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0.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE OF THE REVIEW 

0.1 The review was undertaken in the context that the submitted plan was limited to the 

extent that it could meet its objectively assessed housing needs due to the potential 

impact on the green belt 

0.2 The difference in terms of unmet need is the difference between the submitted plan 

allocations which provide some 12,000 dwellings and the revised OAN Green Belt Study 

2018 which is predicated on the Inspector’s indication that there is a need for at least 

16,000 new dwellings in the period extended by one year, to 2033.  

0.3 While SPRU differ in terms of what we consider to be the appropriate housing 

requirement for the purposes of this consideration it is accepted to be at least 16,000 

new dwellings 

  



 Response to Welwyn and Hatfield 
Green Belt Study Stage 3 

Bayard Developments Ltd & Wattsdown Developments Ltd 
 

 
 

 

17.09.18 H5057-1PS.RGB.MM.GB.Review.Final 

5 
 

1.0 HEADLINE FINDINGS OF THE GREEN BELT STUDY STAGE 3 

 There are two findings that are immediately obvious from the green belt review; first of 

which is that there is a substantial proportion of land within the district which has not 

been identified as essential to the function of the green belt.  This is contrary to the 

Council’s earlier verbal submissions to the Examination.  This is not to suggest that 

further release will not cause harm, but even at this level this will need to be balanced 

against the harm caused by not meeting the Objectively Assessed Housing Need. 

 The second point is that the Council’s site selection process was not dictated by the 

potential harm to the green belt as a number of sites have been allocated in the Plan 

that cause Moderate/High harm (as assessed by this Green Belt Study 2018) in 

preference to those sites which cause less harm. But the Green Belt Study 2018 

highlights (paragraph 3.84 page 32) that sites with lower ratings may not be appropriate 

for development i.e. they may not be in a sustainable location or they may result in a 

poorly defined green belt boundary. 

 Taking account of the fact that the Council consider that there are exceptional 

circumstances that justify releasing sites which cause Moderate/High harm to the green 

belt function this suggests that the pool of potential sites which have this function 

amounts to some 1,015.2 ha (paragraph 10.13). 

 Therefore, there are a substantial number of sites whose impact on the green belt is 

either similar or less than that of the allocated sites. As the Council are prepared to 

accept that this level of harm can be justified against the need to meet the housing 

requirement then the potential supply of additional sites to meet the 16,000 dwelling 

requirement is substantially higher than that suggested by the Council. As paragraph 

3.84 suggests, there are other reasons why sites causing a lower level of harm may not 

have been allocated. These sites total some 447.5 hectares (paragraph 10.13).  

 While it may be that these sites sites causing similar or lower harm to the green belt 

have been excluded for specific reasons apart from green belt impact, this assessment 

needs to be clearly documented in the SA (as the sites are reasonable alternatives) 

and, more importantly, any changes to circumstances will need to be taken into account. 

 Finally, while we accept that the Green Belt Study 2018 by its nature has to make a 
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professional judgement on both the harm caused to individual elements of the green 

belt purpose the judgement has to be applied again in reaching a conclusion on overall 

harm. This process is, at times, not clear and the final results can appear less than 

robust. The reasons for this are set in our critique of the assessment as follows, which 

uses some of the omitted sites as examples to demonstrate the points we are making. 

 Site 3b (WGr3) has been judged only to have a moderate impact (providing the trees 

are retained which aligns with our client’s proposals) so it is important that the Council 

reconsider their reasons for rejecting this site. In order to assist this process our client 

has undertaken further investigations concerning the potential impacts that would arise 

from the development of the site in order to demonstrate that the site is unconstrained 

and may be easily developed.  This information has been submitted to the Council (see 

Appendix 1 for letter and two appendices, dated 30th May 2018). In particular this covers 

issues of highways and drainage which were of concern to the Council previously. Given 

the need to explore the potential for further green belt release to meet the identified 

need the Council should now reconsider the potential of this lower scoring site in light 

of both the results of the Green Belt Study 2018 that suggest the potential harm to the 

green belt is less than those sites already selected, and the updated technical 

information as submitted which addresses matters of the deliverability of the site. 

 Similarly, sites Wel1, Wel2, and Wel15, which according to the results of our client’s 

own assessment have a similar impact on the green belt as some of the sites selected 

for release, have also been subject to further technical up dates in order to reaffirm the 

deliverability of the site (see Appendix 2 for letter and four appendices dated 25th May 

2018 as submitted to the Council). This technical review covers issues of highways, 

drainage, heritage, schools and community and demonstrates that the sites individually 

or collectively are free of constraints that would inhibit their ability to deliver the level of 

proposed development. Given the need to explore the potential for further green belt 

release to meet the identified need the Council should again reappraise the potential of 

this similar scoring site in light of both the results of this Green Belt Study 2018 that 

suggest the harm to the green belt is less than those sites already selected and the 

information which has been submitted pursuant to earlier conclusions that the site 

formed a reasonable alternative in the context of the Sustainability Appraisal. 
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2.0 CRITIQUE OF THE ASSESSMENT 

2.1 We are content that the overall results of the Green Belt Review highlight that there is 

potentially a much larger source of sites whose impact on the green belt will be either 

similar or less than those sites currently considered for release.  There are nevertheless 

some concerns with regard to the methodology and application of professional 

judgement within the Green Belt Study 2018 that gives us cause for concern.  There are 

matters concerning the incorporation of local green belt factors that are not transparent 

and appear to lead to the double counting of harm and the failure to consider size as a 

factor of harm in terms of impact on encroachment and regeneration. 

a) The Five Purposes of the Green Belt and the Inclusion of the Local Purpose 
of the Green Belt 

2.2 There is no national policy or guidance to support the assessment of green belt sites in 

the context of local purposes which fall outside of the stated purposes of the green belt 

in the NPPF. 

2.3 Purpose 1 is to prevent the the sprawl of large urban areas. Both the term ‘sprawl’ and 

its reference to large urban areas provides a context for this purpose in that it relates to 

substantive expansion of large settlements and indeed this is how LUC approach these 

criteria as set out in paragraph 3.20. 

2.4 Purpose 2 is to prevent towns merging with neighbouring towns, while purpose 3 is to 

safeguard the countryside from encroachment. 

2.5 The issue is that all of these functions of the green belt can be served by the same 

characteristics of a particular piece of land. The methodology attempts to assess each 

of the functions separately and then combines these individual assessments against 

each purpose of the green belt into a final score. The issue however is that the 

methodology introduces a sixth element of assessment “the local purpose of the green 

belt” into the assessment of the sites. This “local purpose” however replicates the 

national purpose 3 (preventing encroachment into the countryside) and so sites that 

score poorly on this function are again scored poorly on the local function, effectively 

double counting the negative impact. 

2.6 The basis of the “Local Purpose” is set out in paragraphs 3.51 to 3.53 of the Study. The 
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Study correctly brings to one’s attention that the Inspector has already commented upon 

the approach of introducing the local purpose for the green belt and commented that as 

this is not a one of the five national purposes of the green belt it should not be given the 

same weight. The sites are nevertheless assessed against these criteria and there is 

no indication that it is being given less weight in the final assessment of impact, as set 

out in Table 7.1 of the Study. 

2.7 For example, it seems that in terms of encroachment into the green belt site P7a (WEL1, 

WEL2, WEL15 for 300 dwellings) at Welwyn as proposed for release by my clients has 

been assessed as making a “significant contribution” to the green belt. It is also 

considered to have a “partial contribution” to the local purpose of the Green Belt. This 

compares to P41 the allocation north of Hatfield which is judged to have a similar impact 

on terms of encroachment and urban regeneration i.e. “significant contribution”, but also 

a significant contribution in terms of the national purpose 2 of the green belt -  the 

separation of towns. In the final analysis however both P7a and P41 are judged to have 

the same impact – Moderate/High.   

2.8 This analysis of these two locations suggests that a “partial contribution” to the local 

green belt purpose as found in P7a at Welwyn is actually carrying greater weight than 

the “significant contribution” to purpose 2 - the separation of towns. This indicates a 

serious flaw in the exercise of the professional judgement, generated it would appear, 

at least in part, by the inclusion of the local green belt purpose in the assessment.  

2.9 The issue does not however stop there, as P45 Symondshyde, is judged to have “limited 

or no contribution” to both purpose 2 the preventing of towns merging and to the local 

purpose, despite firstly introducing a new settlement into the local settlement pattern.  

This must on any basis be a major impact on the pattern of settlements; secondly it 

introduces significant built form into the gap between Hatfield and St Albans; and lastly 

the resulting gap between the new settlement and the expansion north of Hatfield (P41) 

is some 0.9 km. This gap is assessed in the Study (page 202) as being not sufficiently 

narrowed so as to diminish the area’s contribution to preventing further countryside 

encroachment, but the site scores as making a significant contribution to the prevention 

of encroachment: so, the assessment appears contrary to the commentary. 

2.10 The size of the gap between the new settlement and Hatfield is only 0.9 km but the 
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appropriateness of the size of this gap is not actually assessed under either the second 

purpose of the green belt (as it is not a town) nor the local purpose of the green belt (as 

it is not an inset village). The fact that this separation is small, especially compared to 

the size of the releases is in contrast to the very moderate extensions of settlements 

that are being scored as having a much higher impact despite being located in much 

wider gaps. These omissions sites would still leave much wider gaps after development 

occurs. For example, P7 (Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15) represent a modest extension to the 

settlement of Welwyn and falls within in a gap of 1.7km between Welwyn and Cadicote. 

These sites are judged to make a partial contribution to the local purpose of the green 

belt whereas the closing of the gap between proposed development in terms of north of 

Hertford (P41) and Symondshyde (P45) is not subject to any assessment. 

2.11 In summary, there is no indication in the Study that a lesser weight has been given to 

the local green belt purpose. It appears from a consideration of the results, firstly that 

the local purpose of the green belt does not capture all types of development proposals, 

such as new settlements, and secondly that it has been given greater rather than lesser 

weight in the final assessment.  

