustainable development, planning positively for employment and housing growth 

whilst recognising environmental and infrastructure constraints. The aim is to deliver 

a sustainable pattern of development, prioritising the use of previously developed 

land and directing growth to sustainable locations whilst protecting areas of highest 

environmental value, and avoiding areas of high flood risk.  

b) In relation to economic growth, the Plan seeks to provide the right conditions for a 

balanced and resilient local economy, ensuring that sufficient land is available of the 

right type, in the right place at the right time. This is consistent with paragraph 20 of 

the NPPF which states that planning authorities should plan proactively to meet the 

development needs of business, support an economy fit for the 21st century and help 

achieve economic growth.  

c) The Plan designates a number of employment and mixed use development sites (in 

Policy SADM 10) in order to achieve this objective. The implications for the Green 

Belt arising from the assumed levels of economic growth are set out in the Council’s 

response (EX11) to Question 34 of EX03.  The scale of the need for employment 

land cannot be met solely within existing urban areas and in order to ensure that a 

resilient local economy can be sustained into the future, the Plan proposes that a 

limited amount of land will be released from the Green Belt to accommodate 

employment growth. 

d) However, supporting economic growth is not simply a matter of providing for enough 

employment land. Supporting economic growth requires an adequate labour force 

supply. As set out in the Council’s response (EX11) to Q30 of EX03, the relationship 

between employment growth and housing has been considered within the SHMA 

evidence base, drawing upon the assessment of job growth in the Council’s evidence 

as presented within the Economy Study. This is consistent with paragraph 158 of the 

NPPF which states that assessments of and strategies for housing and employment 
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should be integrated and is also consistent with NPPG ID:2a-018 which cautions 

against a labour force supply which is less than projected jobs growth, as this could 

result in unsustainable commuting patterns and reduce the resilience of local 

business.  

e) The 2015 SHMA Partial Update (HOU/15) and 2016 SHMA Addendum: Responding 

to the Economy Study (HOU/18) indicated that supporting likely job growth required 

an uplift in the level of net-migration projected by official projections, which would 

generate an additional need for housing beyond that implied by demographic trend-

based projections (then the 2012-based SNPP). Recognising an inevitable level of 

uncertainty associated with forecasting employment growth, the 2016 SHMA 

concluded that analysis continued to support an OAN within the range 664-707 (as 

concluded in the 2015 SHMA). (Please refer to Table 1 in our response to Q1 for the 

stepped calculation of the OAN).  

f) In contrast, the 2017 SHMA Update (HOU/21) concluded that the latest 2014-based 

SNPP would provide sufficient growth in the labour force to support the job creation 

considered likely by the Economy Study Update 2015, reflecting the stronger implied 

population growth and in particular the projected growth of the working age 

population in this dataset.  

Table 3: The OAN (2017 SHMA Update – Table 6.1) 

 Adjustment 

(dwellings 

per annum) 

Dwellings 

per annum 

(2013-2032) 

% uplift 

from 

starting 

point 
The ‘starting point’ – 2014-based SNHP  670  

Adjusted demographic projection +51 721 8% 

Supporting likely job growth +0 721 8% 

Market signals adjustment (+10%) +72 793 18% 

Objectively assessed need (OAN) rounded +130 800 19% 

Source: Turley; Edge Analytics 

g) Hence, it is not jobs growth per se that drives the most recent OAN (2017 SHMA), 

where the response to market signals and the adjusted demographic projections are 

the primary indicators of the need for the uplift above the demographic starting point.  

h) Recognising that the proposed housing target does not meet the OAN, the Council 

has also published a paper prepared by specialist consultants (Turley, with 

demographic modelling by Edge Analytics) ‘Understanding the Implications of the 

Draft Housing Target 2017’ (HOU/22). This concludes that the Local Plan target of 

12,000 new homes will provide the labour force to support between 15,730 and 

17,360 additional jobs over the plan period, based on reasonable assumptions on 

labour-force behaviour, with a modest risk that the planned level of housing provision 

may not be sufficient to both support the planned level of job growth and enable a 

return to higher levels of household formation amongst younger people. 

i) The positively planned growth strategy reflects Welwyn Hatfield’s location - being 
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strategically placed between London and Cambridge on the A1(M) corridor, an area 

that has been identified by the LEP as being important for the UK’s pharmaceutical 

and bioscience sector and for advanced engineering.   

j) Overall, the planned release of land from the Green Belt to provide sufficient land for 

housing and employment growth will limit the nature and extent of harm to the Green 

Belt to the lowest reasonable extent whilst addressing the social and economic 

needs of the borough. A limited amount of land (a 4.5% reduction) will be lost from 

the Green Belt in order to meet the long term development needs of the borough, 

including supporting economic growth. The strategy is considered to be consistent 

with the principles of sustainable development 

 

SP2 Targets for Growth 

 

12) Is the provision of nearly 300 hectares of employment land, together with more 

than 116,000sqm of new employment floorspace and its ramifications for 

population growth and overall dwelling requirement, consistent with the desire 

to limit the amount of land lost from the Green Belt? 

 

 Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) The response to Q1 sets out the Council’s evidence-based approach to establishing 

the borough’s economic needs over the plan period. This has been undertaken on a 

positive basis, as required by the NPPF. However, the Council has only considered 

‘baseline’ economic forecasts from the East of England Forecasting Model and 

Experian in its most recent assessments of need (2015 Economy Study Update, 

ECO/7 and 2017 Update, ECO/9) – it could for example have looked at the high 

migration (and hence higher job growth) scenario in 2013 EEFM13 as an alternative. 

As such, the Council has not sought to rely on any higher growth forecast in order to 

construct a plan which favours more aspirational levels of economic growth. 

b) The HELAA (HOU/19) and Employment Site Selection Paper (ECO/8) were the 

means by which the ability of Green Belt sites to contribute towards meeting that 

need were established, and feed into the 116,000sqm floorspace supply figure in the 

plan (although the Council’s response to the Inspector’s preliminary questions on 

Housing and Jobs Provision (EX11 – Q33d) highlighted that the borough’s floorspace 

supply may now only amount to 92,800sqm). This is consistent with the planned 

release of a limited amount of land from the Green Belt, no more than that which is 

necessary and which is consistent with baseline scenario forecasts of economic 

growth. 

c) Some of the new employment floorspace to be provided throughout the plan period 

will be located on land released from the Green Belt – namely two of the mixed use 

Strategic Development Sites, SDS5 (North West Hatfield) and SDS7 (Marshmoor, 

Welham Green).  

d) Furthermore of the 11 employment areas listed in Policy SADM10 which comprise 

the 294.1 hectare total employment land provision, only one – Employment Area 

                                                 
13 http://cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/EEFM  
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EA11, at 5.8 hectares – is currently within the Green Belt and this area falls with the 

Birchall Garden Suburb Policy Area and straddles the boundary with East Herts DC. 

The area is already covered by planning permissions for either employment or waste 

management development uses. (See Strategy Diagram, Figure 12 on page 152 of 

the Plan). 
 

e) In conclusion, the Council’s evidence base demonstrates that the Council’s approach 

to economic development is consistent with the planned release of a limited amount 

of land from the Green Belt. The strategy is positively planned, reflecting the aims of 

national policy to meet the needs of businesses, whilst protecting and enhancing the 

natural, built and historic environment and delivering a sustainable pattern of 

development in the borough. 

 

13) Is the suggested phasing of residential development consistent with the 

National Planning Policy Guidance’s desire to boost significantly the supply of 

housing? 

 

 Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) The Council has not explicitly phased any of the development sites proposed for 

allocation in the plan (for example by requiring that they are only delivered towards 

the end of the plan period). However, it is evident from the housing trajectory (Figure 

17 on p225 of the Plan) that housing delivery is estimated to increase as the plan 

period progresses, with a peak in 2022/23 around five years after adoption, after 

which housing delivery will begin to decrease. 

 

b) The delivery estimates in the trajectory are largely based upon conclusions in the 

Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (HOU/19), on matters such as:  

 Infrastructure constraints – For many sites, comments from Thames Water 

about the need to upgrade waste water infrastructure and the 18-36 month lead 

in period required for these meant that expected delivery has had to be pushed 

back. Another example of delivery being constrained by infrastructure is site 

SDS6/ Hat15, where development cannot commence until new access roads to 

the site are built. 

 Legal constraints – A number of mostly urban sites are affected by constraints 

such as leases which do not expire until later in the plan period (HS3/Pea08, 

HS4/Hal03) or restrictive covenants which mean that development is unlikely to 

be viable until later in the plan period (HS6/Han91, HS7/Hal02). 

 Site owner (or developer) promotions and representations – In some cases, 

site owners or developers have indicated that sites will not be available until later 

in the plan period for their own personal reasons. One example is HS13/HS91, 

where the site will not come forward for development until the middle of the plan 

period despite it being vacant and generally unconstrained.  

 

c) Delivery estimates are also informed by prior monitoring of the typical build-out rates 

of developed sites – see example table for the former Hatfield Aerodrome developed 

during the 2000s, and spreadsheet for a site of around 200 dwellings in Welwyn 
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under construction at the current time. Evidence – 13c. This helps to qualify the 

delivery assumptions made using the HELAA, and improve their robustness. The 

Council is satisfied that it has struck an appropriate balance between the need to 

boost the supply of housing but also be realistic about constraints – the response to 

Q20 in EX04 provides further information about the Council’s approach in doing this. 

It should also be noted that the developers of several sites proposed for allocation14 

have indicated that the proposed build out rates are broadly realistic.  

d) The ‘split’ housing target proposed in Policy SP2 (498 dwellings per annum from 

2013/14 to 2021/22 then 752 dwellings per annum to 2031/32) is the only point at 

which the plan has reflected the likely delivery timescales of sites in the trajectory. It 

follows the Council’s need to have a five year supply of housing land at the point the 

plan is adopted (and on a rolling basis), and is an approach that has been found 

sound elsewhere and was suggested by a practising Inspector (see LPD/7). It is 

reactive, rather than prescriptive, and therefore does not as such constitute ‘phasing’.  

e) Whilst it does represent a boost to the supply of housing, and is considered to be 

realistic taking the above into account, it is recognised that at first sight the lower 

initial target of 498 dwellings per annum does not in itself represent a major step-

change from the average 412 dwellings per annum completed between 2001 and 

2015 (footnote 18 on p38 of the plan). However, neither of these figures are entirely 

representative.  

f) Firstly, the actual housing target for much of the period between 2001 and 2015 set 

out in the previous District Plan was only 280 dwellings per annum – for many years 

in the mid 2000’s the Council delivered well above its requirement. The lower initial 

target for this plan period of 498 dwellings per annum is very clearly a significant 

boost above the adopted housing target which preceded it – given the importance of 

development plans in a plan-led system, this is an important distinction. 

g) Secondly, the lower initial target for this plan reflects the lower levels of completions 

seen in the pre-adoption phase from 2013/14 to 2016/17 which the target applies to 

retrospectively. The average anticipated level of housing delivery for years 1-5 after 

adoption i.e. 2017/18 to 2021/22 (see Figure 17 in Appendix A of the Draft Local Plan 

Proposed Submission SUB/6) is 606 dwellings per annum. This makes for an even 

more stark distinction against the previous housing target (280 dwellings per annum) 

and historic average housing delivery from 2001 to 2015 (412 dwellings per annum). 

Assuming the plan is found sound, the borough’s supply of housing will be boosted 

significantly once the plan is adopted. 

h) More importantly, the split target is only that – a target. Subject to the requirements 

for the provision of infrastructure set out in Policy SP13 there are no policies or other 

provisions in the plan which use the lower initial target as a limit on development in 

the early part of the plan period, indeed it is expected that housing delivery will be 

almost double the target in 2020/21 and 2021/22 (see Figure 17 in Appendix A of the 

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission SUB/6). The lower initial and higher 

subsequent targets are effectively a ‘flattening’ of a much more dynamic picture of 

housing delivery which is anticipated across the plan period – this is shown most 

effectively in Figure 9 on p35 of the 2015/16 Annual Monitoring Report (IMP/1). 

