
 

Louise St John Howe 
Programme Officer 
PO Services, 
PO Box 10965, 
Sudbury, Suffolk CO10 3BF 
  

Our ref: WHBC 18 09 2018 TPL  
Your ref: ID 1045336 

18th September 2018  
 

Dear Louise, 
 
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan - Hearing Sessions Stage 5 – Green Belt Review 
 
This letter is submitted on behalf of the landowners of Wel14, who welcomes the opportunity to 
provide Statement as part of the Examination Hearing Sessions Stage 5 – Green Belt Review for 
the emerging Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan 2013-2032.  
 
Introduction 
 
As part of the emerging Welwyn Hatfield Draft Local Plan (WHDLP), we have provided previous 
Representations to the Inspectorate (Wel14, Linces Farm, Welwyn: Representation – October 
2016 and September 2017, and Hearing Sessions – Stage 2). These submissions have outlined 
how our site has a strategic relationship with the adjacent Wel1, Wel2, and Wel15 sites, and 
summarised our overall objections to the emerging plan and our assessment of the deficiencies 
with the current approach put forward by Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC).  
 
In specific regard to the upcoming Hearing Session 5 ‘Green Belt Review’, we would like to state 
our concern in respect of the ‘Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 3’ report (hereon referred to 
as the Study), produced by LUC, on behalf of WHBC. This study does not engage with the brief 
agreed by the Inspector, lacking in depth: WHBC has failed to ‘forensically’ analyse opportunities 
for Green Belt release.   
 
Background – Stage 1 and Stage 2 Green Belt Reviews 
 
There is a current shortfall of 3,200 housing units below the current objectively assessed housing 
need. As the Council is unable to meet its objectively assessed housing need, Council must 
provide evidence that they have taken all reasonable steps to meet their housing need and have 
therefore been asked by the Inspector to submit further evidence identifying which parts of the 
Borough’s Green Belt are ‘critical’ to retain.  
 
Two Green Belt Reviews were previously undertaken in support of providing the necessary 
evidence base for WHBC’s Emerging Local Plan. The Stage 1 Green Belt review was undertaken 
across three separate Borough’s (St. Albans, Dacorum and Welwyn Hatfield) and was undertaken 
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at a largely strategic level to assess how large individual parcels each contributed to retaining 
openness, countryside character and how each parcel contributed to the five purposes of the 
Green Belt. The Stage 1 Green Belt Review utilised a desk-based review using mapping (local 
plans and environmental features) and aerial imagery to define parcel boundaries. The desk-based 
review was supplemented by on-site visits to confirm assumptions and physically review parcel 
boundary features. Parcel boundaries were to generally follow well-defined physical features (i.e. 
natural or physical features) and administrative boundaries. In total, 66 parcels were identified for 
evaluation. The findings of the Stage 1 Review were effective in highlighting the strategic 
importance of particular tracts of Green Belt land, particularly regarding identifying strategic gaps 
between neighbouring towns but did not provide a fine grained and site-specific analysis and thus 
did not provide valuable insights to the impacts of releasing any particular sub-parcels of land as 
part of the WHBC Local Plan review.   
 
A subsequent Stage 2 Green Belt Review was undertaken to build on the findings of the initial 
study and further examine the parcels/sub-areas that were highlighted as not serving strategic 
purposes to the Green Belt as highlighted in the initial Stage 1 Review. The Stage 2 Review was to 
also review and incorporate the ‘Stage 2’ sites that had been put forward for allocation in the Local 
Plan Review to assess their contributions to the Green Belt. The same methodology was 
implemented as part of this review in order to provide consistency in approach and to ensure 
smaller sub-parcels were subject to the same level of scrutiny as in the initial Stage 1 Review 
parcels. Where the Stage 2 review added additional context was that it incorporated a site-specific 
landscape character appraisal to validate key findings in relation to land use, topography, land 
cover, boundary review, levels of enclosure and openness. 
 