2.12 The local green belt purpose in effect appears to introduce an element of double 

counting of the same impact in a number of locations and, as it does not apply to new 

settlements, inherently introduces a basis for this type of development. 

b) The Impact of Size - Encroachment 

2.13 The assessment appears not to take into account the impact of green belt release in 

respect of the size of the potential site.  For example, it seems that in terms of 

encroachment into the green belt site P3b (40 dwellings) and site P7a (300 dwellings) 

are assessed as having a “significant adverse effect”.  This is exactly the same effect 

as P45 and P41 and yet the impact in terms of encroachment is substantively different 

both in terms of land take from the countryside and visual intrusion into the countryside.  

In respect of the visual impact of these larger allocations they are clearly of a much 

greater magnitude for a great many more people comprising the receptors of the 

changed view. 

2.14 While it is recognised that there is a contextual element to this assessment and that 

some very small sites might have a particular value in terms of the green belt this is not 
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the case with the examples above.  Both the smaller examples and the larger allocated 

sites fall outside of the areas of most essential green belt as set out in Fig 9.1. 

c)      The Impact of Size – Urban Regeneration 

2.15 All sites, irrespective of size are judged to have the same impact on the potential 

regeneration of urban areas. This is not considered to be logical. Large sites requiring 

the provision of infrastructure and services will have a far greater call on public and 

private finance for their implementation and as such are more likely to divert finances 

from urban regeneration than much more modest schemes. As such the degree of 

impact on this function of the green belt does need to be adjusted to reflect the relative 

pull on resources that will be determined by the size of any scheme.  

d)       The Assessment of Existing Degree of Openness  

2.16 There appears to be no differentiation between sites which are completely open fields 

and those that contain elements of development that have an urbanising effect.  For 

example, parcel P7 (Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15) is considered to make a significant 

contribution to openness despite including residential properties, church buildings and 

a grave yard and as being described as being “relatively well contained”. The 

justification for this assessment is that it relates strongly to the wider countryside to the 

west (despite it being well contained). This appears to be logically inconsistent but also 

specifically inconsistent in terms of dismissing the impact of development which is not 

appropriate in the countryside as having no impact, especially given the extent of 

development clearly in the centre of the site. The impact of encroachment for such a 

site is materially different to those which contain no buildings.  

2.17 It is noted that while of a different scale the whole of P10 is only judged to have a partial 

impact on this function despite the Green Belt Study 2018 concluding that the 

undeveloped fields contain the characteristics of the open countryside. 

2.18 There appears to be inconsistency in the Green Belt Study 2018 in terms of how built 

development within these parcels have been assessed in terms on the impact of 

openness.  

e)      The Consideration of Mitigation in the Assessment 

2.19 It is not considered that the Green Belt Study 2018 has taken a consistent approach to 
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the impact of mitigation in determining the future impact of the proposed development 

on the green belt. For example, WGC1 PG27b allocation WGC 1 (page 123) highlights 

that there are no physical features defining the new green belt boundary, but these can 

be mitigated by extensive planting reducing the level of harm to Moderate/High. 

2.20 Likewise, P25 refers to the introduction of landscaping to provide a buffer and reduce 

impact to Moderate/High. 

2.21 In contrast P7a (Wel1, Wel2, Wel15) is described as being “relatively enclosed by 

development” and that the resulting green belt boundaries would be similar to exiting 

boundaries, making no reference to the potential to strengthen these boundaries as 

demonstrated by the submission made directly to the Council on the site.  

2.22 All three sites are judged as having the same impact on encroachment but while the 

first two achieve this by mitigation the assessment of the last site omits any 

consideration of mitigation and, possibly more worryingly, reaches the conclusion that 

the impact is the same while describing this smaller site as being relatively enclosed.  

This is certainly not a description that can be applied to PG27b with its lack of a 

boundary at present. 
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3.0 CONCLUSION 

3.1 The Green Belt Study 2018 confirms that there are potentially other sites that will cause 

no further harm to the green belt than those which have already been accepted in terms 

of the balance between harm to the green belt and the harm of not meeting need. It also 

identifies sites that perform less of a green belt function that have not been allocated; 

and these together with sites that do no more harm should be reassessed in light of the 

increased housing requirement.  

3.2 This would require the reassessment of sites like P3b (Moderate contribution) and P7 

(Moderate/High) contribution. It is recognised that these might have previously been 

excluded for technical reasons, so we have sought to assist the Council by providing 

revised technical work in May 2018 which demonstrates that these sites are 

unencumbered by technical issues and are deliverable (see appendices 1and 2). 

3.3 The function of professional judgement in the final ranking of the impact of sites is 

substantial (see Paragraph 3.38).  

3.4 In particular the transition from the assessment f impact on individual green belt function 

into the final assessment is particularly unclear given the fact that that there is no 

indication of how the introduced local green belt purpose has impacted upon the final 

assessment. Comparing sites suggest that where there are only partial contributions to 

the local purpose these are being given greater weight in the final professional 

judgement than the actual national purposes (see for example P7a and P41).  

3.5 In addition, the introduction of the local green belt purpose appears to introduce an 

element of double counting in terms of the impact has already been considered under 

the purpose of prevention of encroachment. 

3.6 Lastly the impact of the introduction of the local purpose is to introduce bias into the 

assessment as it takes no account of the introduction of new settlements into the 

settlement pattern.  Instead it just focuses upon the relationship between existing 

settlements and not between existing and proposed settlements. This means that new 

settlement proposals will always score better than even the most limited of peripheral 

expansion, as it does in this case.  



 Response to Welwyn and Hatfield 
Green Belt Study Stage 3 

Bayard Developments Ltd & Wattsdown Developments Ltd 
 

 
 

 

17.09.18 H5057-1PS.RGB.MM.GB.Review.Final 

13 
 

3.7 There is also a concern that the assessment doesn’t appear to take into account the 

level of impact based upon the size of the site and the number of receptors - people that 

may be impacted. Size is, in our view, an important factor in considering the impact on  

the urban regeneration function as well as the impact of encroachment and yet in this 

Study all impacts are measured the same without reference to size. This introduces bias 

towards the larger urban extensions and new settlement proposals. 

3.8 There are inconsistencies within the Green Belt Study 2018 in terms of how the impact 

on encroachment have been assessed with some areas having existing development 

ignored in the assessment of the contribution to openness while other areas it has been 

a consideration (Sites P7 and P10). This goes beyond professional judgement as there 

is an internal inconstancy in the Green Belt Study 2018 which states in the case of P7 

that the site not only contains urban development but is also relatively well contained; 

but yet makes full contribution to preventing encroachment. 

3.9 Our own assessment of the green belt purpose of site P7a (Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15) 

confirms that the area is considered to include urban development and to be relatively 

well contained. This assessment is included in Appendix 1 to Appendix 2. 

3.10 Finally, the Green Belt Study 2018 is inconsistent in its approach to mitigation in so far 

as it takes mitigation into account in assessing the impact of proposed allocations but 

not in the case of sites not presently considered for allocation. It would seem appropriate 

to consider the impact both pre and post mitigation.  

3.11 In conclusion, the overall outcome of the green belt review is that there are a number of 

sites that could be released in order to meet the higher housing requirement, which 

while harming the green belt would not cause more harm than the harm caused by not 

meeting the housing requirement. These sites include those that have either been 

identified as having the same or a lesser level of harm than those sites already selected 

for release.  

3.12 The second point is that there appears to be evidence that a local purpose of the green 

belt is being given greater weight than the national purposes of the green belt, which is 

not considered to be sound. 
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3.13 A third point is that the introduction of the local purpose of the green belt, and the 

ignoring of the size of the potential release have individually introduced a bias into the 

assessment in favour of larger sites and new settlements.   

3.14 The fourth point is that the Green Belt Study 2018 is internally inconsistent in its 

assessment of the impact of potential encroachment.  

3.15 The final point is that the Green Belt Study 2018 is inconsistent in that it only includes 

mitigation in the final assessment of some sites rather than assessing all sites with 

mitigation. 

3.16 These shortcomings do not need to halt the progress of the plan but should be taken 

into account in reconsidering the suitability of sites at the same time the Green Belt 

Study 2018 is amended. 
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APPENDIX 1: LAND AT LONDON ROAD, KNEBWORTH (HELAA SITE 

WGR3) LETTER AND TECHNICAL REPORTS   



 

 

Ref: H5068/NSO 
Date: 30 May 2018 

 

 
Mr C Haigh 
Chief Planner  
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council  
The Campus  
Welwyn Garden City  
Hertfordshire AL8 6AE 

By email c.haigh@welhat.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Haigh 
 
Re: Land at London Road, Knebworth (Parish of Woolmer Green) – HELAA Site WGr3 
 
Further to our Local Plan Regulation 19 objection to the Council’s failure to allocate HELAA Site 
WGr3 for residential development (1.23ha suitable for approximately 40 dwellings) and to the 
further submissions to the Examination on behalf of Wattsdown Developments Ltd, we are aware 
of the requests to the Council made by the Inspector and consequently the work that the Council 
has commissioned to assist it in addressing the issues that he has raised.  
 
Our view remain those which we have expressed at the EiP to the effect that the Plan could be 
made sound through the identification of further deliverable residential sites, necessarily by 
suitable alterations to existing green belt boundaries.  This arises from a consideration that whilst 
there may be some additional capacity within the existing built up areas to be derived from 
increased densities and the redevelopment of existing developed sites, this will not be sufficient to 
meet the shortfall identified through the Examination; indeed had such sites existed in significant 
quantities, we would have expected the Council to have included them in the Plan in the first 
instance.  
 
Moreover, we note that the Inspector has stated in his Stage 4 Agenda that: 
 

The revised Full Objectively Assessed Housing need calculated for the Borough suggests that 
the currently proposed housing development proposals fall far short of meeting that target. 
Some currently proposed housing sites may be found unsound and others upon examination 
may not provide the envisaged numbers of dwellings. 