                                                 
14 Reps: dlpps 656 – Tarmac (SDS2); dlpps 2178 – Gascoyne Cecil Estates (SDS5, SDS6, SDS7, HS2) 
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i) The split target should therefore be viewed as a reflection of realistic likely housing 

delivery projections, and a tool in ensuring that a five year housing land supply can 

be delivered. It is not a constraint on housing delivery and is entirely compatible with 

the requirement to boost the supply of housing.  

 

 

14) Is this phasing and the differential rates of development put forward, fully 

justified by infrastructure constraints? 

 

 Welwyn Hatfield response 

a) The response at Q13b above indicates that infrastructure constraints are just one of 

three main issues which inform the anticipated delivery of sites in the Local Plan’s 

housing trajectory – and hence the plan’s split housing target. For a number of sites it 

therefore cannot be said that infrastructure issues justify the anticipated delivery 

estimates, but this is only because there are other issues (legal constraints and site 

owner representations and intentions) that do justify the estimates for those sites. 

b) The following table is a summary of analysis (Evidence – 14b) of the HELAA’s 

conclusions for the sites proposed for allocation in the Local Plan, in order to 

demonstrate the issues that were the primary factors informing the delivery timing 

estimates given in the housing trajectory (Figure 17 of the Local Plan). It can be seen 

that infrastructure constraints only affect a relatively small number of allocated sites, 

although those constraints are the largest influencing factor on the number of 

dwellings. This reflects the fact that infrastructure constraints tend to affect the larger 

sites to a greater extent, in particularly the Strategic Development Sites – the smaller 

sites, particularly urban sites, are more affected by legal constraints and site owner 

representations. Overall, the estimated delivery timing of just under half (48.1%) of 

the total 12,004 dwelling supply in the housing trajectory has been informed by 

infrastructure constraints. 

Table 4: Factors informing delivery estimates for Local Plan site allocations 

Primary determinant of delivery timing estimate 
Number of 

allocated sites 

Number of 

dwellings 

Infrastructure constraint 14 (31.8%) 5,768 (48.1%) 

Legal constraint 4 (9.1%) 390 (3.2%) 

Site owner representation 10 (22.7%) 528 (4.4%) 

N/A – planning application submitted or anticipated 

shortly 
16 (36.4%) 1,343 (11.2%) 

N/A – other source of supply (completions, windfall etc.) N/A 3,975 (33.1%) 

Total 44 (100%) 12,004 (100%) 

c) As indicated in the Council’s response at Q13b above, where infrastructure is a 

constraint impacting on delivery timing estimates for a site it is often as a result of a 

need for waste water capacity upgrades. This was explored between the Council and 
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Thames Water in some detail at the time the HELAA was being prepared (evidence 

in emails and spreadsheets – 14c), and led to it being established that necessary 

network updates are likely to take at least 18 months, but potentially up to 3 years to 

design and deliver. Given that this process will be carried out on a site-by-site basis 

where needed and is therefore unlikely to commence until those sites begin to 

progress towards planning application stage, this has resulted in many having 

delivery timing estimates in years 6-10 after the adoption of the plan. 

d) Another example of an infrastructure constraint informing delivery timing estimates is 

the need for a new pedestrian footbridge to be provided in order to facilitate the 

delivery of site HS22 in Brookmans Park (Policy SAMD31). The extent of the 

constraint and its ability to be overcome has been considered by the developer, this 

Council and Hertfordshire County Council throughout the HELAA process (evidence 

14d - Accessibility Improvements Report and meeting minutes) but has nevertheless 

resulted in the assumption in the housing trajectory that delivery on site is unlikely to 

commence until at least 2021/22. 

e) As a result, where infrastructure has impacted on the delivery timing estimate for a 

site, it is considered to be entirely justified the extent of those constraints. But 

infrastructure is also only one of several issues which have informed the delivery 

timing estimates underpinning the plan’s housing trajectory, and hence the need for 

the split housing target. 

 

 

SP3 Settlement Strategy 

 

15.  Has the GB Review been objectively undertaken using a methodology that has 

produced sound conclusions?  

 

Welwyn Hatfield response 

 

a) Yes, the release of the land from the Green Belt has been objectively undertaken, 

using a methodology that has produced sound conclusions. Assessment was 

undertaken in two stages. The Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment, 2013 

(GB/1) carried out jointly with St Albans City and District Council and Dacorum 

Borough Council analyses the contribution of strategic parcels to the Green Belt 

purposes. Secondly, taking forward the recommendation of this study to assess the 

contribution of two strategic sub-areas considered to contribute least to Green Belt 

purposes and small scale sub-areas, the Stage 2 Green Belt Review, 2014-16 (GB/2 

and GB/3) explores the contribution of specific sites.  

 

b) The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes provision for changes to be 

made to the Green Belt boundaries. However, there is no national guidance to inform 

the methodology for reviewing the Green Belt. Therefore, consultants undertook a 

best practice review of other assessments, to develop a robust and proportionate 

approach.  This review concluded that the Green Belt Review should take account of 

local circumstances to create specific assessment criteria, which reflect national 

policy (see section 4 of the Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment 2013).  
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c) The methodology is explained in detail in section 5 of the Green Belt Review 

Purposes Assessment 2013. Purpose criteria were established to explain the extent 

to which each site contributes to the following four purposes set out within the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), together with a local purpose which is a 

Welwyn Hatfield specific version of that employed in the Part 1 study: 

 

 NPPF Purpose 1: To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 

 NPPF Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 

 NPPF Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

 NPPF Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and special character of historic 

towns; and 

 Local Purpose: To maintain the existing settlement pattern. 

d) The purposes assessment was undertaken in two stages: as a desk-top review and 

on-site inspection. The classification of the contribution of each site makes to the 

Green Belt purposes was assessed. Levels of contribution have been classified as 

either ‘significant’, ‘partial’ or ‘limited or no’.  To fully understand the contribution that 

land makes to the national purposes of including land in the Green Belt (NPPF, para. 

80) all the Green Belt land in Welwyn Hatfield has been assessed. This also included 

a high level assessment of how each parcel contributes to retaining openness and 

the character of the countryside.  The fifth Green Belt purpose (regeneration) was 

excluded from the assessment because all areas of Green Belt contribute equally.  

 

e) A local purpose was included to assess the contribution that land in the Green Belt 

performed in maintaining separation between villages or villages and towns. In some 

Green Belt Reviews, the potential for coalescence between all settlements is 

assessed as part of NPPF Purpose 2. However, it was considered that this approach 

is not consistent with national policy, which refers specifically to ‘preventing 

neighbouring towns from merging’. Therefore, it was considered more transparent to 

separate this strand of analysis through the inclusion of a local purpose. 

 

f) The methodology for the Stage 2 Green Belt Review (GB/2 and GB/3) was 

developed by the same consultants to ensure consistency with the Green Belt 

Review Purposes Assessment (GB/1). The same criteria-based approach was used 

for this assessment and analysis was informed by the findings of the Green Belt 

Review Purposes Assessment (GB/1). Each site and the two strategic sub-areas 

reviewed were assessed against the four national Green Belt purposes and the local 

purpose. Potential for cumulative impacts, as a result of site grouping, was also 

explored. 

 

g) Both Green Belt Reviews give the Council a good understanding of the harm that 

releasing land from the Green Belt will have on the Green Belt purposes. However, 

the reviews indicate that there is very little land within Welwyn Hatfield’s Green Belt 

that does not perform a Green Belt purpose. Therefore to meet the borough’s 

development needs, the Council has accepted that there will be some harm to the 

31



Green Belt. Paragraph 2.14 of the Green Belt Topic Paper (TPA/2) explains that in 

accordance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF, the Council recognises the need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development when reviewing Green Belt boundaries.  

 

h) In this context, the Council has sought to ensure that the most sustainable sites are 

allocated. The Housing Sites Selection Paper (HOU/20 and HOU/20a) sets out the 

criteria for assessing sites and the impact on the Green Belt is considered alongside 

other issues such as infrastructure, flood risk and site deliverability. In some 

instances, the sustainability benefits associated with bringing forward certain sites 

outweighs the harm to the Green Belt.  

 

i) The Housing and Employment Site Selection Background Papers, 2016 (HOU/20, 

HOU20a and ECO/8, ECO/8a) set out this balancing exercise to assess, on the basis 

of the evidence, if the harm outweighs the benefits of bringing forward sites. The 

impact on the Green Belt is assessed alongside other sustainability issues and 

conclusions have informed which sites are released from the Green Belt and 

allocated in the Local Plan. The process has also identified the cumulative impacts 

associated with combinations of sites. Details of the weighting, the strands of 

evidence and appraisal used and site assessments are set out in the Housing and 

Employment Site Selection Background Papers (HOU/20, HOU/20a and ECO/8, 

ECO/8a). 

 

j) On this basis, the GB review process has been objectively undertaken, is consistent 

with national policy and is based on robust evidence, to ensure a justified and 

effective approach. Therefore, the conclusions are considered sound.   

 

 

SP3 Settlement Strategy 

 

16. Do all of the changes to the GB boundaries result in the production of stronger 

GB boundaries as advocated by NPPF?  

 

a) When reviewing Green Belt boundaries, account should be taken of the need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development (NPPF paragraph 84). When defining 

boundaries, an emphasis is again placed on meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development. Land which it is not necessary to keep permanently open 

should not be included and boundaries should be defined clearly, using physical 

features which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent (NPPF paragraph 

85). 

 

b) Examination Library document PMC/1 sets out the proposed changes to Green Belt 

boundaries (pages 68-90). The Green Belt Topic paper (TPA/2) explains that the 

Green Belt Review Stage 2 (GB/2, GB/2a, GB/2b, GB/2c, GB/3, GB/3a) carried out 

[an initial] evaluation of site boundaries, recognising that boundaries may vary (in 

nature and strength) around sites. It did not however consider the relative strength of 

existing and proposed Green Belt boundaries. The physical features used to assess 

the strength of boundaries were listed (in paragraph 2.3.6 of the Stage 2 Green Belt 

Review Method Statement) but it was noted that the categories were not definitive. 
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Further, the Method Statement acknowledges that the main objective of the study 

was to undertake a ‘purposes’ assessment and that a more detailed boundary 

assessment may be necessary.  

 

c) To inform the site selection process for the Draft Local Plan, Green Belt boundaries 

were appraised in the Housing and Employment Sites Selection Background Papers 

(HOU/20, 20a and ECO/8, 8a) in order to consider the potential impact on the 

permanence of Green Belt boundaries if weaker Green Belt boundaries were to be 

created. The methodology used is set out in Examination Library documents HOU/20 

and ECO/8. The following table sets out the type of physical features applied to the 

assessment of existing and proposed Green Belt boundaries in relation to housing 

and employment sites promoted for allocation in the Draft Local Plan (and previously 

found to be suitable, available and deliverable in the HELAA). Using these criteria, 

the relative strength of existing and proposed boundaries was considered on a site 

by site basis. 

Table 5: Criteria used to assess strength of Green Belt boundaries 

Strong (Prominent 

physical features) 

Moderate (less physical 

features) 

Weak (No definable or weak 

boundary on the ground) 

 Roads (Motorways/A 

and B roads) 

 Railways 

 Buildings/urban edge 

 Extensive/Ancient 

Woodland 

 Rivers (Lea and 

Mimram) 

 

 C Roads and unclassified 

minor roads 

 ROW: Public footpaths, 

bridleways, cycle ways 

 Property boundaries 

 Small woodland 

 Streams/brooks (all other 

watercourses except the 

Lea and Mimram) 

 Established tree 

belt/hedgerow (continuous 

or with minor gaps) 

 Distinctive topography, e.g. 

ridgeline  

 Environmental designation 

 Pylons/towers supporting 
overhead lines 

 Fragmented hedgerow  

 Ditches 

 Individual or small clusters 
of trees 

 Fragmented tree 
belt/hedgerow 

 Farm track (not a ROW) 

 No definable boundary. 