In response to the Stage 2 Review, the Inspector shared his concerns that this work did not 
provide enough context to the setting of the individual parcels that were evaluated and thus did not 
provide sufficient evidence to assist Council or himself with the information required to determine 
what are the most ‘critical’ Green Belt sites to retain. The Inspector subsequently requested an 
additional review that would provide a more contextualised assessment of parcels around WHBC. 
The Inspector raised a number of points regarding the aim/scope that should be incorporated 
within the Stage 3 Green Belt Review to help justify the Council’s position that there were no 
suitable sites to be released within the Green Belt to assist in meeting the Council’s housing 
shortfall. Some of the key items requested by the Inspector included: 
 

• The Green Belt is to be forensically assessed in some detail in order to prove that Council 
cannot meet its Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need (FOAHN); 

• The Stage 3 Green Belt Review should expand on previous Green Belt Reviews in order to 
make more informed judgements on the soundness of different development strategies in 
a Green Belt context; 

• The extent to which the Green Belt would be compromised by the loss of a parcel either in 
part or its entirety or in combination with other sub-parcels; 

• A finer grained approach is required to better understand the variations in how 
development parcels perform against the purposes of the Green Belt and should reveal 
opportunities as well as localised constraints, both of which could be used in further 
assessments; 



Programme Officer 
WHBC – Local Plan Examination: Hearing Session 5 – Green Belt Review  
18th September 2018 
 
 
 

 

3 

• The need to consider all potential development sites adjacent to urban areas and place 
them in their surrounding context based on their physical setting and how they contribute 
to openness; and  

• A further analysis of areas of open countryside within the Borough to understand which 
areas are essential to retain given their importance and value to residents of nearby 
settlements.  

 
Green Belt Study Stage 3 Review 
 
Upon review of the Study, we have noted a number of issues which suggests that the Inspector’s 
stated aim/scope of the study has not been satisfactorily implemented and thus does not provide 
any further assistance in reviewing the harm created by potential site releases as part of the Local 
Plan Review for WHBC. The evidence remains deficient with the main issues including the 
following: 

1. Parcel Formation: The formation of parcels look arbitrary and has not been adequately 
detailed.  

2. Parcel Assessment: Parcel assessments do not appear to have been informed by forensic 
analysis or adequately detailed the site context 

3. Sub Parcel Assessment: The sub-parcels do not appear to be rationally formed in 
response to even a cursory analysis on site 

4. Parcel Scoring: The scoring makes it difficult to distinguish between very sensitive sites 
and those that might merit further consideration.  

The study is therefore not properly executed and does not move the evidence on significantly from 
Stage 2 and would not represent a sound basis on which to assess the capacity of the Green Belt 
for release. 
 
We will illustrate the above point through a detailed analysis of Parcel P8 in relation to our own 
promoted site (as shown in Appendix 1) but will identify failings on other sites where appropriate. 
We expect we will not be alone in making these comments and others will make similar points in 
respect of their sites. 
 

1. Parcel Formation: The methodology implemented regarding the formation of parcels as 
part of the Study (as outlined in Task 4 of the Study) relies on a desk-based method to 
establish parcel boundaries utilising a combination of natural (ex. watercourses and 
woodlands) and physical man-made features (ex. transportation corridors and built 
development). The desk-based assessments were followed by an on-site visit to confirm 
desk-based assumptions.  
 
This method seems practical from an efficiency perspective, but the authors have not 
presented a detailed summary of why particular boundaries were utilised for each individual 
Green Belt parcel. Individual parcel assessments would therefore suggest that very 
arbitrary boundaries have been established without proper justification. The rationale for 
choosing each particular boundary, including an assessment related to the strength and 
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permanence of these boundaries, should have been provided to allow the reader to better 
understand why each parcel boundary was chosen.  
 
We have provided evidence as to how a failure to properly define parcel boundaries has led 
to an overly large and irrational layout for parcel P8 in Appendix 1. Other similar examples 
are exhibited at Green Belt parcels P17, P55, P66 and P78, among others. These large 
parcels are so spread out that there is no direct relationship exhibited from one end of the 
parcel to the other due to physical and natural features exhibited across many of these 
types of sites. In the absence of a detailed summary of how individual parcel boundaries 
were formulated it is not possible to understand the context of many parcels and why 
certain parcels are considered to act as one cohesive Green Belt unit.     
 

2. Parcel Assessment: As one of the Inspector’s specific aims of having the Stage 3 Green 
Belt review commissioned was that a forensic analysis be conducted across the entire 
WHBC Green Belt, this has in our opinion has not been implemented. Consistent with how 
there was a lack of detailed presentation as to how parcel boundaries were formulated, 
there has been no detailed description of the context of each particular parcel. A very 
generalised ‘Parcel Description’ has been presented within each parcel assessment, but 
the level of detail provided does not assist the reader in making any rationalised 
judgements about the context of the parcel or its suitability to be considered as a single unit 
for assessment purposes.  