 
Demonstrably there is continuing uncertainty that even those sites that the Council has proposed 
will yield the levels of provision that the Council has so far relied upon. 
 
The purpose of writing at this stage is to set out some further analysis which our client has 
commissioned in respect of the suitability of the site at London Road, Knebworth.  This is intended 
to provide an updated consideration of the reasons why the Council elected not to proceed with an 
allocation in the first instance in the light of the housing requirements which have arisen from the 
Examination, and also particularly with regard to the assessment of the role of the site in terms of 
the green belt .    
 

mailto:c.haigh@welhat.gov.uk


 
Housing Need and Supply 
At the outset we note that site WGr3 was an Appendix B site that passed the HELAA Stage 2 
Assessment.  It was therefore considered a reasonable alternative albeit the HELAA identified it as 
deliverable in a 6-10 year period. 
 
In addition to the acknowledged deficit in prospective overall supply in relation to the Objectively 
Assessed Need for housing, we share the Inspector’s view that issue of deliverability is pertinent 
insofar as it is necessary for the Council to be able to demonstrate that the sites which it has 
allocated will provide for a five year supply on adoption and at all times thereafter.   
 
In that respect the Plan as submitted is reliant on a number of larger sites about which there has 
already been discussion or for which examination is scheduled or yet to be scheduled. Our view 
remains that even where the principle of the Regulation 19 allocations is not in dispute – and it is 
not our client’s case that any of the allocations in the submitted Plan should not be allocated – 
such larger sites, especially those requiring significant infrastructure or raising geotechnical or 
environmental issues, cannot be relied upon to deliver sufficiently early, and in sufficient quantities, 
to enable the Plan to deliver the required outcomes.   
 
We urge the Council to give careful consideration to the allocation of additional sites that are 
demonstrably free from infrastructure, ownership or other constraints which can be developed 
without delay.  Only by doing so will the Council be able to demonstrate that on adoption it will 
have a five year supply.  
 
Contrary to the HELAA assessment, land at London Road Knebworth is immediately available with 
a willing landowner and without technical constraint to early delivery - see below in respect of 
waste water considerations.  
 
For the following reasons we consider that the site could also be developed without giving rise to 
any demonstrable harm. 
 
The Green Belt 
Arising from the Stage 1 and 2 hearing sessions the Inspector identified the need for a forensic 
analysis of the contribution which individual sites make to the green belt (Document EX39) and 
provided guidance on how this should be addressed. He noted that judgement is needed to assess 
the weight to be attached to any harm that might arise and in doing so, he indicated that further 
assessments should consider a number of specific factors – in addition to the five nationally 
prescribed functions of green belt - which we have summarised as follows: 
 

• the individual circumstances of a site and how it is perceived having regard  to factors such 
as topography and the inter-visibility of settlements rather than simply retaining gaps of 
prescribed distances; 

• fundamentally whether a site would individually or cumulatively compromise a gap between 
settlements; 

• the potential impact of encroachment as a factor of how a site contributes to the wider 
countryside of which it is a part, determined with reference to enclosure by physical 
features and arising from this, the extent of harm that would be perceived if the site were 
developed; 

• the permanence of existing and future boundaries; 

• the exceptional circumstances pertaining to the release of each major site or group of sites 
because the value of each site will be different.   

 



 
In advance of the publication of the Council’s own reassessment, our analysis based on the 
Inspector’s guidelines are that the land at London Road is located on the edge of Knebworth which 
is a second tier settlement after the six principal towns or development locations identified in the 
emerging North Hertfordshire Local Plan.  As such, NHDC has seen fit to allocate a significant 
amount of development to Knebworth amounting to some 598 dwellings in addition to existing 
commitments, which will lead to an increase of just over 33% in the parish population. The addition 
of Site WGr3 will add less than a further 1.5% (90 persons in a population of 5981 after completion 
of allocations and commitments) and is therefore, in our assessment, within the functional capacity 
of the settlement to accommodate it.  
 
The site itself currently comprises a single paddock which has been unused for around 40 years 
and over that time has therefore been of no productive value. It is bounded by London Road, to the 
east of which is a built up frontage, the existing urban edge comprising the rear gardens of houses 
in Gun Meadow Avenue, the East Coast Main Line, and a strong belt of mature trees with a clear, 
albeit overgrown, hedge which, together, provide an effective screen from land to the south.  The 
site is therefore at once both very well self-contained and well related to the existing built up area. 
The recent (refused) applications at the Entech House site in Woolmer Green do however 
demonstrate that it is possible to create a satisfactory residential environment in the area between 
London Road and adjoining the railway and there are no other limitations on its development 
arising from the availability or capacity of infrastructure or surrounding development or land uses.      
 
With regard to the Inspector’s guidance, our conclusions are that development: 
 

• would not give rise to the sprawl of a large built up area. On a consideration of the 
extension of a second tier settlement, sprawl would not occur given the extent to which the 
land is bounded by built development, road and rail infrastructure and by a clearly 
established, mature natural boundary – as such it contrasts favourably with the planned 
extensions of Knebworth in the North Hertfordshire Local Plan which in several instances 
do not enjoy similar relationships or established boundaries; 

• would not encroach on the wider countryside having regard to its only ‘soft’ boundary which 
as noted, is both well-defined and also substantial. As such the screening effect of the 
existing boundary – which would not be compromised by development - is such that there 
would be no greater perception of the developed edge of Knebworth following development 
of the land than exists at present.  In terms the site is well screened from the edge of 
Woolmer Green and there is, and would be, no intervisibility between the two settlements 
following development. Indeed the edge of WGr3 would not be clearly, if at all, discernible 
from the Monread Lodge Nursing and Dementia Care home which occupies the green belt 
mid-way between the two built up areas; 

• could secure permanent boundaries for the green belt which are every bit as robust as the 
existing garden boundaries to properties in Gun Meadow Avenue, along which the present 
boundary falls;  

• would not give rise to the merger of Knebworth with Woolmer Green even having regard to 
the presence of Monread Lodge.  The residual gap would comprise two undeveloped field 
parcels together with the curtilage of the Nursing Home amounting to a total distance of 
around 320m.  Whilst the development of WGr3 would reduce the total gap width by around 
25% it is the residual fields that play the significant role in ensuring not only physical but 
also visual separation of the two settlements. Should development in either be permitted, 
then it is more than likely that the built up edge of one settlement would be visible from the 
other notwithstanding existing boundary screening.  However, it is the absence of 
intervisibility or risk of such potential that distinguishes WGr3 as not contributing to the 
maintenance of the separation of the settlements; 



 

• would not affect openness, insofar as the boundaries of the site are clearly defined by 
mature planting or by the railway which lends the site a high degree of self-containment and 
isolates it from the open countryside predominant to the west of the railway and to the east 
of London Road – areas which are of distinguishably different character; 

• would not affect any separation with Woolmer Green for the reasons described above; 

• would not harm the setting of an historic town – whilst there is a Conservation Area in 
Knebworth the built up area to which the site is related comprises modern inter and post 
war suburban type housing and Knebworth itself is not of distinguishing historic character 
(save for Old Knebworth which is physically separate and treated differently in policy terms; 
and finally it 

• would have a strong relationship with the built-up area of Knebworth insofar as the site 
does not extend further south than the curtilage of the southernmost of the existing houses 
on the east side of London Road. It is within 700m of the village centre and there are bus 
stops within 80m (northbound) and 20m (southbound) of the site frontage with frequent 
services to Stevenage, Welwyn and beyond and convenient access to the station within 
reasonable walking distance.  

  
In overall terms, site WGr3 makes a minimal material contribution to the purposes for which the 
green belt was designated.   
 
The HELAA (HOU/19) stated that the site would be deliverable within the first five years of the Plan 
(pending upgrades to the nearby waste water network – see below) and that it would be 
“considered suitable if capacity is reduced to help mitigate noise pollution from the railway and 
London Road”.  The capacity of 40 dwellings was suggested in the Council’s own assessment to 
reflect any potential constraining effect of the railway; our Client has been content to adopt this 
figure which has been reflected in a design based capacity exercise (adduced with our Regulation 
19 submission) which demonstrates that 40 dwellings can be achieved.  As noted above the 
Council has acknowledged in dealing with the Entech House proposals that such impacts can be 
satisfactorily addressed through design and suitable mitigation measures.  Accordingly the HELAA 
concludes that: “Capacity revised down due to proximity of the railway and B197 and need to 
include appropriate mitigation” and therefore there can be no dispute that the site is developable and 
capable of delivering the capacity that we have assigned to it. 
  

The Housing Sites Selection Background Paper (HOU/20a - June 2016) concludes that: 
 
“Development of this site would significantly reduce the already fragile gap between settlements, 
resulting in a significant negative impact on settlement pattern and local distinctiveness. New 
Green Belt boundary would be weaker than existing. On balance, the significant harm to the 
purposes of the Green Belt outweighs the benefits of the site. This site should not be considered 
for allocation.” 
 
It is therefore clear that the Council’s decision, in the light of the quantum of housing it thought it 
needed to allocate, was that on balance the reduction in the green belt (whether assessed 
functionally or only in relation to principle) outweighed the benefit of allocating the site – which it 
noted arose from its sustainable relationship to services and facilities in Knebworth.  
 
However, circumstances regarding the scale of development needs have changed and it is 
necessary to re-evaluate all potential sites with regard to the balance between meeting housing 
need and maintaining those parts of the green belt that it is necessary to keep permanently open. 
 



 
We do not consider that weight should be attached to the argument that a new (southern) 
boundary to the green belt would be weaker than the existing – particularly as HOU11b notes that 
the site boundaries are moderate to strong. The existing southern boundary is to fences forming 
the garden boundaries to existing housing.  A new boundary would be exactly the same in that 
respect but reinforced by the existing mature tree and hedge belt – which are acknowledged by the 
Inspector to be the type of mature permanent feature along which boundaries should be drawn 
when exceptional change is needed.    
 