Source: Site Selection Background Paper: Housing Sites, 2016 (HOU/20) 

 

d) The weighting given to the relative strength of existing and new boundaries is set out 

in the Site Selection background papers (HOU/20 and ECO/8). 

 

e) The site selection process also considered whether a site would have an effect on a 

fragile gap (defined as a gap of around 1km). In circumstances where a fragile gap 

exists, and in the interests of limiting the extent and nature of harm to the Green Belt, 

consideration was then given to whether the new Green Belt boundary should vary 

from the full extent of a promoted site. This may have resulted in a smaller site being 

recommended for allocation, rather than the full extent of a promoted site, even if the 

promoted site may have stronger physical features on the ground. More weight was 

given in the site selection process to a gap between first tier settlements (towns to 

towns). However, other fragile gaps between 2nd and 3rd tier settlements were noted.  
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f) The outcome of the boundaries assessment can be seen in Examination Library 

documents HOU/20, 20a and ECO/8, 8a.  

g) The Sites Selection Background Papers indicate whether the boundaries of sites 

reviewed were considered to be defined by physical features of a strong, moderate or 

weak nature and how this compares to the strength of existing boundaries. 

Reference to the Housing Sites Selection Background Papers indicates that around 

half of the proposed housing allocations will result in Green Belt boundaries which 

will be broadly similar or stronger in terms of their strength in comparison to the 

existing boundaries. 

h) Other sites would result in weaker Green Belt boundaries being formed (to varying 

degrees). However, in many circumstances, sites will still be capable of being defined 

by physical features and a weaker boundary in itself was not considered on its own to 

represent a sufficient reason not to allocate a site if it performed well otherwise.  In 

other, instances sites resulting in weaker Green Belt boundaries reflects their location 

within a fragile gap between settlements, and the need to maintain this gap was 

given more weight than the need to use strong physical features to define 

boundaries. Boundaries have also be drawn to limit the extent and nature of harm to 

the Green Belt for an infill site where reference has been made to adjacent site 

boundaries  

i) In the few instances where boundaries are not clearly defined by physical features 

which are readily recognisable and likely to be permanent, then new boundaries will 

need to be clearly defined once sites come forward for development. For example, 

the site specific considerations for site HS15 (WGr1) in the table that follows Policy 

SADM 27 requires proposals to include a landscape buffer to define and strengthen 

the Green Belt boundary. Similar measures could be taken where necessary for all 

other sites where weaker boundaries would result once applications are received. 

Once new property boundaries are established through the completion of sites, this 

will also assist in clearly defining new boundaries.  

 

j) The Green Belt Topic Paper TPA/2 (Appendix A) refers to a number of consequential 

changes to the Green Belt boundary that have arisen as a result of sites being 

allocated and the need to clearly define defensible Green Belt boundaries. Other 

minor boundary changes are also listed - these will help to maintain separation and 

visual openness between settlements, reflect the developed nature of certain sites 

and recognise the presence of heritage assets. These are also shown in Examination 

Library document PMC/1. 

 

17. Are the proposed new GB boundaries, consistent with the need to have regard 

to their intended permanence in the long term and their capability of enduring 

beyond the plan period?  

 

a) Yes, the proposed Green Belt Boundaries are consistent with the need to ensure 

their intended permanence and endurance beyond the plan period.  
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b) As noted above, the Housing and Employment Sites Selections Papers (HOU/20, 

20a and ECO/8, 8a) considered the relative strength of proposed Green Belt 

boundaries (resulting from potential site allocations) compared to existing boundaries 

in light of whether they can be clearly defined by physical features which are readily 

recognisable and likely to be permanent. 

 

c) The proposed Green Belt boundaries are considered to help maintain the openness 

and permanence of the Green Belt throughout the Plan period and beyond. Regard 

has also been given to the need to promote sustainable patterns of development and 

meeting identified requirements for sustainable development, consistent with the 

NPPF. 

d) Our response to Q38 as contained in Examination document EX11 sets out the 

reasons why land has not been safeguarded for future development needs beyond 

the plan period.  
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Inspector’s Preliminary Questions – Matter 3 (The Spatial Vision and 
Overarching Strategy) 

 

 

Evidence in support of the Council’s Response 

 

Evidence in this section: 

 Q8c Report to WHBC Cabinet Housing & Planning Panel – July 2016 
 
 Q13c Example delivery monitoring spreadsheet for The Frythe, Welwyn 
 Q13c Historic delivery rates for Hatfield Aerodrome redevelopment 
 
 Q14b Analysis of primary factor in Local Plan site delivery timing estimates 
 Q14c Thames Water and WHBC emails seeking clarifications on constraints 
 Q14c Thames Water comments on proposed sites in Green Belt 
 Q14c Thames Water comments on proposed sites in urban areas 
 Q14d West of Brookmans Park BrP4 Accessibility Improvements Report 
 Q14d West of Brookmans Park BrP4 Access meeting minutes Oct 2015 
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Part I 
Item No: 0 
Main author: Sue Tiley 
Executive Member: Cllr Mandy Perkins 

 
WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
CABINET HOUSING & PLANNING PANEL – 20 JULY 2016 
REPORT OF THE DIRECTOR (GOVERNANCE) 
 
WELWYN HATFIELD DRAFT LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED SUBMISSION 2016 
 
1 Executive Summary 

 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to present the Proposed Submission Local Plan to 

Members for their consideration. 
 

1.2 Appendix A comprises the draft Local Plan, Appendix B the Policies Maps, 
Appendix C the Sustainability Appraisal Report and Appendix D the Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan.   
 
 

2 Recommendation 
 
2.1 That the Panel agrees that the Proposed Submission Local Plan, Policies Map, 

Sustainability Appraisal and Infrastructure Delivery Plan should be presented to 
Cabinet for agreement to publish for public consultation under Regulation 19 of 
the Town and Country Planning ((Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as 
amended. 
 

2.2 That the Local Development Scheme be updated and presented to a future 
Cabinet Housing and Planning Panel and Cabinet for agreement in line with the 
programme set out in this report. 

 
2.3 That the Head of Planning be given delegated authority in consultation with the 

Executive Member for Planning to make minor non-material spelling, formatting, 
mapping and other amendments to the consultation documents where they do 
not alter the intent of the plan. 
 

3 Background 
 

3.1 The purpose of the Local Plan is to set out the planning policy framework for the 
borough, by identifying how much and what type of development is needed and 
where it should or should not be accommodated. It also identifies areas which 
should be conserved and protected because of their special value. It has to be 
informed by evidence and to have gone through a process of consultation. 
 

3.2 Once the plan is submitted, it will be subject to a public examination by an 
independent inspector to consider whether it has met the legal tests for its 
preparation and whether it meets the tests of soundness.  
 

 
3.3 The legal tests relating to its preparation are  

a) accordance with the Local Development Scheme,  
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b) whether consultation has been in accordance with the Council’s 
Statement of Community Involvement and national consultation 
regulations,  

c) whether it has been subject to sustainability appraisal, and 

d) whether the Duty to Cooperate has been met. 

3.4 The Local Development Scheme sets out the programme for the production of 
the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. The Scheme was revised in 2014 when it was 
first indicated that instead of preparing separate Core Strategy Site Allocations 
and Development Management documents the Council intended to produce a 
single Local Plan. The programme for its preparation was subsequently amended 
in 2015. This indicates that regulation 19 consultation should take place in the 
third quarter of 2016 and that the plan should be submitted at the end of 2016. It 
is now anticipated that submission will take place in early 2017 following the 
analysis of representations in late 2016 and the Local Development Scheme 
therefore needs to be updated accordingly. 
 

3.5 The Statement of Community Involvement sets out the approach to consultation, 
the methods of consultation that will be used during its preparations and the 
types of bodies that the Council will engage with. 
 

3.6 Several rounds of consultation have already taken place relating to the 
preparation of the Core Strategy and the Local Plan. 
 

a) Pre-Issues and Options - informal consultation took place throughout 
2007 and 2008 with the purpose of identifying the key issues the Core 
Strategy needs to tackle and what the options for addressing those 
issues are. In addition we also consulted on the implications of other 
key strategies and the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal. The details 
of the events and the results of the consultation are all summarised in 
the Pre-Issues and Options Consultation Statement. 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/4142/Pre-Issues-and-Options 

b) Issues and Options Consultation - The Council published its Core 
Strategy Issues and Options Paper in March 2009. It identified a wide 
range of issues and options but was set in the context of the 2008 East 
of England Plan which included a housing requirement of 10,000 
dwellings for the period 2001-2021. The results of the consultation 
helped to define the scope of the document and led to the selection of a 
preferred option albeit within the context that housing targets are now to 
be set locally. The issues raised in response to consultation at this 
stage were first reported to this Panel in October 2010. Specific 
consultation also took place with the Gypsy and Traveller community on 
the Issues and Options relating to Gypsy and Traveller pitch provision 
and the criteria to be used for selecting sites. 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/article/763/Core-Strategy-Issues-and-Options 

c) Consultation on the evidence base –The methodology for preparation of 
some of our evidence required consultation or surveys to inform their 
findings. For example the preparation of the Development Economics 
Study was informed by consultation with house builders, housing 
associations and other housing professionals. The Retail and Town 
Centre Needs Assessment involved analysis of surveys in the form of 
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questionnaires of those who live and shop in the borough.  The 
preparation of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment and Economy 
Study included engagement with adjoining authorities in respect of the 
housing market area and functional economic market area. 

d) Neighbourhood Workshops – Following the change of Government in 
2010 and the introduction of the localism agenda a series of workshops 
were held with community representatives. From this a series of agreed 
objectives for different settlements in the borough were identified and 
these were reflected in the Emerging Core Strategy and brought 
forward into the draft Local Plan.  

e) How Many New Homes? - Housing Targets consultation – Following the 
successful legal challenge to Welwyn Hatfield’s regionally set housing 
targets and the Coalition Government’s announcement to abolish 
Regional Spatial Strategies, the Council carried out consultation on a 
range of alternative housing targets in 2011. 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/homes 

f) The Emerging Core Strategy and Land for Housing Outside Urban 
Areas 2012 – The Council set out a strategy for focusing growth in and 
around Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield with limited infill development 
in the villages. The Land for Housing Outside Urban Areas considered 
the options for releasing land in the Green Belt around the two towns. 
The responses were considered at a meeting of this Panel on 8th 
August 2013. http://www.welhat.gov.uk/cabinethousingplanningpanel 

g) The Local Plan Consultation Document 2015 – Following the Council’s 
decision to prepare a single Local Plan document comprising strategic 
policies, site allocations and development management policies, 
consultation took place on a number site specific issues including 
options for the inclusion of housing sites to meet the updated Objective 
Assessment of Need and the list of development management policies 
that would be required in the new Local Plan. The responses were 
considered at a meeting of this Panel on 24th September 2015 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/cabinethousingplanningpanel 

h) Workshop sessions on Green Infrastructure and Garden City principles. 
The outcomes of these workshops were reported to a meeting of this 
Panel on 18th February 2016 

i) Hatfield 2030+ Project – This was a partnership project involving the 
Council and a number of other stakeholders such as Hatfield Town 
Council and the University of Hertfordshire to consider the long-term 
future of Hatfield, which included extensive public consultation with 
residents and businesses. 

3.7 The examination will focus on whether the Local Plan meets the tests of 
soundness which are set out in Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) as follows: 
 

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

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

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

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

3.8 The content of the Local Plan has been informed by an extensive evidence base 
which has been kept up to date and reviewed in the light of representations 
received.  The evidence base can be viewed at 
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/evidencebase  
 

3.9 The plan must also be subject to Sustainability Appraisal. The purpose of this is 
to appraise the social, economic and environmental effects of the plan and to 
consider the choices made in comparison to reasonable alternatives. This does 
not mean that the most sustainable option has to be selected so long as there 
are valid planning reasons to select an alternative option. The Sustainability 
Appraisal and Habitats Regulations Assessment have both been carried out for 
the Council by independent consultants to help ensure impartiality. 