 
This is evidenced by the fact that some parcels have been formed at such a large scale and 
seemingly overlooked the context of each site. As an example, parcel P8 is in our opinion 
too large to be utilised as a single parcel for detailed assessment purposes. An on-site visit 
clearly evidenced that it would’ve been more practical and useful to divide this parcel into 
three smaller parcels as the natural topography of the parcel and presence of natural 
dividing features, such as hedgerows, clearly provide visual and physical delineations 
throughout the parcel. In this instance, a subdivision of the broader P8 parcel may have 
assisted in a more detailed and forensic assessment of the parcel and been would have 
enabled more detailed assessments to be undertaken. Other examples where Green Belt 
parcel boundaries seem to be formed without context to their internally separating physical 
features would include parcel P17, P48, P52, P55, P56, P64, P65 and P78 where there is a 
clearly defined hedgerows and topographic features separating portions of the site. This 
was a clearly stated aim that the Inspector had raised within his scoping letter, which has 
seemed to have been overlooked by the authors of this Study.   
 
In addition to a lack of a detailed presentation of the internal context of given sites, there 
has been no detailed presentation of the surrounding context of individual parcels. 
Ordinance Survey (OS) maps are presented for each parcel assessment, which are 
assumed to be included to show the topographic profile and environmental constraints 
present at each site. Unfortunately, some OS maps lack enough detail to provide context to 
the reader. As an example, the OS map for parcel P7 does not include any topographic 
information of the site itself, nor of any adjacent sites. Furthermore, the P7 parcel OS map 
does not incorporate the adjacent built development directly north of the site. This OS map 
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is therefore misleading in that it suggests there is a flat-terrain of arable fields to the north of 
the site, when the reality is there are rolling hills with a significant residential housing 
development in this location. This was only able to be confirmed by way of a site-visit.  
 
Assessment parcels are also supplemented with aerial photography and a single photo of 
the site, but similar to the OS maps, these do not adequately enable the reader to fully 
grasp the varied context because they do not adequately present parcel boundaries or 
provide differentiated views across the site from varied perspectives across a given parcel. 
Perspective photographs are particularly helpful when assessing the context of a site, but 
unfortunately this has not been adequately addressed, thus making an objective 
assessment of parcels difficult to ascertain. 
 

3. Sub-Parcel Assessment: The sub-parcel assessments contained within each larger parcel 
appears to be arbitrary and often erratic. There is no detailed summary stating why each 
sub-parcel has been formed, but it is indicated within the methodology of the Study that 
sub-parcels have been formed to provide an ‘identification of different development 
scenarios to reflect any variations in harm that might result from either constraining 
development to a smaller areas than the parcel as a whole, or reflecting the need to 
consider cumulative impact, from expanding development to adjacent areas’. This 
approach provides a finer grained level of approach than just assessing the larger parcels, 
but provides no further relevant insights to the appropriate release of deliverable sites.   
 
Within Appendix 1, we have clearly identified a range of readily self-contained parcels. The 
approach to identifying sub-parcels is perverse. This is not an issue of conflicting 
professional judgement, it is simply a matter of reading the clear features and topography 
on the ground.  
 
It would also have been helpful to assess all of the previously promoted development 
options that were put forward to Council as part of the Call for Sites process. This would’ve 
proved a more valuable an exercise and provided insight into the true potential to meet the 
Council’s FOAHN shortfall, instead this Study often only provides hypothetical development 
options and thus fails to realistically assess deliverable sites.   
 
Adding to the difficulty in the sub-parcel assessments, it was often observed that promoted 
sites were not always entirely contained within a given Green Belt assessment parcel. Why 
promoted sites were not entirely encapsulated within larger Green Belt parcels is unclear 
and should’ve have been clearly explained. Examples of this are shown in parcels P25, 
P41-P43, P46-P47, P48, P68 and P72.  
  

4. Parcel Scoring: It remains unclear based on our review how a standardised assessment 
has been applied to the Contributions and Harms that have been scored against each 
Green Belt parcel and sub-parcel. Only by providing a thorough and detailed review of each 
individual site’s context is it our opinion that a justified parcel and sub-parcel scoring could 
be applied.  
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It is noted that there are a number of parcels, as an example, parcels P26, P33, P34a, P38, 
P47, P55 which are all considered previously developed land, but still generate rankings in 
a range of moderate-low to moderate-high should they be released from the Green Belt. 
This suggests a deficiency within the methodology that was applied by the authors and 
calls into question the findings of the Study.  
 