As noted above, the reduction in the width of the gap between the built up edges of Knebworth and 
Woolmer Green villages would be by about a quarter but more importantly, their visual separation 
and the perception of that separation for local residents and those travelling along London Road 
would not be affected at all. This is due to the screening effect of the boundary woodland, 
reinforced by further mature trees in the grounds immediately to the south and along the road 
frontage.  In terms of the tests outlined by the Inspector the balance should now be considered to 
fall the other way, any harm arising from development should no longer be considered to be so 
significant as to be outweighed by the benefits of allocating a deliverable site in a location which 
has consistently been acknowledged to be sustainable.  It should be noted also, that in any case, 
both the Housing Sites Selection Background Paper and the HELAA concede that the effects of 
development could be mitigated by careful consideration of the design and by landscaping on the 
development. 
   
It should also be noted that the recommendation in HOU20a is derived from the Green Belt Review 
(HOU11b – the Stage 2 Study).  This stated that the site would erode the fragile gap between 
Woolmer Green and Knebworth but this was based on consideration of the cumulative effects with 
the allocation of WGr2. For the reasons set out above the perception of a reduction in the 
separation of settlements is different from the desk based assessment and it is the former on which 
weight should be placed. The only significant negative impact of development that was found was 
that the site contributes “significantly to maintaining settlement pattern”. This is not, as the 
Inspector noted, one of the five national purposes of green belt. However, given the absence of 
physical, visual or functional coalescence which would arise, we suggest that settlement patterns 
would not be adversely affected to the extent that the Council wishes to place weight on this as a 
planning consideration given the weight that can be attached to this in relation to the national 
functions of green belt and, moreover, the balance that is needed between maintaining land 
permanently open and meeting objective housing needs.   
 
Framework paragraph 85 notes that the green belt should not include land that is not necessary to 
be kept permanently open. Where, for the reasons set out above, development of the site would 
not compromise the perception of physical separation between Knebworth and Woolmer Green – 
and both settlements have a hierarchical categorisation that has deemed them suitable to 
accommodate further planned development, the only reasonable conclusion to the Inspector’s first 
point is that the individual circumstances of WGr3 do not indicate that overriding harm would arise 
if it were to be excluded from the green belt as a residential allocation.   
 
In conclusion, the physical form and location of the site, its relationship with the built up area, 
views, boundaries and the future permanence that could be secured on its southern boundary 
mean that it could exceptionally be removed from the green belt without impinging on the five 
functions for which green belt it has been generally applied in the area.  
 
Technical Updates 
In addition some further technical work has been undertaken to address previously expressed 
issues concerning the delivery of the site. This work demonstrates that development is not only 



 
achievable but would not exceed existing or projected infrastructure capacities. A summary of this 
work, and the conclusions drawn, are detailed below. 
 
Transport and Highways 
Our client’s infrastructure consultant, AECOM, has been commissioned to provide further highways 
and transport planning advice to supplement and update our Regulation 19 submissions. 
Accordingly AECOM has undertaken a further review of accessibility and potential traffic impacts 
on the wider network. Their conclusions, set out in a letter at Appendix 1, are that the site is 
sustainable and that the traffic generated would have no impact on the operation of the local 
highway network. 
 
Drainage 
A hydrological report was submitted with the Regulation 19 representations, prepared by AECOM, 
which demonstrates that there would be no implications for flooding or flood risk to any part of the 
site.  
 
Further work undertaken by AECOM has sought to establish that there are no restrictions on the 
capacity of the local foul sewerage network, specifically the Rye Meads WwTW, to accommodate 
development. As a result of this, it is not considered that there are likely to be any overriding 
reasons why development could not take place as no exceptional infrastructure constraints have 
been identified. This is considered further in a note at Appendix 2. 
 
Delivery  
Our client can bring forward an application for development without delay and we believe that a 
permitted scheme could be completed within the first five years following adoption of the Local 
Plan. This has regard to the capacity of local infrastructure including surface and foul drainage, 
highways and community infrastructure including existing schools within Welwyn Hatfield District 
and Knebworth (which may be supplemented by further capacity as a result of the emerging North 
Hertfordshire Local Plan). 
 
Summary 
Taking into account the matters set out we request the land at London Road, Knebworth be 
included in a modified Local Plan as a residential allocation for 40 dwellings.  
 
The site is wholly free of constraints on its development.  It is under the control of an experience 
development promotor, is viable to deliver and is capable of being brought forward without 
constraint arising from infrastructure considerations. 
 
Arising from the consideration of harm which may occur from development of land presently 
designated as green belt, it is evident that the land performs only a limited green belt function. The 
perception of the land as countryside, and necessary as a result to be retained permanently open, 
is not justified having regard to its high degree of self- containment, strong boundaries and its 
relationship to the built up edge of Knebworth; to the proximity of local services and facilities which 
support the sustainability of development; and to the absence of any functional impact on the 
residual areas of green belt and their principal functions in maintaining a degree of visual and 
functional separation between neighbouring communities.    
 
Accordingly we request that this site be reconsidered, having regard to the need to identify 
additional land for residential development and the Inspector’s broad guidance on the 
reassessment of green belt for the purposes of identifying whether the Borough can accommodate 
its own objectively assessed housing need.. 
 



 
If we can be of any further assistance or provide additional clarification of the matters that we have 
raised, please do not hesitate to contact either myself of my colleague Kathleen Urbahn. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Neil Osborn BA(Hons) MRTPI 
Senior Director 
 
Encl –  Appendix 1 Highway Statement 
          Appendix 2 Drainage Statement 
 
Cc M Moult – Wattsdown Developments Ltd. 
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Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan – London Road, Knebworth - Land in Woolmer Green Parish 
(Site WGr.3)  

Dear Mike

We have considered the potential transport effects of a residential development of around 40 units on 
the Site and have concluded that the effect on the transport networks will be minimal for the reasons 
set out below.

An AECOM team based in St Albans has been testing different development scenarios for the draft 
Local Plan and developing a number of highway mitigation scheme proposals in Welwyn and Hatfield 
to help mitigate the impacts of the new developments on the road network.  Schemes that were 
described as intending to be feasible and realistic in the short term were developed at nineteen 
locations, one of which was the Clock Roundabout.  The assessment concluded that the nineteen 
schemes were shown to effectively alleviate delay and congestion problems identified at locations in 
Welwyn and Hatfield, taking into account conditions in the AM and PM peak periods.  It was noted that 
at some junctions, in particular Junction 4 and 6 on the A1(M) some congestion or delay would still 
persist.  Local highway conditions around the Clock Roundabout should be improved as a result of the 
scheme to improve the capacity of the A1(M) to the north of Junction 6.  The Highways England 
website provides the information that the construction of the scheme to convert the section of the 
A1(M) between Junctions 6 and 8 to SMART motorway working will commence before the end of 
March 2020.

In the light of the above proposals and commitments we have assessed the potential increase of traffic 
at the Clock Roundabout that would occur as a result of development of this Site.  Based on typical 
trip generation rates obtained from the TRICS database, the additional traffic that would be generated 
by development on the site is set out in the table below.

Period

Trip Rate (Vehicles/ Dwelling) Vehicle Trips

Arrive Depart Arrive Depart

AM Peak 0.152 0.402   6 16

PM Peak 0.353 0.219 14   9

This traffic would be split between those who travel along the B197 London Road to the north and 
south of the site.  In order to obtain an indication of the likely split of this traffic, the 2011 Census 
Journey to Work origin destination data for the ‘Welwyn Hatfield 001’ Middle Layer Super Output Area 
has been used to consider commuter patterns.  Based on the census data it has been estimated that 
52% of drivers on a commuting trip would pass through the Clock Roundabout.  During the peak 
periods there will be trips with other purposes such as education, personal business, and social.  In 
terms of spatial distribution these are more likely to be biased towards the north.  The additional 
number of car trips that would pass through the Clock Roundabout, including both departures and 



 

aecom.com
Our Reference  60470548/DP/10

2/2

arrivals would be in the order of ten during both peak periods.  This would have no impact on the 
operation of that part of the local highway network.

When considering the suitability of a site the opportunity for travel by modes other than the private car 
must be a major consideration.  The Site is located adjacent to the southern end of the built-up area of 
Knebworth.  The entrance to the Site is a walking distance of 900 metres from Knebworth station that 
has has a half hourly service to Welwyn Garden City and London to the south.  To the north there are 
two trains per hour to Stevenage and Hitchin and hourly services to Cambridge and Peterborough.  
Within the year trains serving Knebworth will pass through London providing direct connections to 
parts of Surrey, Kent, and Sussex, including Gatwick Airport either direct or with a single change that 
will not involve changing platform.

The Site is within 700 metres of the shops in the centre of Knebworth, which includes a Co-operative 
foodstore.  Knebworth Nursery and Primary School is 600 metres from the Site.

Five bus services pass the entrance to the Site with existing bus stops conveniently located on 
London Road.  Two of the bus services, Arriva 300 and 301, operate between Stevenage and Hemel 
Hempstead.  Along the route the buses pass through Welwyn Garden City, Hatfield, and St Albans.  
The services operate for all seven days of the week.  On weekdays they provide a combined 
frequency of typically four buses per hour in each direction.  On a Saturday this reduces to three 
buses an hour and on a Sunday there is an hourly service that is operated by service 301.

Services 378 and 379 provide a limited frequency service between Stevenage and Hertford with two 
buses per day.  The fifth service, route 388, is school related and runs between Stevenage and Ware 
in the morning, passing through Knebworth at 06:45, and returning in the late afternoon, passing 
through Knebworth at 17:02.