3.10 The Council has worked closely with a number of bodies during the preparation 
of this plan in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate. In particular, the Council 
has worked closely with Hertfordshire County Council to ensure the infrastructure 
implications of individual sites and different distribution options have been 
properly considered; meetings have been held with adjoining authorities to 
discuss cross-boundary issues and joint policy wording has been developed with 
East Herts District Council relating to Birchall Garden Suburb although this has 
yet to be agreed by their Members as their programme is slightly behind this 
Council’s. 

 

4 Explanation 

4.1 In preparing the Local Plan the Council has to be mindful of its legal obligations 
to contribute to sustainable development. The Government considers that there 
are three dimensions to sustainable development - economic, social and 
environmental and that the planning system has a role to play in all three. 

4.2 The Emerging Core Strategy set out the Council’s preferred strategy for 
delivering sustainable development in the borough and the Local Plan 
consultation document set out where the Council was minded to change that 
strategy in response to representations and the updated evidence base. 

Content of the Local Plan 

4.3 The structure of the Proposed Submission Local Plan is similar to the structure of 
the Core Strategy with sections on the spatial strategy, topic specific policies and 
settlement specific policies. However unlike the Local Plan it comprises not only 
the strategic policies but also development management policies, which set out 
the criteria for assessing the impact of a proposal, and site allocation policies 
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which relate to key sites identified on the Policies Map for specific uses. Once 
adopted it would replace the 2005 District Plan in its entirety. Neighbourhood 
Plans have to be in conformity with the strategic policies in the plan so it is 
important that these are clearly distinguished.   
 

4.4 The Proposed Submission Local Plan comprises the following sections: 

 The Introduction and Welwyn Hatfield Now provides an introduction to 
the local plan and the processes involved in its preparation, a 
description of the social, economic and environmental characteristics of 
the borough, the consultation that has informed this plan and the 
challenges it faces. 

 The overarching spatial strategy and key diagram set out the vision for 
the borough, the approach to delivering sustainable development 
through the distribution of growth and the review of the Green Belt. 

 Topic specific policies.  

 Settlement and site specific policies 

 Neighbourhood planning 

 Implementation and monitoring 

 Appendices - including a glossary of technical terms 

 
4.5 Welwyn Hatfield Now provides an overview of the key characteristics of the 

borough and the consultation that has helped to inform the identification of key 
challenges the plan will need to address. The Emerging Core Strategy identified 
4 key challenges and matters which need to be taken into account when 
addressing these. This section has been updated to reflect that the Council has 
less power to protect the stock of employment land in the future and that Building 
Regulations will now govern CO2 emissions from buildings and water efficiency. 
We do have an optional standard for a higher water efficiency standard for 
dwellings where this is justified by the evidence. Such a standard is proposed in 
Policy SADM13 Sustainability Requirements. 

 

4.6 The Spatial Vision and Strategic Objectives attempt to address these 
challenges and have been informed by consultation on the Local Plan and the 
Sustainable Community Strategy. A previous version was consulted upon in the 
Emerging Core Strategy and a number of changes have been made in response 
to these comments. The most significant change reflects the change in strategy 
to the distribution of growth around the borough, other changes include the 
emphasis given to the importance of garden city principles in planning urban 
extensions and to reflect key messages from the Hatfield visioning.  
 

4.7 The Overarching Spatial Strategy comprises strategic policies on delivering 
sustainable development, growth targets, the Green Belt and settlement strategy, 
the key diagram and a development management policy which sets the criteria 
for assessing applications for windfall development.  
 

4.8 The NPPF sets a presumption in favour of sustainable development and Policy 
SP1 Delivering Sustainable Development sets out the key guiding principles for 
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sustainable development, so this will be an important policy to assist in the 
determination of all applications. It will also set the key principles which will need 
to be addressed in any Neighbourhood Plan. It remains largely unchanged from 
the Emerging Core Strategy with only minor modifications made in response to 
representations to improve the clarity of the wording. 
 

4.9 Policy SP2 Targets for Growth and Policy SP3 Settlement Strategy and Green 
Belt boundaries reflect the decisions made by this Panel on 13 June 2016 with 
regards to the housing target and provision for employment land. Although the 
target will not deliver the Objective Assessment of Need for housing in full it will 
require the release of land from the Green Belt and therefore a consequential 
change to its boundaries for which exceptional circumstances need to be 
demonstrated. Section 6 of this report considers the legal implications of this 
report and draws attention to a recent High Court decision of relevance to this 
issue.  
 

4.10 The key point is that the Objective Assessment of Need for housing or the need 
for employment land is not by itself a justification for exceptional circumstances; 
rather it is having regard to the whole picture including the social and economic 
implications for sustainable development in not meeting the need. 
 

4.11 The Objectively Assessed Need for housing falls within the range of 12,616 to 
13,433 additional dwellings. The Economy Study indicates a need for land 
sufficient to support growth of around 16,900 jobs, with a predicted shortfall of 
around 5.4 hectares by 2032.  
 

4.12 The Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) has 
reviewed the suitability, availability and achievability of sites. This indicates that 
there is a significant shortfall of suitable land within the urban areas and through 
the use of safeguarded land to meet the need for both housing and employment 
development. To set a target based on urban capacity alone would (for housing) 
result in the delivery of a quantum of housing at just under half the Objective 
Assessment of Need. This would fall significantly short of addressing the housing 
issues which the borough faces and would also fail to ensure there will be 
sufficient opportunities for new investment in the local economy (especially given 
the losses to employment land as a result of permitted development rights). 
 

4.13 The Sites Selection Housing Background Paper was presented to this Panel on 
13 June 2016. This considered the conclusions of the HELAA alongside the 
purposes of including land within the Green Belt, Green Belt boundaries, the 
Sustainability Appraisal, flood risk and any strategic advantages and 
disadvantages. The Panel at the same meeting of 13 June 2016 considered 
which sites should be included in the Local Plan and concluded that a target of 
12,100 dwellings would be appropriate, based on the assessment of sites, the 
infrastructure constraints and the impact on the Green Belt. This would limit the 
nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt to the lowest reasonable extent 
whilst providing sufficient land for employment if account is taken of job creation 
between 2013 and 2014. It would still represent a shortfall in dwellings numbers 
against the full objectively assessed need with the shortfall representing between 
500 and 1,300 dwellings approximately, equivalent to between one and two 
years supply. Notwithstanding this shortfall, the target of 12,100 dwellings would 
represent a significant uplift in the supply of housing, would address the social 
and economic needs of the borough and would represent sustainable 
development. Therefore it is considered that exceptional circumstances exist to 
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amend the Green Belt boundaries and release land for development to meet the 
proposed targets for employment and housing.  
 

4.14 Policy SP2 Targets for Growth also sets out the targets for retail development. 
The Retail and Town Centre Needs Assessment has recently been updated and 
was reported to the 13 June 2016 meeting of this Panel. At this meeting it was 
agreed that a target should only be set for the first 10 years of the plan period for 
two reasons. Firstly because forecasts of this type are known to be less accurate 
beyond 10 years and secondly because with changes in the way people shop 
and the economy there is increasing uncertainty that this type of forecast is able 
to give reliable forecasts. This will require this part of the plan to be kept under 
regular review throughout the plan period. 
 

4.15 Policy SP 3 Settlement Strategy and Green Belt Boundaries identifies which are 
the most sustainable settlements in the borough and the appropriate scale of 
growth which should be accommodated. This sets the framework for the 
allocation of sites and forms one of the criteria to be taken into account when 
considering applications for windfall development. Table 3 sets out how the 
housing target is to be distributed around the borough with the towns taking the 
majority of the growth and the larger villages taking a more proportionate share. 
 

4.16 The Topic Specific policies comprise both strategic site allocation and 
development management policies. The strategic topic policies were first set out 
in the Emerging Core Strategy and the Local Plan consultation document 
indicated that another policy would be added on Movement as a result of 
consultation responses. This section contains policies on:  
 

a) Movement, highway network and safety and sustainable travel 

b) Centres services and facilities - new retail provision, retail hierarchy and 
approach to new retail development and community facilities and 
services; the approach to the loss of such uses; and the allocation of 
land for a cemetery extension 

c) Type and mix of housing requirement for different types and tenure of 
housing; approach to the loss of residential development. 

d) Economy designation of new employment areas; approach to loss of 
such uses. 

e) Quality of new development expectation for high quality design and 
what proposals must address, amenity parking services and refuse, 
sustainable design sustainability requirements and flood risk.  

f) Environmental assets – heritage, ecology and landscape, urban open 
land, environmental pollution, new green infrastructure and the strategic 
green corridor. 

g) Infrastructure – sets out approach to providing infrastructure through 
Section 106 and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL), criteria based 
policy for new secondary and primary school for Welwyn Garden City 
and northern villages. 

4.17 The Settlement Specific Policies comprise settlement and site specific policies. 
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4.18 The sections on the two towns set out a vision and objectives for Welwyn Garden 
City and Hatfield, the town centre strategies for the two towns, the allocation of 
the Town Centre North site in Welwyn Garden City and 1-9 Town Centre in 
Hatfield to meet the need for retail development in those towns and allocations 
for residential and mixed use development. 
 

4.19 Strategic policies along with strategy diagrams have been prepared to guide the 
masterplans for Panshanger Airfield, Broadwater Road West, Birchall Garden 
Suburb, North West Hatfield, Marshmoor, Welham Green and Symondshyde 
Village. 
 

4.20 There is a section for each of the eight villages excluded from the Green Belt – 
Woolmer Green, Oaklands and Mardley Heath, Welwyn, Digswell, Welham 
Green, Brookmans Park, Little Heath and Cuffley, although there are no 
allocations for Digswell as no suitable sites were identified. 
 

4.21 Within the rural areas two sites for Gypsy and Traveller provision are proposed 
for allocation and a new settlement at Symondshyde. 
 

4.22 The draft Policies Map accompanies the Proposed Submission Local Plan. The 
Local Plan consultation document proposed a number of changes to Urban Open 
Land and Wildlife site designations and to the Major Developed Site boundary for 
the Royal Veterinary College and these have been carried forward. New housing 
sites and employment areas are also indicated on the Map as well as the 
proposed new Green Belt boundary. Inset Maps set out the town centre, 
neighbourhood centre and village centre boundaries and Major Developed Sites.  
 

4.23 Sustainability Appraisal has informed the preparation of the Local Plan. 
Reasonable alternatives to the policies and sites have been assessed at the 
various stages in the preparation of the plan and this has informed the 
development of the spatial strategy and the selection of sites. The report is 
attached as Appendix C to this report.  
 

4.24 As well as an appraisal of each policy and site it includes an assessment of the 
cumulative effects of the plan against the sustainability objectives. Overall the 
plan is expected to have more positive effects than negative. It concludes that it 
will have a positive effect in terms of providing land to meet the need for housing 
and employment albeit that it has not met the full Objective Assessment of Need. 
However because of the scale of growth this will have impacts on the landscape 
and there will be more traffic and demands on services. However the 
Sustainability Appraisal states that the Local Plan has put in place policies to 
address these issues. There are some typographical errors in this version of the 
Appraisal which will be addressed prior to publication and consultation. 
 

4.25 The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) has been prepared in consultation with 
infrastructure providers and sets out the requirements for the level of growth 
identified in the Proposed Submission Local Plan. Sites which already have 
planning permission have not been included as provision will already have been 
made through section 106 agreements. The examination Inspector will expect a 
level of certainty relating to the first five years in the plan.  
 

4.26 Appendix 1 includes an Infrastructure Delivery Schedule which sets out details of 
the known infrastructure projects required to support the Local Plan. New 
secondary and primary schools are to be provided on the strategic sites and 
space will also be made available for two new GP surgeries in these locations.  
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4.27 A Water Study for Hertfordshire and surrounding areas is still underway and 
whilst it is understood that waste water infrastructure provision will need to be  
enhanced this should not prevent the delivery of any sites within the plan period. 
In addition because Welwyn Hatfield is served by five treatment facilities this 
impact is dispersed which is not the case for some neighbouring planning 
authorities. 
 