This is not to suggest that a low score will mean automatic release, but it would be more 
helpful in properly calibrating a genuine assessment of the capacity of the Green Belt. 
 
We also question whether it is legitimate for the Council to include a local test related to a 
former spatial strategy (1998 Hertfordshire Structure Plan) where development can only be 
concentrated in certain defined settlements. The evidence should inform the new spatial 
strategy by an unfettered review of capacity. 

 
Conclusions 
 
In conclusion, we have identified a number of key issues that we feel have undermined the 
validity of this Study.  
 
The methodology that was utilised to the form Green Belt parcels is deficient. A detailed 
summary of how parcels have been defined has not been provided, which has led to a 
number of large parcels being formed which lack coherence across their entire area.  
 
The parcel assessment methodology is flawed, as parcel assessments have failed to 
adequately incorporate the internal and external context of many Green Belt parcels. This 
has resulted in an inability to understand the context of each individual parcel for the reader 
and suggests that the results of this Study are therefore unjustified.  
 
The approach to identifying sub-parcels is perverse. This is not an issue of conflicting professional 
judgement, it is simply a matter of reading the clear features and topography on the ground.  

 
It would also have been helpful to assess all of the previously promoted development options that 
were put forward to Council as part of the Call for Sites process. 
 
The overview of how the various sites perform has been complicated by an inconsistent approach 
to scoring PDL and the application of the test concerning Purpose 5 of the Green Belts, which is  to 
assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land to all 
sites. This is not illuminating and serves only to drive up all scores across the District. 
 
We also question whether it is legitimate for the Council to include a local test related to a former 
spatial strategy that requires development to be concentrated only in certain defined settlements. 
The evidence should inform the new spatial strategy by an unfettered review of capacity. 
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Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Chris Pattison 
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Appendix 1 – P8 Parcel Assessment  
 
As shown in Figure 1 the P8 parcel is geographically stretched across a very broad area similar in 
size to the adjacent village of Welwyn. You will note that the sub-parcels of Wel3, Wel5 and Wel16 
are all geographically located in the most southern portion of the parcel with no other allocation 
parcels located elsewhere within the larger parcel.  
 

 
Figure 1 – Parcel P8 Ordinance Survey Map 
 
As shown in Figure 2, the aerial imagery that is presented within the Study for parcel P8, further 
illustrates that there is a number of large agricultural plots across the broader P8 parcel. As a 
detailed explanation was not provided within the Green Belt Review, the parcel was seemingly 
formed by a range of less prominent features such as hedgerows and a watercourse along the 
northern edge of the site. The overall site is estimated at approximately 135 hectares in size and 
based on a site visit, it was made evidently clear there is no relation between the northern, central 
and southern parts of the site, particularly when you contextualise the significant topographic 
changes across the site that are shown in Figure 1. 
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Figure 2 – Parcel P8 Aerial Photo  
 
When a parcel such as P8 is expanded over such a large distance, it is difficult to adequately 
incorporate the context of the site if it is not fully detailed. This then weakens the ability to assess 
the finer-grained details each sub-area of a parcel of this size contributes to the Green Belt. In the 
absence of a finer-grained approach, we are left to assume that a combination of agricultural plot 
boundaries along the western edge and the Borough boundary to the north were used as the 
primary factors for delineation in this case. As a whole, there is no argument to be made that the 
parcel would significantly contribute to purposes of the Green Belt, but at a finer-grained level of 
assessment, it is unclear if there are specific areas that would provide alternate contributions to the 
purposes of the Green Belt.   
 
Based on a site visit that was undertaken on 11 September 2018, it was our opinion that the site 
would be better suited to be further subdivided into three separate parcel areas. To further explain 
how we reached this conclusion, we present 6 different perspective photos taken from across the 
site, which clearly show the lack of relationship one portion of the parcel has to the others. Figure 
3 shows the locations where each perspective photo was taken. 
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Figure 3 – Parcel P8 perspective views 
 

 
Perspective 1 – View looking west from eastern boundary of parcel P8 
This view clearly shows a hedgerow to the south and north of the location with a rising terrain that 
cuts off the views of the western parcel boundary beyond the horizon of the picture.  
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Perspective 2 – View looking north from central area of site 
This perspective was taken high upon the ridgeline of the site that runs from the north to the south 
of the site. The parcel boundary is out of site from this location and is located near the bottom of 
the hill that is in the foreground. The landscape at the back of the photo is outside the WHBC 
administrative boundary.  
 