In summary, the Site has a strong case in terms of sustainable transport solutions with a frequent bus 
service providing links to major centres of population and services, with opportunities for local 
shopping to be undertaken on foot.  The likely level of new car trips would not be at a level that would 
result in any perceptible changes to the operation of the local highway network.  The conclusion that 
must be drawn is that in transport terms this Site warrants very serious consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Paget Fulcher
Technical Director
AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
T: 01234 373629
M: 07774 866048
E: paget.fulcher@aecom.com

 

cc: Neil Osborne, DLP
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Dear Mike 

 
Review of Sewer and Process Capacity in the Rye Meads WwTW Catchment     

 
Further to our various discussions regarding the sites owned by Bayard Development Ltd (Wel1, Wel2 

and Wel3) and those owned by Wattsdown Ltd (WGr3) all of which fall within the Rye Meads wastewater 

treatment works (WwTW) catchment, we have the following observations and comments regarding 

discharge of foul water from the proposed development; 

1. We note that the total development quantum for the two sites is circa 340 units (approximately 

300 dwellings at Fulling Mill Lane and 40 at Woolmer Green). These two proposed development 

sites would generate discharge/flow of 816 population equivalent (PE) (720PE at Fulling Mill Lane 

and 96PE at Woolmer Green). 

2. A review of Thames Water’s (TW) January 2017 position statement on development in the Rye 

Meads Sewage Treatment Works Catchment (see enclosed) confirms that “Rye Meads Sewage 

Treatment Works is currently being upgraded; the project is due to complete in 2018. The main 

scope of the project is to extend the treatment capacity and improve discharge quality standards 

of the existing sewage treatment works to enable it to treat an increased volume of incoming flow. 

The upgrade will provide Rye Meads STW with a treatment capacity of 447,134 PE (Population 

Equivalent)”. 

3. The treatment capacity at the Works will increase from 396,000 (as stated in the draft Welwyn 

Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) May 2017 Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)) to 447,135 PE. This 

upgrade would equate to an additional capacity of over 51,000 PE which is typically 22,173 new 

dwellings within the Rye Meads WwTW catchment. However, there is a wastewater transfer main 

from the Deephams WwTW catchment to Rye Meads WwTW, referred to as the Deephams 

Transfer Main (DTM). DTM delivers 25 Ml/d from June to August, and 12.5 Ml/d from September to 

May to Rye Meads WwTW which would take up some of the newly created capacity in Rye Meads. 

4. WHBC draft IDP (May 2017) section 13.27 states that; 

A Water Cycle Study undertaken in 2008/9 relating to planned growth at Rye Meads STW stated 

that capacity of the treatment plant was likely to become an issue within the development plan 

timescales. However, the situation has changed since the report was produced and the forecast 

dates of when it was envisaged that capacity issues would arise, which were best estimate at the 

time, have been reviewed and advanced. This was due to many reasons including: - 

 A significant reduction in the number of new dwellings completed in the last years compared 

to the number planned at the time of the study. Reduction in flows received at the treatment 

works due to the cessation of trade and business discharges. 
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 Variations in the projections of water use that were used within the calculations. 

 Changes to the Planning Policy of Central Government. 

5. Based on the information provided by TW both in their position statement of January 2017 and 

the draft May 2017 IDP, it is envisaged that capacity of Rye Meads WwTW should not pose a 

barrier to the proposed development quantum at sites in Fulling Mill Lane and Woolmer Green. 

6. It is noted that TW commented on the proposed development at Woolmer Green site (see 

enclosed WGr3). TW raises “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 existing drainage infrastructure are likely 

to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development”. TW 

suggests that “Where these 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”. It is anticipated that both proposed development sites 

will provide comprehensive foul water drainage strategies, as suggested by TW, to support any 

planning applications. These studies would be carried out in close consultation with TW and 

provide an agreement from the WaSC to the proposed points of connection. Should capacity of 

existing sewer networks in the vicinity of the sites prove to be an issue, various engineering 

solutions including (but not limited to) pumping to a nearby sewer/s with capacity, on-site 

discharge balancing and upgrading sections of existing sewers could be considered. 

In summary, based on information available to us in the public domain, it is our opinion that the existing 

process capacity at Rye Meads WwTW should not pose a barrier to the development of the two sites 

at Fulling Mill Lane and Woolmer Green. Early engagement with TW will provide solutions to any 

network capacity issues which may be identified at planning application stage for these sites. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

 

Bahadir Uyduran 

Associate Director 

AECOM Limited 

T: 01727 535505 

M: 07769 304102 

E: Bahadir.Uyduran@aecom.com 

  

encl:  Thames Water’s (TW) January 2017 position statement on development in the Rye Meads Sewage Treatment Works 

Catchment 

 TW comments on Woolmer Green site 
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This is a draft statement from Thames Water on our position regarding development in the Rye Meads STW
catchment for the current asset management plan period.
It is our position as ofJanuary 2017 and subject to revision.

SEWAGE TREATM ENT WORKS

Rye Meads Sewage Treatment Works is currently being upgraded; the project is due to complete in 2018. The
main scope of the project is to extend the treatment capacity and improve discharge quality standards of the
existing sewage treatment works to enable it to treat an increased volume of incoming flow.
The upgrade will provide Rye Meads STW with a treatment capacity of 447,134 PE (Population Equivalent). A
number of local authorities within the Rye Meads catchment are proposing significant housing growth. Based
on our current growth forecasts, our recent high level assessment indicates that we currently expect the site
to have headroom until 2024. We are currently producing our business plan for the period 2020-2025 and any
planning for additional capacity will follow our normal growth process, which means growth review and
modelled view of risk to prioritise which sites will need a project and when.
Given the scale of development coming forward in the region we are keeping a regular review of our sewage
treatment works capacity. We are also working closely with local councils on understanding their future
growth projections and likely changes in Environment Agency discharge consents. As part of this engagement
we are part of the Hertfordshire Water Cycle Study group which is assessing long term water and wastewater
infrastructure and environmental capacity.

Our position statement is subject to change if growth forecasts change.
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APPENDIX 2: LAND AT FULLING MILL LANE, WELWYN (WEL1, WEL2, 
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Appendix 1  
 
Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 
Green Belt Assessment on behalf of Bayard Development Ltd 
 
 
 
1.0 Context and Criteria of the Assessment 
 

With reference to Examination Document ED39 the Inspector has identified a number of 
matters against which further consideration of the green belt studies will need to be re-
measured in order that he may make informed judgements on the matters of soundness. 
 
Specifically the Inspector has considered that: 

 the phase 1 study was generally at too coarse a grain to enable its strategic findings 
to inform the consideration of smaller individual potential development sites; 

 the phase 2 study does not appear to have considered all potential sites; and 

 there has been a reliance on consideration of landscape character rather than 
openness, where openness should refer to the absence of built development or other 
dominant urban influences which affect the function of land as green belt. 

 
The Inspector has stated that it is therefore necessary to forensically analyse the 
contribution which individual sites make to the green belt.  He provided guidance on how this 
should be addressed and he noted that judgement is needed to assess the weight to be 
attached to any harm that might arise. In summary he indicated that further assessments 
should consider: 

 the individual circumstances of a site and how it is perceived is of great importance - 
factors such as topography and the intervisibility of settlements are of more 
importance than simply retaining gaps of prescribed distances; 

 whether a site would individually or cumulatively compromise a gap between 
settlements is a fundamental consideration; 

 whilst ‘maintaining the settlement pattern’ may be a local consideration, it is not part 
of the five national green belt purposes and, if applied as a consideration, needs to 
be judged in relation to ensuring that settlements are sustainable; 

 the potential impact of encroachment is a factor of how a site contributes to the wider 
countryside of which it is a part, and this should be determined with reference to 
enclosure by physical features such as woodland.  In turn this may determine the 
extent of harm that would be perceived if the site were developed; 

 site assessments should have regard to the permanence of existing and future 
boundaries – Framework paragraph 79; 

 the five purpose of green belt described in the Framework; 
 

Arising from these considerations the Inspector further noted that: 

 initially all sites abutting built up areas should be considered; and 

 it is necessary to consider the exceptional circumstances pertaining to the release of 
each major site or group of sites because the value of each site will be different.   

 
This therefore sets out a clear framework against which individual sites should be 
reassessed. 
 
Having regard to the Inspector’s guidance an assessment has been carried out on behalf of 
Bayard Developments Ltd in respect of Sites Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 which are described 
collectively as land at Fulling Mill Lane.  
 



2.0  Green Belt Studies and the Grounds for Reappraisal 
 

Further context is provided by the green belt studies initially supporting the draft Local Plan. 
 
The Stage 1 study was very broadly based to the extent that Area GB41 (in which land at 
Fulling Mill Lane is included) is a tract of open countryside generally extending between 
Welwyn in the east and Wheathampstead in the west, not seeking to distinguish the edges 
of the built up areas from the rural core of the parcel. It can be noted however that even at 
this coarse grain the following conclusion was applied at paragraph 8.3.11: 
 

SA-SS8 – Land east of Wheathampstead (GB41) to east of Brocket View. Assessed in 
isolation this very small sub-area makes a limited or no contribution towards checking sprawl, 
preventing merging, preserving setting or maintaining local gaps.  

 

The Stage 1 study did not however seek to distinguish land on the edge of the settlements 
that ‘book-ended’ the parcel from the greater part of the area as a whole. 
 
The land at Fulling Mill Lane is located on the edge of Welwyn, which is effectively in the 
second tier of settlements after the two principal towns. With regard to the Inspector’s 
advice, the sites should be properly appraised. 
 
Sites Wel1 and Wel2 were considered through the initial Stage 2 study, albeit that Wel15 
was not – it was subject to consideration in a later Addendum. 
 
The Stage 2 study concluded that Wel1 and Wel2 had no or limited function in relation to 
three of the five green belt purposes (broadly but not wholly reflective of the Stage 1 
conclusion).  However it found that they have a significant role in safeguarding the 
countryside from encroachment and on maintaining existing settlement patterns – which as 
noted by the Inspector, is not one of the five prescribed purposes of green belt.  
 