4.28 Transport modelling indicates that whilst congestion will increase even with 
improvements to the highway network, this will not result in a significant adverse 
impact. Improvements in public transport would help to address this impact and 
should form part of the infrastructure improvements associated with 
development. 
 

 

Consultation on the Proposed Submission  
 

4.29 Subject to agreement of this Panel and Cabinet it is proposed that consultation 
would commence on 22 August 2016 for an eight week period closing on 17 
October 2016. Consultation events would be held at five venues around the 
borough as follows: 
 

o Green Lanes primary school, Hatfield on 31 August 2016 
 

o Brookmans Park United Reformed Church on 6 September 2016 
 

o Welwyn Civic Centre on 14 September 2016 
 

o Fairway Tavern, Welwyn Garden City on 22 September 2016 
 

o Cuffley Village Hall on 30 September 2016 
 

4.30 A summary and guide will be produced as well as a display to help explain the 
contents of the draft Local Plan.  
 

4.31 In the past representations have been accepted in a variety of formats. However 
as this is the formal consultation on the Local Plan, the Planning Inspectorate 
has produced a model form to be used in consultations at this stage of the plan 
making process. All representations made at this stage will go forward to the 
examination and therefore respondents will need to address the questions the 
Inspector will require answering if the representation is to be considered.  
 

4.32 Respondents will therefore be strongly encouraged to complete a representation 
form. Representations which do not address the Inspectorate’s questions may 
well be rejected as not ‘duly made’. Respondents will have to address why the 
plan is or is not sound and what changes they would like to see to make it sound. 
They may also raise concerns that the plan has not been prepared in legislative 
requirements. 
 

 

5 Link to Corporate Priorities 
 

5.1 The Council’s Business Plan 2015-2018 contains corporate priorities to meet the 
borough’s housing need, help build a strong local economy, protect and enhance 
the environment and maintain a safe and healthy community. 
 
Implications 

45



6 Legal Implication(s) 

6.1 Paragraph 3.3 above set out the legal tests with regards to the preparation of the 
Local Plan one of which is the duty to co-operate. The Localism Act 2011 
introduced a ‘duty to co-operate’ on strategic cross-boundary matters. This is not 
a duty to agree but a requirement to engage constructively, actively and on an 
ongoing basis to maximise the effectiveness of the preparation of the Local Plan. 
The Council will need to demonstrate at the examination that it has done so. 

6.2 Section 39(2) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 places a duty 
on those bodies responsible for the function of preparing local development 
documents to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development and to 
have regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by the 
Secretary of State. 

6.3 With regards to the matter of demonstrating ‘exceptional circumstances’, the 
CPRE has highlighted to the Council the case of Calverton Parish Council Vs 
Nottingham City Council (and others) 2015 EWHC 1078 (Admin) and a specific 
extract from that decision.  

6.4 This case included an application under Section 113 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to quash (in part) the aligned core strategies of 
three planning authorities on the grounds that there was (a) a failure to consider 
whether housing numbers should be reduced to prevent release of Green Belt 
land and (b) a failure to apply national policy in considering the release of Green 
Belt land. The application was dismissed.  

6.5 This is a long decision, but in summary, key issues to note are: 

a) Section 39(2) of the Act imposes a positive obligation to achieve 
sustainable development. If such development is not carried out then 
there would be harm to the economic and social dimensions which form 
part of this concept. However, the issue does not boil down to the 
balancing of the three dimensions; 

b) At the heart of the NPPF is the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. The consequences for sustainable development may 
require revision to the Green Belt; 

c) “Exceptional circumstances” remains undefined. Decision-makers are 
entrusted with the obligation of reaching sound planning judgments on 
whether exceptionality exists and in doing so, regard must be had to the 
whole picture, including the consequences for sustainable development; 

d) Review of Green Belt in the face of sustainable development requires 
exceptional circumstances, refraining from sustainable development 
and therefore causing social and economic damage by omission, does 
not; 

e) It would be illogical, and circular, to conclude that the existence of an 
objectively assessed need could, without more, be sufficient to amount 
to "exceptional circumstances" within the meaning of paragraph 83 of 
the NPPF.  

f) Having assessed the objectively assessed need, the planning 
judgments involved in the ascertainment of exceptional circumstances 
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should identify and grapple with: (i) the acuteness/intensity of the 
objectively assessed need; (ii) the constraints on supply/availability of 
land prima facie suitable for sustainable development; (iii) the 
consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development without 
impinging on the Green Belt; (iv) the nature and extent of the harm to 
this Green Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost if the boundaries 
were reviewed); and (v) the extent to which the consequent impacts on 
the purposes of the Green Belt may be ameliorated or reduced to the 
lowest reasonably practicable extent. 

g) The issue of limited availability is a free-standing factor capable of 
amounting to an exceptional circumstance and consideration was given 
to purposes of the Green Belt, the nature and quality of the proposed 
impingement and the issue of sustainability. The Green Belt boundary 
was drawn close to the city boundary (in this case) and it would be 
difficult to undertake sustainable development beyond the outer 
boundary of the Green Belt. The issue for the Inspector was whether 
the release of some Green Belt land was justified, having regard to the 
Objective Assessment of Need. The Inspector concluded it was. If it 
was not, the Green Belt boundaries would have remained as before. 

h) It was not for the Inspector to consider a lower number this would have 
only arisen if meeting the whole OAN was not justified because 
exceptional circumstances did not exist to amount that justification. 

6.6 The implication for the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan then is that the Objective 
Assessment of Need is not by itself an exceptional circumstance. Rather it is 
having regard to the whole picture including the positive obligation to achieve 
sustainable development, what the consequences for sustainable development 
may be (including revision to the Green Belt), the acuteness of the Objectively 
Assessed Need, the constraints on supply and availability of land, the 
consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development without imposing on 
the Green Belt (i.e. the impact of not meeting that need and the harm to 
economic and social dimensions of sustainable development), the nature and 
extent of the harm to the Green Belt if boundaries are reviewed and the extent to 
which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be limited 
to the lowest reasonable extent.  

 
7 Financial Implication(s) 

7.1 There are no financial implications arising directly as a result of this report other 
than the cost of consultation material and events, which are included within the 
Local Plan budget for 2016/2017.  There will be financial implications which arise 
for the cost of the examination and in the event that the examination was 
adjourned for further work to be carried out or additional consultation needed to 
take place. 

8 Risk Management Implications 

8.1 The requirement to have prepared a Local Plan by early 2017 (when the 
Government has threatened to intervene if authorities have not submitted their 
plan by that point) makes it critical that progress is made on moving forward with 
the Local Plan to adoption at the earliest opportunity. It would be highly 
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undesirable for the Government to make growth, Green Belt and infrastructure 
decisions on behalf of the borough. 

8.2 However there is a risk of the Local Plan being found unsound if it is not justified 
by the technical evidence, if it is does not result in a deliverable strategy or if it 
does not meet the legal tests relating to its preparation which include the Duty to 
Co-operate. 

8.3 There is a risk of the Local Plan being found unsound if it does not meet the 
Objective Assessment of Need unless the Council can demonstrate the adverse 
impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
of doing so when against the policies in the National Planning Policy Framework 
either when taken as a whole or where specific policies indicate development 
should be restricted.  

8.4 There is a risk that Duty to Cooperate bodies will object if the Local Plan does not 
meet its Objective Assessment of Need. 

8.5 If the Local Plan is considered to be unsound by the Planning Inspector because 
it has not met the Objective Assessment of Need, then he/she may require that 
modifications are made to the plan with additional sites being added to the plan. 

9 Security & Terrorism Implication(s) 

9.1 There are no security and terrorism implications arising directly as a result of this 
report. 

10 Procurement Implication(s) 

10.1 There are no procurement implications arising directly as a result of this report. 

11 Climate Change Implication(s) 

11.1 The selection of a target and which housing and employment sites should come 
forward will have implications for climate change. These have been assessed in 
the site appraisals and are considered in the Sustainability Appraisal Report. 
Sites which are well located to public transport and close to services and facilities 
will have less impact on climate change than those sites which are more remote. 

12 Policy Implications 

12.1 Once adopted the Local Plan will provide the main policy framework for planning 
decisions and the preparation of Supplementary Planning Documents and 
Neighbourhood Plans in the borough.  

12.2 Policies in an emerging plan will have increasing weight the further they progress 
through the system particularly if they have not received any objections. 

 
13 Equalities and Diversity 

 
13.1 Equalities Impact Assessments have been carried out of the proposed strategic 

policies and the associated site allocation and development management 
policies contained in the draft Local Plan. None of the policies went beyond the 
screening stage because no unjustified negative impacts were identified.  

48



 
Name of author:    Sue Tiley  
Title:                       Planning Policy and Implementation Manager 
 
Appendices 

 Appendix A Proposed Submission Local Plan  
 Appendix B Policies Maps 
 Appendix C Sustainability Appraisal Report 
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 High Court Decision: 
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Delivery monitoring by plot - The Frythe, Welwyn (Site Wel007)

Plot number Status Start date Complete date Build time (months)

9 Complete - 14/15 16/05/2014 25/02/2015 9

13 Complete - 15/16 02/06/2014 12/06/2015 12

16 Complete - 15/16 25/06/2014 12/06/2015 12

17 Complete - 15/16 25/06/2014 12/06/2015 12

18 Complete - 15/16 25/06/2014 12/06/2015 12

118 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 19/06/2015 12

119 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 19/06/2015 12

120 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 19/06/2015 12

121 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 19/06/2015 12

122 Complete - 15/16 12/06/2014 22/06/2015 12

123 Complete - 15/16 12/06/2014 22/06/2015 12

124 Complete - 15/16 12/06/2014 22/06/2015 12

125 Complete - 15/16 12/06/2014 22/06/2015 12

21 Complete - 15/16 07/07/2014 22/06/2015 11

22 Complete - 15/16 07/07/2014 22/06/2015 11

12 Complete - 15/16 21/05/2014 25/06/2015 13

101 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

102 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

103 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

104 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

105 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

106 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

107 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

108 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 25/06/2015 12

109 Complete - 15/16 21/05/2014 26/06/2015 13

110 Complete - 15/16 21/05/2014 26/06/2015 13

111 Complete - 15/16 21/05/2014 26/06/2015 13

112 Complete - 15/16 21/05/2014 26/06/2015 13

14 Complete - 15/16 02/06/2014 26/06/2015 12

23 Complete - 15/16 07/07/2014 29/06/2015 11

24 Complete - 15/16 17/07/2014 29/06/2015 11

25 Complete - 15/16 14/07/2014 31/07/2015 12

26 Complete - 15/16 17/07/2014 31/07/2015 12

27 Complete - 15/16 01/08/2014 31/07/2015 11

31 Complete - 15/16 27/05/2014 28/08/2015 15

98 Complete - 15/16 27/05/2014 11/09/2015 16

99 Complete - 15/16 27/05/2014 11/09/2015 16

95 Complete - 15/16 29/05/2014 11/09/2015 16

96 Complete - 15/16 29/05/2014 11/09/2015 16

97 Complete - 15/16 29/05/2014 11/09/2015 16

19 Complete - 15/16 02/07/2014 11/09/2015 14

20 Complete - 15/16 02/07/2014 16/10/2015 15

100 Complete - 15/16 27/05/2014 20/10/2015 17

8 Complete - 15/16 13/10/2014 30/10/2015 12

6 Complete - 15/16 13/10/2014 03/11/2015 13

30 Complete - 15/16 29/07/2014 06/11/2015 16

28 Complete - 15/16 01/08/2014 06/11/2015 15

7 Complete - 15/16 13/10/2014 06/11/2015 13

92 Complete - 15/16 04/06/2014 09/11/2015 17

93 Complete - 15/16 04/06/2014 09/11/2015 17

94 Complete - 15/16 04/06/2014 09/11/2015 17

117 Complete - 15/16 06/06/2014 18/11/2015 17

113 Complete - 15/16 10/06/2014 18/11/2015 17

114 Complete - 15/16 10/06/2014 18/11/2015 17

115 Complete - 15/16 10/06/2014 18/11/2015 17

116 Complete - 15/16 10/06/2014 18/11/2015 17

143 Complete - 15/16 15/10/2014 18/12/2015 14

81 Complete - 15/16 16/06/2014 11/03/2016 21

15 Complete - 15/16 23/06/2014 23/03/2016 21

32 Complete - 16/17 14/08/2014 06/04/2016 20

80 Complete - 16/17 16/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

83 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

84 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

85 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22
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86 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

