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Submission by Cllr Nigel Quinton on behalf of Welwyn Hatfield Liberal Democrats 

I am submitting comments following the session on November 6th in response to EX88B, EX88C and 
EX88D. 

These comments can be split into the following categories: 

1. Comments on the washed over settlement analysis contained in EX88D as it affects Lemsford 
and Stanborough 

2. Comments on the methodology employed in the main report EX88B as illustrated in EX88C 
3. Comments on specific ratings and overall harm assessment 

1.	Washed	over	settlements	Lemsford	and	Stanborough	
i. I am struggling to understand the criteria for and effect of the retention of certain settlements, 

but not others as ‘washed over settlements’. 5.4 of the report refers to Para 140 of the NPPF, 
and the importance of the degree of openness within the settlement. However the parcels of 
land subsequently assessed are generally speaking outside the existing settlements, and 
therefore surely nothing to do with the character of the village. Are we saying that an open 
settlement can never be extended? If so, has the assessment been objective? It is hard to see 
that it has. 

ii. I fail to follow the logic of the assessment. In Table 5.1 we are referred to an initial analysis to be 
found in Appendix 5.1 – yet there is no analysis present in that appendix, simply a description of 
the village. I would think that most who pass through Lemsford would describe its aspect as 
‘open’ as any other of the washed over settlements – particularly since the improvements local 
residents made in the 2000’s opening up views of the river.  So why has it not been concluded 
that this should retain its washed over status, in the same way as many others that were 
assessed? 

iii. It seems to me that the main argument about the retention of Lemsford and Stanborough as 
washed over settlements should be about the impact on the overall green belt boundary were 
they to be inset. This effect would be to open up even more of the area west of the A1(M), 
significantly threatening the extension of WGC into open countryside, which in conjunction with 
the proposed releases to the south (HAT1 and Symonsdhyde) would be of serious concern.  

iv. I would challenge anyone to come to Lemsford and agree with the assessment that “There is 
limited rural character within this parcel and so the parcel only makes a very limited contribution 
to the setting and special character of Welwyn Garden City.” Granted that there are some late 
20th century infill houses, but there are a number of listed buildings, a very characterful mill, two 
country pubs, a church and attached school of great character.  

v. Parcel P30 isn’t even included in the assessment of Lemsford in Table 5.1, and yet it abuts the 
village and its development would remove any separation between Lemsford and Stanborough. 
The authors state that it forms little or no part of the setting of WGC, and yet development here 
would effectively extend WGC across the A1(M).  

vi. The assessment of harm for P30 claims that the presence of the Nature Reserve is a mitigating 
factor and yet the development of land adjacent to a reserve such as this could fundamentally 



threaten the future of that very reserve, which currently benefits from this land providing a 
buffer from developed land. Assessing this as only a partial contribution to purpose 3 is clearly 
wrong – it should be rated as a strong contribution.  

vii. P30a which includes only the already developed portion and the A1(M) itself is assessed as 
having just moderate harm, but the extension of the boundary beyond the natural limit of the 
A1(M) surely sets a very dangerous precedent. The authors’ comments relating to P32, which I 
would agree with, would apply equally to P30. 

viii. Development within P33 and P34 would clearly threaten the very open character of the village 
(see iii above). 

ix. P35a and P36 have almost exactly the same characteristics but are assessed very differently – 
P35a being assessed as Moderate versus High in the case of P36. This throws into question the 
objectivity of the report.  

2.	Methodology		
i. In 3.6 the inclusion of wildlife sites within parcels being assessed is justified on the grounds of 

complexity – I really do not see the problem in defining parcels that exclude wildlife sites, as 
these should clearly remain within the Green Belt, arguably with a zone of open land around 
them. Building homes up to the boundary of an established nature reserve is very likely to 
threaten the continued existence of that reserve.  

ii. The discussion from 3.10 to 3.15 defies logic. Having expounded at length on the importance 
placed on ‘Openness’ in Green Belt planning terms, and quite rightly referred to the Inspector’s 
notes (Appendix 1.1) which drew special note of the importance of openness, the authors 
bizarrely reach the conclusion is that it should not be assessed separately.  