 
3.0  Appraisal – Sites Wel2 and Wel15 
 

For the purposes of this assessment it is considered that Wel2 and Wel15 should be 
considered together and that comments pertaining to Wel2 are likely to be equally applicable 
to Wel15. 

Outcome of the Local Plan Assessment 

Sites Wel2 was considered to exhibit strong countryside characteristic notwithstanding the 
presence of the cemetery and dwellings to the north of Kimpton Road; secondly that it forms 
a secondary gap between Welwyn and Wheathampstead, and Welwyn and Codicote, the 
reduction in which would reduce the perception of the separation of settlements. At local 
level it was stated that development could potentially merge with the ribbon development 
north of Kimpton Road. 

The later assessment of Wel15 drew the same comments in respect of openness and 
maintaining settlement patterns but also indicated that as the site abuts the Welwyn 
Conservation Area, development would not preserve the setting of an historic town.  

Site Description 

Sites Wel2 and Wel15 are bounded to the south west by Welwyn Cemetery, which is an 
urban feature contributing a valuable asset to the local community, and a small stand of 
woodland.  

 



 

View south to the boundary of the Cemetery with the Evangelical Church to the left illustra ting the south easterly 
aspect of the land 

To the north of Wel2 the boundary is formed by Kimpton Road and to the north east by 
Fulling Mill Lane.  To the north of Kimpton Road is an established mature dwelling which 
overlooks the site and which has well maintained domestic boundaries.  It is very visible in 
views along the site boundary.  

 

View along Fulling Mill Lane to the prominent dwelling in Kimpton Road 

Further along Fulling Mill Lane is a continuous line of residential dwellings with a strong 
suburban character, leading to further dwellings lining both sides of Oakhill Drive, albeit 
these are not visible from the sites. 



 

Suburban style housing in Oakhill Drive 

 

At the junction of Kimpton Lane and Fulling Mill Lane is a small pumping station which, 
together with the street-lighting, also contributes to the urbanisation of the area. 

 

Pumping Station entrance 

 

Embedded within the site, on the western side of Fulling Mill Lane is an Evangelical Church 
which comprises a post war church building and assembly hall set in an extensive area of 
car parking. 



 

Evangelical Church 

The southern boundary is to the edge of Welwyn along which is defined the present green 
belt boundary.   

At its eastern end is a small development of modern housing known as Riverside.   

 

Riverside 

For the most part dwellings within the part of the built up area of Welwyn bordering the 
boundary of Wel15 are screened by existing mature vegetation and are not visible from the 
site.   



 

Wel15 and its common boundary with the built up area (and Conservation Area) 

 

A significant part of this boundary is to the grounds of a single large private dwelling house 
set in the grounds of The Manor House and West Manor, a Grade II listed building 
understood to have been converted to provide several residential units. This dwelling, but 
not the listed buildings, can be seen glimpsed across site Wel2 from one point on Fulling Mill 
Lane – in the context of the Evangelical Church in the foreground.   

 

Photograph taken at 2.4x optical zoom 

The land has a generally easterly aspect, towards Fulling Mill Lane and the edge of the built 
up area at Riverside.       



Applying the Inspector’s Advice 

In terms of perception, the area has strong and clearly defined boundaries formed by the 
roads and by the Cemetery. Views are exclusively self-contained with no wider perception of 
the countryside beyond.   
 
There is a strong perception of relationship to the urban area arising from the built 
development within and adjoining the site, and from features such as street lighting, the 
urban speed limit applying along Fulling Mill Lane. 
 
Whilst for the purposes of policy the development along Fulling Mill Lane and Oakhill Drive 
are considered to be in the green belt, and the latter is in the administrative jurisdiction of 
North Hertfordshire where it is referred to as Danesbury, the perception is that this area is 
functionally part of Welwyn.   
 
The draft North Hertfordshire Local Plan identifies Codicote as a Category A village – a 
second tier settlement.  Codicote itself lies some 1.8km from Danesbury and contains a 
modest level of local facilities and services. The centre of Welwyn in contrast is only 850m 
from the furthest end of Oakhill Drive and offers a much greater range of shops and 
opportunities.  Therefore, it can be expected that most local residents would perceive Wel2 
and Wel15 to form part of Welwyn where the land falls between built up areas which are 
functionally related to Welwyn and where they contains community assets which are be 
familiar to the majority of local people. 
 
As such development would not compromise a local gap.  It is notable that the draft North 
Hertfordshire Local Plan proposes to remove a number of parcels of land around Codicote 
from the green belt, including land in the gap between Codicote and Danesbury, and 
therefore Welwyn. However given the distance between the principal settlements, this is not 
individually or cumulatively likely to compromise the purpose of the green belt preventing the 
merger of towns or compromise the gap between settlements. 
 
Whilst in this instance the green belt washes over Danesbury, the number, scale and 
suburban character of the dwellings that comprise this community can clearly be 
distinguished from the open countryside. 
 
For the reasons set out above, Wel2 and Wel15 contribute to a sustainable form of 
settlement pattern, lying within the ambit of community assets serving one of the four 
principal second tier settlements and well related to the Danesbury area, which also has a 
similar functional relationship with Welwyn. 
 
Development of Wel2 and Wel15 would not encroach on the wider countryside having 
regard to their boundaries which are both well defined and also substantial. The Cemetery 
and woodland separates the site from countryside to the west whilst Fulling Mill Lane is 
clearly defined by its hedgerows and trees. Beyond Fulling Mill Lane is Singler’s Marsh 
Nature Reserve which is the floodplain for the River Mimram.  The floodplain is of distinct 
character, bound by Codicote Road and the development along and beyond it to the north 
east.  It is therefore clearly distinguishable from the land comprising Wel2 and Wel15. 
Accordingly these parcels could be developed without encroaching on the wider countryside 
or the floodplain area and, given the presence of development to the north, no harm would 
arise to the countryside or to the river valley. 
 
With regard to the permanence of boundaries, as noted above, to the north east is land that 
is in Flood Zones 2 and 3 and unrealistically ever likely to be developed, especially given its 
natural history interest. Welwyn Cemetery can be regarded as a permanent local feature. 
Taken in isolation, the removal of Wel2 and Wel15 can secure permanent boundaries for the 



green belt which are more robust than the garden boundaries to existing properties along 
which the present boundary falls.   
 
Therefore having regard to the five purpose of green belt described in the Framework, the 
development of Wel2 and Wel15 would not: 
 

 give rise to the sprawl of a large built up area - on a consideration of the extension 
of a second tier settlement, sprawl would not occur given the extent to which the 
land contains or is bounded by built development comprising community assets, 
infrastructure and residential dwellings, 

 give rise to the merger of Welwyn with Codicote - having regard to the allocation of 
land to the south of Codicote in an emerging Local Plan given the physical 
separation and the presence of extensive built development immediately abutting 
the northern site boundary falling across the administrative boundaries of two Local 
Planning Authorities, 

 give rise to encroachment on the countryside - where the land is distinctly and 
physically separated from the undeveloped open countryside comprising the greater 
part of Area GB41, 

 affect the setting of an historic town - with regard to the Welwyn Conservation Area, 
as noted above, physical development within the boundary is limited, screened by 
mature trees falling within the boundary and for the most part comprises modern 
housing. Were it important to protect the setting of historic assets within the existing 
defined built up area the Conservation Area should be defined to include at least 
area Wel15.   
It is not, and having regard to this there is no indication that the site should be kept 
open and undeveloped as a function of the Conservation Area. The conclusions of 
the Heritage Assessment (Regulation 19 representation) reflect that development 
would have a low impact on the Conservation Area – and that no other known 
heritage assets would be affected. In this instance the relationship between 
development and the Conservation Area is a local matter of design (see 
Masterplan) and not one relevant to the purposes of defining the green belt, and 

 would not compromise urban regeneration where the Council has demonstrably 
sought to maximise the potential of urban land through the proposals of its Local 
Plan.      

 
With regard to the Council’s criterion of maintaining settlement patterns, as noted above, 
Welwyn is regarded as a sustainable settlement and its general influence extends well 
beyond the boundaries of the existing built up area.  As such development of Wel2 and 
Wel15 would be reflective of rather than in conflict with, the settlement pattern. 
  
4.0  Appraisal – Site Wel1 
 

Wel1 can be considered as a separate self-contained parcel however the Masterplan 
submitted with the Regulation 19 representation (see below) demonstrates how it could be 
developed as a single integrated scheme, well related to land east of Welwyn Cemetery as 
well as to the existing built up area. 
 
The Stage 2 Green Belt Assessment reached a broadly similar conclusion to the 
assessment of Wel2 insofar as it concluded that Wel1 ‘has high levels of visual openness 
and is free from encroachment/development’  

It was also stated that, as with Wel2, the site exhibits strong countryside characteristics and 
is free from encroachment, and that it forms a secondary gap between Welwyn and 
Wheathampstead, and Welwyn and Codicote, and could potentially merge with the ribbon 
development along Kimpton Road. 



Site Description 
 
Wel1 comprises a tract of agricultural land bounded to the east by the Cemetery and to the 
south by the existing built up edge of Welwyn.  It has, overall, a south easterly aspect. 
 

 
 
Wel1 from Linces Lane east towards the Cemetery 
 

The southern boundary comprises the rear gardens of houses in Wilga Road, which appear 
to date from the 1950s, and a number of flat roofed garages off Wilshere Road.  The former 
are marked by a mixture of fences and hedges with occasional trees, the latter are of no 
distinguishable character but are also partly screened by trees.  
 

 
 
Houses in Wilga Rd to the right 



The northern boundary is partly formed by Kimpton Road and to the west, by Linces Lane, a 
farm lane and public right of way serving Linces Farm together with a small number of 
cottages on the north side of the lane overlooking the site. 
 