87 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

88 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

89 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

90 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

91 Complete - 16/17 18/06/2014 13/04/2016 22

3 Complete - 16/17 21/08/2014 15/04/2016 20

149 Complete - 16/17 28/10/2014 12/05/2016 19

146 Complete - 16/17 15/10/2014 20/05/2016 19

166 Complete - 16/17 22/10/2014 20/05/2016 19

167 Complete - 16/17 22/10/2014 23/05/2016 19

145 Complete - 16/17 15/10/2014 24/05/2016 19

147 Complete - 16/17 03/10/2014 25/05/2016 19

82 Complete - 16/17 16/06/2014 26/05/2016 23

29 Complete - 16/17 17/09/2014 26/05/2016 20

5 Complete - 16/17 14/08/2014 08/06/2016 22

2 Complete - 16/17 21/08/2014 08/06/2016 22

4 Complete - 16/17 21/08/2014 08/06/2016 22

1 Complete - 16/17 03/09/2014 08/06/2016 21

148 Complete - 16/17 03/10/2014 08/06/2016 20

144 Complete - 16/17 15/10/2014 08/06/2016 20

33 Complete - 16/17 27/03/2015 08/06/2016 15

34 Complete - 16/17 28/05/2015 08/06/2016 13

35 Complete - 16/17 04/06/2015 08/06/2016 12

38 Complete - 16/17 14/07/2015 10/06/2016 11

36 Complete - 16/17 03/06/2015 18/07/2016 13

37 Complete - 16/17 08/06/2015 18/07/2016 13

44 Complete - 16/17 14/07/2015 08/09/2016 14

49 Complete - 16/17 14/07/2015 20/09/2016 14

50 Complete - 16/17 29/09/2015 20/09/2016 12

46 Complete - 16/17 01/07/2015 14/10/2016 15

47 Complete - 16/17 07/07/2015 14/10/2016 15

39 Complete - 16/17 14/07/2015 14/10/2016 16

52 Complete - 16/17 11/11/2015 15/12/2016 13

53 Complete - 16/17 11/11/2015 15/12/2016 13

40 Complete - 16/17 12/06/2015 10/01/2017 19

41 Complete - 16/17 17/06/2015 10/01/2017 19

42 Complete - 16/17 25/06/2015 10/01/2017 18

43 Complete - 16/17 25/06/2015 10/01/2017 18

51 Complete - 16/17 06/11/2015 10/01/2017 14

55 Complete - 16/17 26/11/2015 12/01/2017 14

54 Complete - 16/17 26/11/2015 19/01/2017 14

177 Complete - 16/17 06/11/2015 20/01/2017 14

178 Complete - 16/17 06/11/2015 10/02/2017 15

174 Complete - 16/17 30/11/2015 10/02/2017 14

45 Complete - 16/17 01/07/2015 07/03/2017 20

48 Complete - 16/17 29/09/2015 07/03/2017 17

173 Complete - 16/17 12/10/2015 07/03/2017 17

10 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 16/05/2014

11 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 16/05/2014

150 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 29/07/2014

164 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 05/11/2014

165 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 05/11/2014

171 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 08/10/2015

172 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 08/10/2015

179 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 28/10/2015

180 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/11/2015

181 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/11/2015

182 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/11/2015

175 Complete - 17/18 30/11/2015 01/06/2017 18

176 Complete - 17/18 30/11/2015 01/06/2017 18

61 Complete - 17/18 14/12/2015 25/04/2017 17

62 Complete - 17/18 15/12/2015 16/05/2017 17

60 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 18/12/2015

57 Complete - 17/18 14/01/2016 12/04/2017 15

58 Complete - 17/18 14/01/2016 12/04/2017 15

56 Complete - 17/18 22/02/2016 18/04/2017 14
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59 Complete - 17/18 22/02/2016 20/04/2017 14

63 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 25/11/2016

64 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 25/11/2016

65 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 02/12/2016

66 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 02/12/2016

67 Complete - 17/18 07/12/2016 16/06/2017 6

68 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 07/12/2016

69 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 21/12/2016

70 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 21/12/2016

71 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

72 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

73 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

74 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

140 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

141 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

142 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 20/02/2017

75 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 01/03/2017

76 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 01/03/2017

183 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 15/03/2017

184 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 17/03/2017

185 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 17/03/2017

186 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 22/03/2017

77 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 28/03/2017

78 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 28/03/2017

79 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 30/03/2017

168 Under construction - anticipated 17/18 30/03/2017

126 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

127 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

128 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

129 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

130 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

131 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

132 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

133 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

134 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

135 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

136 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

137 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

138 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

139 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

151 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

152 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

153 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

154 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

155 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

156 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

157 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

158 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

159 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

160 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

161 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

162 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

163 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

169 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

170 Awaiting start - anticipated 18/19

187 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

188 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

189 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

190 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

191 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

192 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

193 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

194 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017

195 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017 Additional plot?

196 Under construction - anticipated 18/19 27/04/2017 Additional plot?

Average build time (months) 15.60
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Completion rates – Redevelopment of Hatfield Aerodrome 

Phase Delivery rates – number of dwellings per annum Average 
per annum 

Totals 
2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10 2010/11 2011/12 

Phase 1  27 106 122 24 4      56.6dpa 283 

Phase 2  36 65 23  65 55     40.7dpa 244 

Phase 3     5 52 37     31.3dpa 94 

Phase 4    51 116 70 8 5  23 141 51.8dpa 414 

District Centre     140 60  2671    116.8dpa 467 

Garden Village 37 131 57 25 68 9      54.5dpa 327 

Other  1 3202  33 5      N/A3 359 

Totals 37 195 548 221 386 265 100 272 0 23 141 198.9dpa 2,188 

 

1In addition to 119 care home bedrooms in Use Class C2 

2All dwelling equivalents from student accommodation in Use Class C1 

3Not applicable due to the sporadic and unrelated nature of these other components of delivery 
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Sites proposed for allocation in the Local Plan 
Primary factor informing the delivery timing estimate given in the Local Plan Housing Trajectory (Figure 
17, p225) based on an assessment of constraints set out in the 2016 HELAA. 

 
 

LP Ref HELAA Ref Dwellings Primary factor in delivery timing estimate  
SDS1 WGC4 650 Infrastructure constraint (Various, addressed through Masterplanning) 

SDS2 WGC5 1,200 Infrastructure constraint (Various, addressed through Masterplanning) 

SDS3 Pea02b 850 None – planning application already submitted 

SDS4 Pea02c 171 Site owner representation 

SDS5 Hat1 1,650 Infrastructure constraint (Various, addressed through Masterplanning) 

SDS6 Hat15 1,130 Infrastructure constraint (Various, addressed through Masterplanning) 

SDS7 WeG4b 80 Infrastructure constraint (Various, addressed through Masterplanning) 

MUS1 Han40 100 Legal constraint 

MUS2 HC100b 66 None – planning application already submitted 

MUS3 HW100 87 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS1 Pan01b 28 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS2 WGC1 290 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS3 Pea08 32 Site owner representation 

HS4 Hal03 110 Site owner representation 

HS5 Hol19 17 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS6 Han91 250 Legal constraint 

HS7 Hal02 20 Legal constraint 

HS8 Pea24 22 Site owner representation 

HS9 HE80 61 None – planning application already submitted 

HS10 HS31 14 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS11 Hat11 120 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS13 HS91 37 Site owner representation 

HS14 HE23 62 Site owner representation 

HS15 WGr1 150 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS16 OMH8 5 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS17 OMH5 20 Legal constraint 

HS18 Wel11 30 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS19 Wel4 30 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS20 Wel3 7 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS21 BrP13 14 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS22 BrP4 250 Infrastructure constraint (Delivery of new footbridge) 

HS23 BrP14 10 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS24 BrP7 35 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS25 LHe1 100 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS26 No02 8 None – planning application anticipated shortly after adoption 

HS27 Cuf1 30 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS28  Cuf6 108 None –planning application already submitted 

HS29 Cuf12 73 Infrastructure constraint (Waste water) 

HS30 Cuf7 75 Site owner representation 

HS31 No10 5 Site owner representation 

HS32 GTLAA04 6 None – planning application already submitted 

HS33 GTLAA08 4 Site owner representation 

HS34 GTLAA09 10 Site owner representation 

HS35 GTLAA01 12 None – planning application already submitted 
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From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy 
Sent: 16 December 2015 09:54 
To: Carol Hyland 
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones 
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
 
Hi Carol, 
 
Further to your queries last week I have received the following clarification. 
 
In relation to HAT19 Thames Waters comments on this site are as follows: 
 
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater 
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this 
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity 
constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage 
strategy informing what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the 
time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request 
an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are 
implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate the 
time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take 
around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver. 
 
In relation to the other comments regarding sites I have set out comments on the reasons for the 
differing responses below. I would highlight that the position would need to be reviewed once 
potential sites for inclusion in the Local Plan have been refined. While it may be anticipated that 
flows from individual sites can be accommodated if multiple or all sites in one catchment were to 
come forward it’s likely significant upgrades would be required. 
 
 
Query: Brookmans Park: Sites BrP13 (on the new spreadsheet) and BrP14 (comments previously 
received in March) are adjoining sites (albeit separated by a narrow road). For BrP13 there are no 
concerns but for BrP14, concerns were previously raised (see comments from March below). They 
are both small sites so not entirely clear why one site would raise concerns and another not. The 
new spreadsheet doesn’t state which STW these sites would be served by but I would have thought 
that BrP13 and 14 would be served by the same STW – Maple Lodge? 
 
Response 
Both sites drain eventually to Maple Lodge STW however, they drain via different network 
catchments which is why the responses differ. 
BrP13 is located on the west side of the road and there are three potential connection points. 
Thames Water have assumed connection at the closest point which for the scale of development 
proposed provides adequate capacity at this time. 
BrP14 Is located on the east side. It drains via a different catchment and the assumed point of 
connection does have some capacity concerns which will need to be further understood. 
 
 
Query Looking at Brookmans Park as a whole, we seem to have BrP1, BrP2 and BrP14 with concerns 
(plus BrP7 – which is technically on the edge of Little Heath) and then BrP4, 6, 9, 19, 12 and 13 with 
no concerns. Can you explain why this is the case, especially as some of those sites with no concerns 
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have a potentially large dwelling capacity (e.g. BrP4 – 400 dwellings and no concerns but … BrP14 – 
15 dwellings – concerns). 
 
BrP1 & BrP2 - The network in the vicinity of these sites is of small diameter hence Thames Water do 
have concerns about the capacity to serve these proposed developments. 
 
BrP7 – There are small diameter sewers and this is a large development so Thames Water have 
concerns about the capacity of the existing sewers to serve this development. 
 
BrP4, BrP6 & BrP9 – Thames Water made an initial assessment for 300 homes. Having reassessed we 
don’t have concerns if only one of these sites were to come forward as there are large sewers in the 
vicinity. However, if all the sites were to be delivered the proposals would need to be looked at it 
holistically and determine what would be required to serve the proposed numbers. 
 
BrP12 & BrP13 - It is anticipated that the proposed scale of development at each site could be served 
via the existing network. 
 
Query Hatfield: Similarly with Hatfield, why would Hat3 have concerns but Hat4 and Hat5 not (all in 
new spreadsheet)? 
 