iii. 3.20 makes the case that there are no ‘large built up areas’ within the Borough and that 
therefore Purpose 1 is essentially irrelevant, and all parcels are assessed as having limited or no 
contribution to this purpose. I would argue that in the local context this is absurd. In the local 
context we have two significant ‘built up areas’ which are ‘large’ by Hertfordshire standards, and 
one of the key purposes of the local Green Belt is to prevent sprawl adjacent to these towns. In 
the case of WGC this is heightened by the criteria of a Garden City to be a town of a certain size 
– originally as defined by Howard one to house 32,000 people, which when it reached capacity 
would be added to by the development of a second garden city nearby. Howard envisaged a 
cluster of garden cities separated by open countryside providing food and leisure opportunities 
for citizens. An ideal garden city would allow the town centre to be reached comfortably on foot 
or by bicycle. WGC has already been the victim of poor planning and expansion beyond the size 
originally planned. It is therefore critically important that we now act to make sure this is not 
exacerbated in the next phase of expansion. I would argue that the Council should be instructing 
its consultants to apply Purpose 1 in that local context when assessing the importance of the 
green belt to the protection of the garden city concept.  

iv. Purpose 2 has been assessed using the definition of a town as being only towns of a certain size. 
However, the principle surely holds just as much validity when looking at the coalescence of 
villages – so why has the definition been so narrow? If villages coalesce without proper planning 
one ends up with a ‘town’ without infrastructure, and without a centre. So whereas there might 
be a case to be made to create a new town which includes existing smaller centres of 
population, it should be done in a way that ensures a proper urban infrastructure is built.  



v. 3.45 refers to some other inspection reports requiring an assessment against all 5 Purposes, and 
therefore attempts to apply Purpose 5 despite concluding (3.48) that this is meaningless, and 
despite failing to apply Purpose 1 at all. This approach again defies logic. The authors should 
surely be making a judgement about how to assess risk based on their professional experience 
and should be guided by the commissioners of the report, ie WHBC, who should be making clear 
what is important in the local context.  

vi. Arguably, the Local Purpose section does do exactly this, and addresses the criticisms I make 
above in respect of Purpose 2, but this is then not used in the overall assessment of harm. This 
also falls down in the assessment of the washed over settlements that might then be inset. If 
they are to be inset they should be assessed using the Local Purpose criteria, and this appears 
not to have been done. 

i. Harm	Ratings	and	‘odd’	ratings	
i. At the hearing it became obvious that because the workings of the assessors were not included, 

it was exceptionally hard to understand how individual harm ratings had been arrived at. There 
are clear inconsistencies in Table 6.1, and as I argued in the session some parcels which have just 
one ‘Significant Contribution’, because of the overriding importance of that contribution, should 
be deemed high harm, even if that is the only contribution they make. I believe we requested at 
the hearings that the workings be made public, which I understood the Consultants and Council 
to be willing to do, but this has not been forthcoming. 

ii. P29, P23 and P26 are all assessed as only a Partial Contribution to Purpose 3. These are areas of 
park or sports ground currently, uses which have been deemed suitable for green belt, but in all 
other respects perform the same role as adjacent parcels that are rated as a Strong Contribution 
for purpose 3.  

iii. Notably, golf courses (e.g. P31 and P66) seem to have been treated differently in this context 
(purpose 3), and more favourably than those above. And yet these are not publicly accessible, so 
from the public’s point of view surely contribute less to the preservation of ‘countryside’ than 
parkland such as Stanborough (P29) or Moneyhole (P23). 

iv. In the assessment of local purpose contribution a number of sites which clearly provide a 
significant contribution to the maintenance of separation between settlements have not been so 
rated. P29, P30, P32 all provide a very significant separation between Lemsford and WGC. P35, 
P36, P37 provide the same role in respect of Lemsford and Stanborough. P11 and P10 have only 
been given a ‘partial’ contribution when it is hard to see that they perform a lesser role than 
P12, say, in separating Welwyn village from WGC. The same comment could be made about P55 
and P56, which are very important in maintaining separation between Hatfield and Welham 
Green but are only given a partial rating. 

v. On the same theme, P27, P28 and P29 perform a key role separating WGC and Hatfield. This may 
have been reflected in the scores under Purpose 2, but figure 6.5 paints a distorted picture by 
ignoring their ‘local’ contribution.  