 
 
Cottage on the north side of Linces Lane 

 
The western boundary is to a low hedge.  This fall significantly below the skyline as the land 
has a south easterly aspect facing towards the built up area and the Cemetery boundary. It 
continues to rise to the west, well beyond the buildings of Linces Farm to a high point some 
700m to the west. 
 

 
 
Western boundary looking towards the ridge west of the site. 

 



Viewed from the Wilga Road area, the houses in Linces lane and to their east along Kimpton 
Road are clearly visible and frame the site. 

 

Wel1 – view of Linces Lane and Kimpton Road from Wilga Road 

Similarly, views east of Wilga Road are essentially private views but where publically visible 
are contained by the existing development on higher ground to the north east of Codicote 
Road.  

Applying the Inspector’s Advice 

In terms of perception, the area has a strong relationship with the built up area of Welwyn 
and the existing urban edge is clearly visible from Linces Lane and Kimpton Road. In 
common with Wel2 and Wel15, the Cemetery is an important contributor to the perception of 
an urban context where, although it contains limited built development, it is a community 
asset which is a notable and well known local facility.  
 
This perception of relationship with the urban area is common to both pedestrian and 
motorists approaching the edge of Welwyn. Linces Lane is a public right of way. As the user 
passes Linces Farm the surface of the route becomes metalled and, as noted there are a 
small group of dwellings on the north side of Linces Lane.  Whilst these contribute to the 
impression of development, the edge of Welwyn is already visible across Wel1 and there is a 
strong impression that the route will lead into a built up area. 
 
This impression is even stronger when arriving along Kimpton Road. The first impression of 
a built up area is formed over 350m to the north at the beginning of a continuous line of 
residential dwellings forming the Danesbury area.  
 
This is reinforced at the junction of Oakhill Drive where dwellings have neatly maintained 
suburban hedges, the road verges are mown and there is a letterbox.  
 



 
 
Oakhill Drive at Kimpton Rd 
 

Dwellings continue along the frontage of Kimpton Road from this point and whilst well 
screened this development is continuous and suburban in character, including the dwelling 
on the corner of Kimpton Road whose entrance faces Wel1 and which is of a clearly 
domestic character.   
 

 
 
Kimpton Road looking towards Wel1 

 
More importantly when traveling south, towards the end of Kimpton Road there is already 
sight of roofs forming the edge of Welwyn in the middle distance. 
 



 
 
Kimpton Road approaching the junction with Linces Lane 

 
This view reinforces the impression that the built up area is close at hand – indeed it has 
been reached already. 
 
Therefore the development of Wel1 would not significantly alter the perception that the land 
is closely related to the urban area given that it is arrived at only having passed existing 
housing and where the main built up area is obviously apparent.   
Development of Wel1 would not compromise a local gap.  It does not form part of a local gap 
with Codicote and for the reasons set out with regard to Wel2 and Wel15, the suburban 
areas of Danesbury effectively function as part of Welwyn rather than Codicote in whose 
parish the majority but not all lie. As noted, whilst the Green Belt washes over Danesbury, 
the number, scale and suburban character of the dwellings that comprise this community 
can clearly be distinguished from the open countryside. 
 
In common with Wel2 and Wel15, Wel1 is capable of contributing to a sustainable form of 
settlement pattern, given the scope to provide direct connections to Wilga Road and 
therefore to the centre of Welwyn – and to provide interconnection to land to the east of the 
Cemetery as described by the attached Masterplan.  It therefore has a similar and potentially 
even stronger functional relationship with the existing part of Welwyn. 
 
Development of Wel1 would not encroach on the wider countryside. Its boundaries to the 
north, east and south are strong and permanent defined by the built up area, community 
assets and the road network with the housing beyond. The boundary to the west is  less well 
defined. However it defines a practical limit to development having regard to the topography 
of the land where development would not approach the skyline. The proposed western 
boundary lies at around 90m AOD, the land continuing to rise reaching a high pint of 114m 
AOD before falling away sharply to the north west.  
 
Whilst the existing built up area to the south extends further west by over 150m, the practical 
containment of Wel1 by Linces Lane and the dwellings which face it further reinforce the 
consideration that the western boundary of Wel1 is capable of being defined as a future 
permanent green belt boundary where permanence can be secured through masterplanning 



and landscape design and will be at least as strong as that formed by the existing garden 
boundaries and garage blocks to the south of Wel1.    
 
Arising from this Wel1 could be developed without encroaching on the wider countryside 
which lies to the west of Linces Farm and west of Kimpton Road to the west of Danesbury, 
from which there is no visual relationship or intervisibility with the existing urban edge of 
Welwyn and which has a markedly different character. 
 

 
 
Open countryside west of Kimpton Road north of Linces Farm  
 

Therefore having regard to the five purpose of green belt described in the Framework, the 
development of Wel1 would not:  
 

 give rise to the sprawl of a large built up area - on a consideration of the extension of 
a second tier settlement, the extension of the existing urban area would be limited to 
land that has a demonstrable relationship with built development and community 
assets, 

 give rise to the merger of Welwyn with Codicote even having regard to the allocation 
of land to the south of Codicote.   

 would not affect any gap or separation from Wheathamstead which lies 
approximately 5.okm distant and is clearly separated by topography, woodland and 
other natural features, 

 lead to encroachment on the countryside given that the land is distinctly and 
physically separated from open countryside which lies outside the visual ambit of the 
built up edge of Welywn,  

 affect the setting of Welwyn Conservation Area - it does not adjoin the Conservation 
Area and by definition does not perform any function in preserving the setting of an 
historic town, 

 or compromise urban regeneration given an acceptance that the Council has sought 
to maximise the potential of urban land through the proposals of its Local Plan.      

 
Finally, with regard to maintaining settlement patterns, as noted in relation to Wel2 and 
Wel15, Welwyn is a sustainable settlement and its general influence demonstrably extends 



well beyond the boundaries of the existing built up area.  As such development of Wel1 
would positively reinforce the settlement pattern. 
     
5.0  Exceptional Circumstances 
 
Exceptional circumstance must be considered in relation to individual parcels of land as the 
circumstances may vary between them. 
 
Our Regulation19 representations address the strategic needs underpinning the necessity of 
considering land in the green belt for development, and are reinforced by the Inspector’s 
request to review the Council’s assessments in order to examine soundness. 
 
Exceptional circumstances need therefore only to be considered here in relation to the sites 
themselves and in this instance all three parcels may be considered in common. 
 
The exceptional circumstances pertaining to Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 are that they do not 
make a material contribution to the purposes for which the green belt was designated.   
 
For the reasons set out above it is not necessary for the land to be kept permanently open in 
order to fulfil any one of the five prescribed purposes.  Framework paragraph 85 notes that 
the green belt should not include land that is not necessary to be kept permanently open. 
Where, for the reasons set out above, the land is perceived to be related to the settlement of 
Welwyn, for the most part surrounded by built development and contained by infrastructure 
or community assets, it is not by definition open countryside so far as it can be distinguished 
in character from the greater part of Area GB41. 
 
For that reason, and having regard to the detailed physical form of the land, its relationship 
with the built up area, views, boundaries and the permanence that would be secured by the 
boundaries of the parcels, Wel1, Wel2 and Wel15 could exceptionally be removed from the 
green belt without impinging on the five functions for which green belt has been generally 
applied in the area.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Masterplan 
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Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan – London Road, Knebworth - Land in Woolmer Green Parish 
(Site WGr.3)  

Dear Mike

We have considered the potential transport effects of a residential development of around 40 units on 
the Site and have concluded that the effect on the transport networks will be minimal for the reasons 
set out below.

An AECOM team based in St Albans has been testing different development scenarios for the draft 
Local Plan and developing a number of highway mitigation scheme proposals in Welwyn and Hatfield 
to help mitigate the impacts of the new developments on the road network.  Schemes that were 
described as intending to be feasible and realistic in the short term were developed at nineteen 
locations, one of which was the Clock Roundabout.  The assessment concluded that the nineteen 
schemes were shown to effectively alleviate delay and congestion problems identified at locations in 
Welwyn and Hatfield, taking into account conditions in the AM and PM peak periods.  It was noted that 
at some junctions, in particular Junction 4 and 6 on the A1(M) some congestion or delay would still 
persist.  Local highway conditions around the Clock Roundabout should be improved as a result of the 
scheme to improve the capacity of the A1(M) to the north of Junction 6.  The Highways England 
website provides the information that the construction of the scheme to convert the section of the 
A1(M) between Junctions 6 and 8 to SMART motorway working will commence before the end of 
March 2020.

In the light of the above proposals and commitments we have assessed the potential increase of traffic 
at the Clock Roundabout that would occur as a result of development of this Site.  Based on typical 
trip generation rates obtained from the TRICS database, the additional traffic that would be generated 
by development on the site is set out in the table below.

Period

Trip Rate (Vehicles/ Dwelling) Vehicle Trips

Arrive Depart Arrive Depart

AM Peak 0.152 0.402   6 16

PM Peak 0.353 0.219 14   9

This traffic would be split between those who travel along the B197 London Road to the north and 
south of the site.  In order to obtain an indication of the likely split of this traffic, the 2011 Census 
Journey to Work origin destination data for the ‘Welwyn Hatfield 001’ Middle Layer Super Output Area 
has been used to consider commuter patterns.  Based on the census data it has been estimated that 
52% of drivers on a commuting trip would pass through the Clock Roundabout.  During the peak 
periods there will be trips with other purposes such as education, personal business, and social.  In 
terms of spatial distribution these are more likely to be biased towards the north.  The additional 
number of car trips that would pass through the Clock Roundabout, including both departures and 
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arrivals would be in the order of ten during both peak periods.  This would have no impact on the 
operation of that part of the local highway network.