43394 
 
BrP14 East of Golf Club Road 
 
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater 
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this 
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity 
constraint and no improvements are programmed by Thames Water, the Local Planning Authority 
should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is 
required, where, when and how it will be funded. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning 
condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of 
the development. 
It is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For 
example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver. 
 
Maple Lodge 
 
 
 
Hat3 -  The closest point of connection is currently a small diameter sewer which is unlikely to be 
able to accommodate the flow from the proposed development. 
 
HaT4 & HaT5 -  The sites could probably connect to larger sewers which are more likely to be able to 
accommodate anticipated flow. 
 
Kind regards, 
Chris 
 
Chris Colloff 
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Associate 
Planning 
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW 
 
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502 
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428 
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com> 
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/> 
 
P  Before printing, think about the environment 
 
[cid:image003.jpg@01D137E6.5D7E7770] 
 

 
 
From: Carol Hyland [mailto:C.Hyland@welhat.gov.uk] 
Sent: 11 December 2015 10:15 
To: Thames Water Planning Policy; Chris Colloff 
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones 
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
 
Hi Chris, 
 
Whilst you’re looking collectively at the Hatfield sites, can you throw Hat19 into the pot please. 
The promoter has asked us to consider a subdivision of the original Hat3 site with a smaller parcel – 
now shown as Hat19 on the map below. 
Hat19 currently has an estimated capacity of 50 dwellings – any concerns (given its adjoining Hat3 
where concerns have been raised)? 
 
Many Thanks 
 
Carol 
 
 
[cid:image004.jpg@01D137E6.5D7E7770] 
 
Carol Hyland MRTPI 
 
Principal Planner - Policy 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, 
The Campus 
Welwyn Garden City 
Herts. AL8 6AE 
 
Telephone: 01707 357548 
 
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk> 
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From: Carol Hyland 
Sent: 11 December 2015 09:45 
To: 'Thames Water Planning Policy' 
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Katherine Jones 
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
Importance: High 
 
Hi Chris, 
 
Thank you so much – really appreciated. 
 
On a quick look – just spotted something which seems to be a bit odd though. Sorry. 
 
Brookmans Park: Sites BrP13 (on the new spreadsheet) and BrP14 (comments previously received in 
March) are adjoining sites (albeit separated by a narrow road). For BrP13 there are no concerns but 
for BrP14, concerns were previously raised (see comments from March below). They are both small 
sites so not entirely clear why one site would raise concerns and another not. The new spreadsheet 
doesn’t state which STW these sites would be served by but I would have thought that BrP13 and 14 
would be served by the same STW – Maple Lodge? 
 
Looking at Brookmans Park as a whole, we seem to have BrP1, BrP2 and BrP14 with concerns (plus 
BrP7 – which is technically on the edge of Little Heath) and then BrP4, 6, 9, 19, 12 and 13 with no 
concerns. Can you explain why this is the case, especially as some of those sites with no concerns 
have a potentially large dwelling capacity (e.g. BrP4 – 400 dwellings and no concerns but … BrP14 – 
15 dwellings – concerns). 
 
Hatfield: Similarly with Hatfield, why would Hat3 have concerns but Hat4 and Hat5 not (all in new 
spreadsheet)? 
 
43394 
 
BrP14 East of Golf Club Road 
 
We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater 
network capacity in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this 
development. Upgrades to the existing drainage infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure 
sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity 
constraint and no improvements are programmed by Thames Water, the Local Planning Authority 
should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what infrastructure is 
required, where, when and how it will be funded. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning 
condition to ensure the recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of 
the development. 
It is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For 
example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years to design and deliver. 
 
Maple Lodge 
 
 
Many Thanks, 
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Carol Hyland MRTPI 
 
Principal Planner - Policy 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, 
The Campus 
Welwyn Garden City 
Herts. AL8 6AE 
 
Telephone: 01707 357548 
 
Email: c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk<mailto:c.hyland@welhat.gov.uk> 
 

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

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

 
 
From: Chris Colloff [mailto:CColloff@savills.com] On Behalf Of Thames Water Planning Policy 
Sent: 03 December 2015 17:08 
To: Carol Hyland 
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; 'Devcon Team'; Rob Webster; Katherine Jones 
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
 
Carol, 
 
Further to our conversation I made an error transposing the comments from Thames into your 
tables and there are comments for all bar 3 of the urban sites. I have also updated the Greenfield 
sites with comments on Hat11 and WeG8 which were missed of previously. 
 
The outstanding sites are all now in line to be assessed and we will look to provide feedback as soon 
as we can. 
 
Kind regards, 
Chris 
 
Chris Colloff 
Associate 
Planning 
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading RG1 8BW 
 
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 502 
Mobile:+44 (0) 7807 999 428 
Email:Ccolloff@savills.com<mailto:Ccolloff@savills.com> 
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/> 
 
P  Before printing, think about the environment 
 

60



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

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

 
 
From: Thames Water Planning Policy [mailto:ThamesWaterPlanningPolicy@savills.com] 
Sent: 02 December 2015 16:08 
To: Carol Hyland 
Cc: 'Nicky Mchugh'; Devcon Team; Chris Colloff 
Subject: RE: Attn: Mark Matthews - Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
 
Hi Carol, 
 
We agreed with you to get the further site comments, sent through by Rob Webster, back to you by 
the w/c 7th December 2015. 
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Is this timeframe still suitable for you? 
 
Many thanks, 
 
Katherine Jones 
Planning Administrator 
Planning 
Savills, Ground Floor,Hawker House, 5-6 Napier Court, Napier Road, Reading, RG1 8BW 
 
 
Tel:+44 (0) 1189 520 509 
Email:KJones@savills.com<mailto:KJones@savills.com> 
Website:www.savills.co.uk<http://www.savills.co.uk/> 
 
P  Before printing, think about the environment 
 

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

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

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

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

Reference
Site Address Settlement Capacity LPC status Thames Water -  Comments

BrP1 Upper Bell Lane Farm 
Bell Bar/Bell Lane Brookmans Park 100 FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

BrP2 Land to N.E Great North 
Road Brookmans Park 55 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

BrP4 Land west of Brookmans 
Park Brookmans Park 300 FB On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

BrP6 Land east of Royal 
Veterinary College Brookmans Park 170 FB On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

BrP9 Friday Grove Farm Brookmans Park 190 LF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

BrP10 Raybrook Farm Brookmans Park 120 LF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

BrP12 Peplins Wood, 
Brookmans Park Brookmans Park 70/(40) FB On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

BrP13 West of Golf Club Road, 
Brookmans Park Brookmans Park 30 LF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.
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Cuf5 Land at Northaw Road 
East Cuffley 590 LF

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Cuf7 Wells Farm Cuffley 90 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Dig1 Land behind 2 New Road Digswell 130 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Dig4 Digswell Road/Bessemer 
Road Digswell 20 LF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

Hat3 Land west of Hatfield Hatfield 120/140 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Hat4 West of J3 (A1M) Hatfield 70 FB On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

Hat5 West of J3 (A1M) Hatfield 100 FB On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.
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Hat11 South of Southway Hatfield 400 LF

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

GTLAA04 Four Oaks Oaklands and 
Mardley Heath 6 MF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

GTLAA01 Foxes Lane Welham Green 12 MF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

GTLAA03 Marshmoor Lane Welham Green 1 MF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

Wel 1 Land at Kimpton Road, 
Welwyn Village Welwyn 220 FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.
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Wel 2 Land to east of Welwyn 
Cemetery Welwyn 70 FB

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

WGC3 Site at the Holdings, Cole 
Green Lane Welwyn Garden City 70 LF On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

WGC6
East of Digswell Hill, 

West of Welwyn Garden 
City

Welwyn Garden City 160 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

WGr3
Land adjacent to 52 

London Road, Woolmer 
Green

Woolmer Green 50 LF

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Newly promoted sites

SHLAA2 

Reference Site Address Settlement Capacity LPC Status
Thames Water -  Comments
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Cuf3 (plus land 
in Broxbourne) South side Cuffley Hill Cuffley 205 New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Hat15 Symonshyde village Hatfield 1410 New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater treatment capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Infrastructure upgrades are likely to be 
required to ensure sufficient treatment capacity is available to serve this development. Thames Water would welcome the 

opportunity to work closely with the Local Planning Authority and the developer to better understand and effectively plan for the 
sewage treatment infrastructure needs required to serve this development. It is important not to under estimate the time required 
to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: Sewage Treatment Works upgrades can take 18 months to 3 years to design 

and build. At the time planning permission is sought for development at this site we are also highly likely to request an 
appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. We 

have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in 
this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

We request further information with regards to the phasing of this development and other potential development in the area. In 
particular, earlier Local Plan inclusions such as HAT1/13, HAT2 and HW12 (January 2015 Consultation). It is possible that an 
upgrade may be required at the STW, at some stage, depending on the phasing and scale of the developments. In relation to 
this site, discussions with the developer would also be necessary to agree which sewage treatment works it would drain to.  At 

present, it may be preferable for the site to drain / pump to Mill Green STW, rather than Maple Lodge STW.
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BrP7 extended Hawkshead Road Little Heath 55 New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

WeG8 New Barnfield Welham Green 66 New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

WeG11 Marshmoor Lane Welham Green 20 New site On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

WeG12 Pooleys Lane Welham Green 65 New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

WeG13 The Rookery Café Welham Green 10 New site On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 
relation to this site.

WeG14 1-2 Railway Cottages, 
Marshmoor Lane Welham Green 4 New site On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.
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WeG15 Potterells Farm Welham Green 175 New site

We have concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network capacity in this 
area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Upgrades to the existing drainage 

infrastructure are likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is 
a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Wel14 Linces Farm Welwyn 120 New site

We have significant concerns regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, the wastewater network 
capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this development. Significant drainage 

infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a 
capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority should require the developer to provide a detailed drainage strategy informing 

what infrastructure is required, where, when and how it will be delivered. At the time planning permission is sought for 
development at this site we are also highly likely to request an appropriately worded planning condition to ensure the 

recommendations of the strategy are implemented ahead of occupation of the development. It is important not to under estimate 
the time required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades can take around 18 months to 3 years 

to design and deliver.

Wel15 Fulling Mill Lane Welwyn 60 New site

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

Wel16 School Lane Welwyn 315 New site

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

WGC9 Warrengate Farm, 
Bericot Green Welwyn Garden City 70 New site On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding wastewater infrastructure capability in 

relation to this site.

73



74



HC95 Morgan Smith Electronics, 126 Great North Road Hatfield 17 2015 new sites

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

HE80 Onslow St Audreys School Hatfield 71 2015 new sites

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

Where development is being proposed within 15m of a pumping station, the developer or local 
authority should liaise with Thames Water to consider whether an odour and / or noise and / or 
vibration impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and potential planning 
application submission. Any impact assessment would determine whether the proposed 
development would result in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers 
would be located in close proximity to a pumping station.

HE98 Citroen Garage, Great North Road Hatfield 53 2015 new sites

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

HS91 Land rear of Filbert Close (Former Hazelgrove School) Hatfield 48 2015 new sites On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site.

WG90 Unit 3 Travellers Close Welham Green 23 2015 new sites On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site

Han91 Land at Gosling Sports Club Welwyn Garden City 250 2015 new sites

We have significant concerns regar ing Wastewater Serv        
the wastewater network capacity in this area is highly unlikely to be able to support the demand 
anticipated from this development. Significant drainage infrastructure is likely to be required to 
ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development. Where there is a capacity 

How92 Woodside Centre, The Commons Welwyn Garden City 29 2015 new sites On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site.

Pea96 Former Argos Site, Bessemer Road Welwyn Garden City 265 2015 new sites On the information available to date we do not envisage infrastructure concerns regarding 
wastewater infrastructure capability in relation to this site.
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1.1 This document is prepared in relation to Site BrP4 in Brookmans Park which is identified by Welwyn and Hatfield 

Borough Council in the Local Plan consultation document (January 2015) as a potential development site requiring 

further consideration through the Local Plan preparation process.  