 
Perspective 3 – View looking north from western boundary of parcel P8 
this perspective shows the well-defined hedgerow that demarcates the western parcel boundary. 
The northern boundary is well out of sight in this photo and is located on the backside of a hill that 
is out of view.  
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Perspective 4 – View looking east from western boundary of parcel P8 
This perspective shows the hedgerow that runs east-west through the centre of the site. The 
landscape rolls away from this location towards the north and south respectively. The hedgerow is 
well established and provides a significant demarcating boundary through the north and south 
portions of the site.  
 

 
Perspective 5 – View looking northeast from southern boundary of site 
This perspective looks north east from near the south western border of the site. There is 
considerable urban development in the distance and other portions of the site are not viewable 
from this location.  
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Perspective 6 – View looking north from the southern boundary of the site. 
This perspective shows the central hedgerow in the background of the landscape that runs through 
the centre of the site as shown in perspective 4. The northern portions of the site are not able to be 
viewed from this location due to the topography of the parcel.  
 
Alternative Contribution Assessment 
 
Based on our site findings we present our alternative assessment on parcel P8 as shown in Table. 
1. 
 
Table 1 : Alternative Parcel Assessment based on Site Visit 
Green Belt 
Purpose 

WHBC GBSS3 Assessment GBSS3 
Contribution 
Rating  
(6-point 
scale low 
harm –high 
harm) 

Turnberry Assessment Turnberry 
Contribution 
Grading  
(6-point 
scale low 
harm-high 
harm) 

Check 
unrestricted 

The parcel is sufficiently 
separated or distant from a 
large built-up area for there 

Limited or no 
contribution 

The Wel14 parcel is directly 
adjacent to urbanised area of 
small defined village therefore 

Limited or no 
contribution 
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Green Belt 
Purpose 

WHBC GBSS3 Assessment GBSS3 
Contribution 
Rating  
(6-point 
scale low 
harm –high 
harm) 

Turnberry Assessment Turnberry 
Contribution 
Grading  
(6-point 
scale low 
harm-high 
harm) 

sprawl of large 
built-up areas.  

not to be any potential for 
urban sprawl from the large 
built up area. 

there is no potential for urban 
sprawl from any large built up 
area.  

Preventing 
neighbouring 
towns from 
merging into 
one another 

The parcel adjoins the 
western edge of Welwyn and 
it does not lie between any 
first-tier settlements. 

Limited or no 
contribution 

The Wel14 parcel adjoins the 
western edge of Welwyn and it 
does not lie between any first-
tier settlements. 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Assist in 
safeguarding 
the countryside 
from 
encroachment 

The land contains the 
characteristics of open 
countryside, given that it 
comprises mostly arable 
fields and lacks significant 
amounts of urbanising 
development. Much of the 
parcel is open and there are 
some views towards the 
urban edge at Welwyn 
downhill towards the south 
east of the 
parcel. 

Significant 
contribution 

The broader P8 parcel contains 
the characteristics of open 
countryside particularly to its 
western edges.  
The Wel14 sub-parcel is located 
at the western edge of Welwyn 
in an area that is well concealed 
due to its natural topography and 
is located directly in-between 
two pre-existing urbanised 
areas.  
The release of the parcel would 
not prejudice or harm the 
countryside areas beyond.  

Partial 
contribution 

Preserve setting 
and special 
character of 
historic towns 

The land forms little or no 
part of the setting of Welwyn 
Garden City and does not 
contribute to its special 
character. 

Limited or no 
contribution 

The land forms little or no part of 
the setting of Welwyn Garden 
City and does not contribute to 
its special character. 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Assist in urban 
regeneration by 
encouraging 
recycling of 
derelict/urban 
land 

All Green Belt land can be 
considered to support urban 
regeneration within Welwyn 
Hatfield and it is not possible 
to distinguish which parcels 
perform this to a stronger or 
weaker degree. 

Significant 
contribution 

All Green Belt land can be 
considered to support urban 
regeneration within Welwyn 
Hatfield and it is not possible to 
distinguish which parcels 
perform this to a stronger or 
weaker degree. 

Significant 
contribution 

 
 
 
 
 