When considering the suitability of a site the opportunity for travel by modes other than the private car 
must be a major consideration.  The Site is located adjacent to the southern end of the built-up area of 
Knebworth.  The entrance to the Site is a walking distance of 900 metres from Knebworth station that 
has has a half hourly service to Welwyn Garden City and London to the south.  To the north there are 
two trains per hour to Stevenage and Hitchin and hourly services to Cambridge and Peterborough.  
Within the year trains serving Knebworth will pass through London providing direct connections to 
parts of Surrey, Kent, and Sussex, including Gatwick Airport either direct or with a single change that 
will not involve changing platform.

The Site is within 700 metres of the shops in the centre of Knebworth, which includes a Co-operative 
foodstore.  Knebworth Nursery and Primary School is 600 metres from the Site.

Five bus services pass the entrance to the Site with existing bus stops conveniently located on 
London Road.  Two of the bus services, Arriva 300 and 301, operate between Stevenage and Hemel 
Hempstead.  Along the route the buses pass through Welwyn Garden City, Hatfield, and St Albans.  
The services operate for all seven days of the week.  On weekdays they provide a combined 
frequency of typically four buses per hour in each direction.  On a Saturday this reduces to three 
buses an hour and on a Sunday there is an hourly service that is operated by service 301.

Services 378 and 379 provide a limited frequency service between Stevenage and Hertford with two 
buses per day.  The fifth service, route 388, is school related and runs between Stevenage and Ware 
in the morning, passing through Knebworth at 06:45, and returning in the late afternoon, passing 
through Knebworth at 17:02.

In summary, the Site has a strong case in terms of sustainable transport solutions with a frequent bus 
service providing links to major centres of population and services, with opportunities for local 
shopping to be undertaken on foot.  The likely level of new car trips would not be at a level that would 
result in any perceptible changes to the operation of the local highway network.  The conclusion that 
must be drawn is that in transport terms this Site warrants very serious consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Paget Fulcher
Technical Director
AECOM Infrastructure & Environment UK Limited
T: 01234 373629
M: 07774 866048
E: paget.fulcher@aecom.com

 

cc: Neil Osborne, DLP
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Dear Mike 

 
Review of Sewer and Process Capacity in the Rye Meads WwTW Catchment     

 
Further to our various discussions regarding the sites owned by Bayard Development Ltd (Wel1, Wel2 

and Wel3) and those owned by Wattsdown Ltd (WGr3) all of which fall within the Rye Meads wastewater 

treatment works (WwTW) catchment, we have the following observations and comments regarding 

discharge of foul water from the proposed development; 

1. We note that the total development quantum for the two sites is circa 340 units (approximately 

300 dwellings at Fulling Mill Lane and 40 at Woolmer Green). These two proposed development 

sites would generate discharge/flow of 816 population equivalent (PE) (720PE at Fulling Mill Lane 

and 96PE at Woolmer Green). 

2. A review of Thames Water’s (TW) January 2017 position statement on development in the Rye 

Meads Sewage Treatment Works Catchment (see enclosed) confirms that “Rye Meads Sewage 

Treatment Works is currently being upgraded; the project is due to complete in 2018. The main 

scope of the project is to extend the treatment capacity and improve discharge quality standards 

of the existing sewage treatment works to enable it to treat an increased volume of incoming flow. 

The upgrade will provide Rye Meads STW with a treatment capacity of 447,134 PE (Population 

Equivalent)”. 

3. The treatment capacity at the Works will increase from 396,000 (as stated in the draft Welwyn 

Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) May 2017 Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)) to 447,135 PE. This 

upgrade would equate to an additional capacity of over 51,000 PE which is typically 22,173 new 

dwellings within the Rye Meads WwTW catchment. However, there is a wastewater transfer main 

from the Deephams WwTW catchment to Rye Meads WwTW, referred to as the Deephams 

Transfer Main (DTM). DTM delivers 25 Ml/d from June to August, and 12.5 Ml/d from September to 

May to Rye Meads WwTW which would take up some of the newly created capacity in Rye Meads. 

4. WHBC draft IDP (May 2017) section 13.27 states that; 

A Water Cycle Study undertaken in 2008/9 relating to planned growth at Rye Meads STW stated 

that capacity of the treatment plant was likely to become an issue within the development plan 

timescales. However, the situation has changed since the report was produced and the forecast 

dates of when it was envisaged that capacity issues would arise, which were best estimate at the 

time, have been reviewed and advanced. This was due to many reasons including: - 

 A significant reduction in the number of new dwellings completed in the last years compared 

to the number planned at the time of the study. Reduction in flows received at the treatment 

works due to the cessation of trade and business discharges. 
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 Variations in the projections of water use that were used within the calculations. 

 Changes to the Planning Policy of Central Government. 

5. Based on the information provided by TW both in their position statement of January 2017 and 

the draft May 2017 IDP, it is envisaged that capacity of Rye Meads WwTW should not pose a 

barrier to the proposed development quantum at sites in Fulling Mill Lane and Woolmer Green. 

6. It is noted that TW commented on the proposed development at Woolmer Green site (see 

enclosed WGr3). TW raises “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 existing drainage infrastructure are likely 

to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is brought forward ahead of the development”. TW 

suggests that “Where these 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”. It is anticipated that both proposed development sites 

will provide comprehensive foul water drainage strategies, as suggested by TW, to support any 

planning applications. These studies would be carried out in close consultation with TW and 

provide an agreement from the WaSC to the proposed points of connection. Should capacity of 

existing sewer networks in the vicinity of the sites prove to be an issue, various engineering 

solutions including (but not limited to) pumping to a nearby sewer/s with capacity, on-site 

discharge balancing and upgrading sections of existing sewers could be considered. 

In summary, based on information available to us in the public domain, it is our opinion that the existing 

process capacity at Rye Meads WwTW should not pose a barrier to the development of the two sites 

at Fulling Mill Lane and Woolmer Green. Early engagement with TW will provide solutions to any 

network capacity issues which may be identified at planning application stage for these sites. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 
 

 

Bahadir Uyduran 

Associate Director 

AECOM Limited 

T: 01727 535505 

M: 07769 304102 

E: Bahadir.Uyduran@aecom.com 

  

encl:  Thames Water’s (TW) January 2017 position statement on development in the Rye Meads Sewage Treatment Works 

Catchment 

 TW comments on Woolmer Green site 
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This is a draft statement from Thames Water on our position regarding development in the Rye Meads STW
catchment for the current asset management plan period.
It is our position as ofJanuary 2017 and subject to revision.

SEWAGE TREATM ENT WORKS

Rye Meads Sewage Treatment Works is currently being upgraded; the project is due to complete in 2018. The
main scope of the project is to extend the treatment capacity and improve discharge quality standards of the
existing sewage treatment works to enable it to treat an increased volume of incoming flow.
The upgrade will provide Rye Meads STW with a treatment capacity of 447,134 PE (Population Equivalent). A
number of local authorities within the Rye Meads catchment are proposing significant housing growth. Based
on our current growth forecasts, our recent high level assessment indicates that we currently expect the site
to have headroom until 2024. We are currently producing our business plan for the period 2020-2025 and any
planning for additional capacity will follow our normal growth process, which means growth review and
modelled view of risk to prioritise which sites will need a project and when.
Given the scale of development coming forward in the region we are keeping a regular review of our sewage
treatment works capacity. We are also working closely with local councils on understanding their future
growth projections and likely changes in Environment Agency discharge consents. As part of this engagement
we are part of the Hertfordshire Water Cycle Study group which is assessing long term water and wastewater
infrastructure and environmental capacity.

Our position statement is subject to change if growth forecasts change.
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1 Outline Planning Application

1.1 Consultation Period (separate programme for application)

1.2 Committee Resolution to Grant Planning Permission

1.3 Negotiate & Complete Section 106 Agreement 

1.4 Grant of Outline Planning Permission

1.5 Legal Challenge Period

1.6 Outline Planning Unconditionality

2 Marketing & Sale to Developer/Housebuilder

2.1 Expressions of Interest & Prepare Sales Pack

2.2 Marketing & Tender Period

2.3 Submission of Conditional Offers

2.4 Tender Review, Selection & Agree Heads of Terms

2.5 Developer review/input of Section 106 Agreement

2.6 Negotiate & Exchange Sale Contract

2.7 Unconditional Period

2.8 Sale Completion

3 Reserved Matters & Planning Condition Applications

3.1 Detailed Design Process

3.2 Archaeology Trial Trenching (post approved WSI)

3.3 Highways Design & Technical Approvals (Section 278)

3.4 Environment Agency & Drainage Board Approvals

3.5 Highways Agreement & Bridge Licence

3.6 Reserved Matters Application(s)

3.7 Discharge Planning Conditions 

3.8 Reserved Matters Permission

3.9 Pre-Commencement Conditions Approval

4 Residential Development & Infrastructure Works

4.1 Off-Site Highway Works & Bridge Construction

4.2 Utilities Connections & Strategic Drainage/SuDS

4.3 On-Site Highways & Infrastructure

4.4 Phase 1 Development (WEL2)

4.5 Phase 2 Development (WEL15)

4.6 Phase 3 Development (WEL1 Part)

4.7 Phase 4 Development (WEL1 Part)

5 Housing Completions/Sales

5.1 Phase 1 Affordable (WEL2) 10 4

5.2 Phase 1 Private Market (WEL2) 3 4 4 4 4 4 3

5.3 Phase 2 Affordable (WEL15) 5

5.4 Phase 2 Private Market (WEL15) 3 3 3

5.5 Phase 3 Affordable (WEL1) 6 6 6 6 6 7

5.6 Phase 3 Private Market (WEL1) 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 5 5

5.7 Phase 4 Affordable (WEL1) 10 5 5 5

5.8 Phase 4 Private Market (WEL1) 4 4 5 4 4 4 5 4 4 4 5

5.9 Cumulative Total Houing Completions/Sales 13 21 25 29 33 37 48 51 54 54 54 54 54 58 62 66 77 87 97 107 118 129 133 137 142 146 150 155 160 164 168 173 177 181 185 200 209 218 227 232 232

Month -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63
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