1.2 As set out in the AECOM / Terence O Rourke consultation response prepared on behalf of the Royal Veterinary College 

(March 2015), we consider that Site BrP4 has significant potential to make a contribution to the borough’s housing 

needs.  The site is well located for integration, provides opportunities for social infrastructure provision and would give 

future residents good access Brookmans Park to support the local shops and services. 

1.3 This document should be read in conjunction with the March 2015 consultation response where full details of the site 

and associated preliminary assessment of technical issues and design approach to delivering a high quality residential-

led development are set out. 

1.4 Since the consultation response, AECOM has undertaken additional work in relation to the feasibility of potential 

improvements to the site’s accessibility, particularly for pedestrians and cyclists over the railway. The additional work 

undertaken has included consultation with Hertfordshire County Council as the highway authority, consultation with 

Network Rail and technical input from AECOM’s specialist transportation team and bridge engineers. 

  

1 Introduction 
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2.1 It is acknowledged that development of Site BrP4 would lead to increased pedestrian and cycle movements between the 

site and the centre of the Brookmans Park. The demand would increase if a primary school were provided on Site BrP4 

as part of the residential-led development. Currently these movements would have to be accommodated by the Station 

Road Bridge or the existing pedestrian bridge immediately to the south of the Station Road.   

2.2 The existing bridge has no footway on the south side of the road and a narrow footway on the north side and is not 

considered optimal to accommodate any significant increase pedestrian or cycle flow. The existing pedestrian bridge, to 

the south of the road bridge, which is owned by the County Council, is unsuitable for cyclists. 

2.3 Images of the bridge are provided at Appendix 1. 

2.4 Therefore a number of options have been considered to improve pedestrian and cycle connections between BrP4 and 

the village centre, these include: 

• Widening the existing Station Road bridge 

• Providing a new pedestrian/cycle bridge immediately to the north of the existing bridge 

• Providing a replacement pedestrian/cycle bridge immediately to the south of the existing bridge 

• A new pedestrian/cycle bridge located away from the existing bridge, possibly south of the station 

Widening the existing bridge 

2.5 The structure of the existing bridge does not appear to lend itself to widening.  In addition widening the existing bridge is 

likely to have an impact on the operation of the railway. 

Providing a new/replacement pedestrian/cycle bridge 

2.6 Providing a new/replacement bridge is likely to be the least disruptive to the rail operations.  Given that the bridge will 

only have to carry pedestrians and cyclists it should be possible to bridge the railway tracks with a single span.  Bridge 

abutments could be constructed clear of the operational rail land and a prefabricated bridge deck craned into place 

during a rail closure.  This could be timed to coincide with regular maintenance closures. 

2.7 A pedestrian bridge located away from the existing road bridge would offer little benefit.  It is likely that it would require 

third party land, would not satisfy the main desire lines from BrP4 or the movement to the station. 

2.8 A new bridge to the north of the existing road bridge would lead pedestrians and cyclists to the wrong side of Station 

Road at the western end, requiring them to cross the road to reach the station of BrP4. 

2.9 The preferred option would be a replacement pedestrian/cycle bridge immediately to the south of the road bridge, 

replacing the existing narrow private footbridge that currently exists.  This bridge structure would need to be adopted by 

the highway authority to guarantee the public right of way between BrP4 and the village. 

  

2 Approach to Bridge 

Improvement 
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3.1 This section provides a summary of the initial consultation undertaken with Network Rail and Hertfordshire County 

Council. 

Network Rail Consultation 

3.2 Network Rail has been contacted in respect of the potential upgrade / replacement of the existing bridge.  A copy of the 

Network Rail land ownership plan is provided at Appendix 2. 

3.3 Network Rail has confirmed that it has no objection in principle to improvements to Station Road Bridge and/ or the 

footbridge subject to further consideration of details. 

3.4 It has been confirmed that the footbridge is owned by the County Council but the land is owned by Network Rail. 

Accordingly there is an existing Easement Agreement in relation to crossing Network Rail Land. It is likely the Easement 

Agreement will need to be superseded to reflect any changes to the bridge. 

3.5 Network Rail has advised that there is a Bridge Agreement between Network Rail and HCC in relation to design, 

construction, ownership and maintenance and renewal of the bridge. This may also need to be renewed in association 

with the construction of the new bridge. 

3.6 Network Rail has advised on other technical issues associated which will need to be taken into account including 

requirements for working above and beside the railway. These are considered further in the next section.  

Hertfordshire County Council 

3.7 Preliminary discussions have been held with Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) in respect of the prosed access 

improvements. HCC considers the existing access over the railway to be inadequate and that an improvement for 

pedestrians and cyclists is needed to support development of BrP4.  A segregated cycle route is likely to be needed due 

to the existing highway constraints. 

3.8 HCC is generally supportive of the replacement, adoption and maintenance of the bridge but noting that commuted sum 

payments from the developer will be required. Previously scrapping the pedestrian bridge and widening the road bridge 

was considered but proved to be too expensive.  

3.9 There is a 1963 agreement between HCC and the British Railways Board for construction, maintenance of the bridge, 

access to the footpath and use of the bridge for pedestrians. 

3.10 The bridge is considered part of the highway and it can be replaced like for like under the existing provisions of the 

bridge agreement, but upgrade as suggested would require a new bridge agreement.  The bridge agreement would likely 

need to be bi-partite between the developer and Network Rail or tri-partite between the developer, HCC and Network 

Rail. A new bridge will need to be adopted by HCC or NR.   

3.11 A copy of the highways plan is provided at Appendix 3. 

  

3 Consultation Details 

82



 
4.1 This section provides initial details of the cost and construction implications of providing a replacement pedestrian and 

cycle bridge in line with the preferred approach. 

4.2 From a technical perspective, a single span structure spanning 4 railway tracks (approx. span of 20m) is well within the 

capacity of standard footbridge designs. Ground conditions are unknown, but the presence of both road and foot bridges 

at this location suggest that a sensible foundation arrangement can be achieved. 

4.3 Given the constraints on construction in the railway environment, a prefabricated steel bridge, supported on steel 

columns with reinforced concrete foundations would be the recommended form of bridge. Either a truss or through girder 

construction would be appropriate. Whatever form is adopted, the inside of the railway span will need to be smooth and 

without any perforations to meet Network Rail’s requirements. 

4.4 Assuming that a new pedestrian / cycle bridge installed in line with the preferred option AECOM considers that there are 

two potential approaches to the siting of the bridge and its abutments: 

• New bridge installed parallel to the existing with ramps at an angle (on plan) to link back to the existing footpath. This 

would offer minimal disruption to the existing crossing until it is closed. 

 

• Install the new bridge on the line of the existing. New foundations would have to be constructed behind the existing and 

a short-term closure of the existing bridge would probably be required to allow preparation for demolition.  

Cost Implications 

4.5 Whilst it is not considered appropriate at this preliminary stage to undertake a detailed financial modelling exercise for 

the potential development at Site BrP4, it is clear that a single span pre-fabricated bridge of the type indicated above is 

unlikely to be a prohibitive cost for a development of the scale envisaged and within the normal parameters of supporting 

infrastructure works typically required to facilitate new residential developments of this type.  

4.6 Liaison with Network Rail to obtain approvals and railway possession costs for installation will increase the cost of the 

bridge over and above that for a “green field” site. However, fees/costs should be valued in tens of thousands rather than 

hundreds of thousands of pounds. This view is supported by positive initial consultation undertaken with Network Rail as 

summarised above. 

4.7 There will be an increase in cost due to the difficulty of access, the need for piecemeal working, etc. However, again this 

is not expected to incur significant or prohibitive costs. 

4.8 Accordingly the provision of supporting infrastructure of this type would not be considered an exceptional cost to the 

development of BrP4. 

Construction Considerations 

4.9 Construction of new bridge foundations could probably be achieved during normal working hours with suitable measures 

taken to separate the worksite from the railway.  

4.10 Possession and isolation of all 4 railway lines will be required for the removal of the existing span and the erection of the 

new superstructure. Rules of the Route possessions for the East Coast Mainline (ECM1) will be short (typically a 

maximum of 4 hrs on a Sat night). This will make installation in 1 possession difficult, so two weekend possessions could 

be required.  An alternative strategy would be to target one of the major network closures (Christmas or Easter) where 

longer possession duration could be negotiated. 

4.11 The location of the crane for lifting bridges in/out will need to be considered as logistics are further resolved and options 

will include the car park off Station Close or the need for any temporary road closures to coincide with works that are 

likely to be at night or on public holidays. 

  

4 Technical & Cost Considerations 
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5.1 The additional investigations undertaken in relation to potential accessibility improvements for Site BrP4 indicate that the 

preferred approach is likely to be the replacement of the existing County Council footbridge with a single span pedestrian 

/ cycle bridge to the south of the road bridge.  

5.2 Consultation with Network Rail and the County Council has indicated that there is no in principle objection from either 

party and that there is the potential to enter into a new bridge agreement to facilitate the proposal. There are detailed 

technical design and legal matters for further consideration in due course, particularly in connection with a new bridge 

agreement, as there would be on any development proposal and it is not appropriate to reach a formal agreement at this 

stage. 

5.3 From a technical perspective preliminary information from AECOM’s bridge and transportation experts indicates that the 

costs associated with the construction of the bridge are unlikely to be prohibitive to the development. The method for 

installing the bridge will need further consideration but it is clear at this stage that there is a potential approach making 

use of the weekend railway line closure or a closure over a public holiday.  

5.4 In conclusion therefore we consider that the access improvements between the existing village centre and Site BrP4 are 

likely to be feasible and this issue should not therefore be prohibitive to the release of the current Green Belt designation 

and allocation of the site for development in the Local Plan.

5 Summary and Conclusion 
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Appendix 1 - Images 
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Aerial Context 

 

 
Bridge Aerial 

 

 
Bridge eastern approach 1 
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Bridge eastern approach 2 

 
Bridge north-western approach 1 

 

 
Bridge north-western approach 2 
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Appendix 2 – Network Rail Plan 
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Appendix 3 – Hertfordshire County Council Plan 
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Meeting Title: BRP4 - RVC  

Project: RVC  Job No/Ref: 60335081 

Location: County Hall   Date held: 19/10/2015 

  Time: 10.00 – 11.00 

Attendees: 
 

James Dale : HCC 
Alan Story : HCC 
Richard Dunn : HCC 
Ian Humphreys: RVC 
Paul Comerford: AECOM 
 
 
 
No. Item Action 

 Introductions  
 

 PC noted that Carol Hyland could not be present but agreed to be 

circulated with notes of the meeting. 
 
Pedestrian Bridge  

 
1. JD introduced the context of previous discussions in relation to 

potential improvements to the current pedestrian bridge.    

2. JD noted that a new bridge would need to be 4M to accommodate 

pedestrians and cyclists. 

3. RD noted that a 1.8m high barrier would be likely to be required to 

the bridge.  The fact that the bridge was independent of the roadway 

would make replacement relatively straightforward but details need 

to fully addressed at a later stage.  

4. AS noted the obligations that already exist for the bridge in the 

existing agreement.  PC noted that Network Rail had been contacted 

and provided initial advice regarding the option of amending this 

agreement or entering into a new agreement.  JD noted that Network 

Rail are likely to want the County to be party to the bridge agreement. 

5. RD noted that standard route would be Section 38 Agreement 

whereby the developer builds bridge and County adopts it, but in this 

case Network Rail may seek the tri-partite agreement route.  RD 

noted that as this is not a highway bridge Network Rail could take a 

more relaxed view. 

6. RD noted that construction methodologies for replacement would 

need to be carefully specified but that rail possessions could also 

occur outside of the periods of Easter and Christmas when 

possessions occur in specified windows. 
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7. JD questioned this infrastructure provision linked to the provision of 

the number units on the site in terms of overall scheme viability. 

8. JD noted that legal costs would need to be borne by the developer 

too.  

9. All agreed on the objective to improve the bridge and the need for 

this. 

10. PC to provide RD with details of the contact at Network Rail.      

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
PC 
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