
Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Review 2018 

In the last hearing relating to this green belt review, it was acknowledged that it was hard to see 
how the harm ratings were arrived at in the absence of more detailed explanations from LUC.  LUC 
agreed to make these more detailed explanations available, but have not done so, so far.  So my 
comments relate only to what was produced in the original report. 

The way the report is written regarding the current washed over settlements fails to clarify what 
choices and potential boundaries would be considered for these, leading to confusion. The harm 
ratings on these parcels should be assessed differently to those elsewhere in the report, as the 
options are not clear. 

Green Belt Parcels which require reviewing: 

Parcels 21/22: These two parcels lie to the north and NW of Panshanger Airfield.  The boundary 
between the two is defined by the field edge of the land owned by Mariposa, with only a wire fence 
between the two.  Both parcels have exactly the same rating in table 6.1 (aside from the Local 
Purpose rating which we are told has not been used in the ranking of harm) and yet overall Parcel 21 
is rated as Very High harm, whereas parcel 22 is rated as Medium To High Harm – 2 categories 
different from parcel 21/21b, yet only a piece of wire away.  The written comment on parcel 22 
would seem to imply the higher risk category of high harm is more appropriate when compared to 
the written comments on parcel 21, as large parts of it also impact on the setting of the Mimram 
valley and by changing this rating there would be less inconsistency.  

Parcel 30:  This parcel lies adjacent to the important water wildlife site of Lemsford Springs.  
Developing these fields would impact very heavily on the viability of this wildlife feature by 
destroying the seclusion and tranquillity which harbours the birds dependent on the water features 
here. Therefore parcel 30 should be retained in the green belt.  Its purpose 3 category should be 
raised to a significant contribution as preservation of the wildlife sanctuary should be considered 
part of protecting the countryside. 

 Parcel 33 and 34: This is essentially the Village of Lemsford, but parcel 34 also includes some open 
land on the north- western side of the village which if developed would impact highly on the river 
setting and wildlife habitat of an important part of the river Lea. It is also mostly within the flood 
plain. Over development in the village which currently retains a rural character would have the 
effect of extending the footprint of Welwyn Garden City to the west of the A1 which currently acts 
as a strong green belt boundary to the town.  It would harm the setting of Welwyn Garden city by 
creating sprawl to the west (green belt purpose 4) and would remove the current rural setting of the 
village. Parcels 33 and 34 should therefore be retained in the green belt, although limited 
development on parcel 34 (6-8 houses) could probably be absorbed by the village. 

Parcels 38 and 39:  Releasing these parcels would imply that Stanborough would be inset, and no 
longer a washed over settlement. If this is done, the risk of coalescence between Welwyn Garden 
City and Hatfield (if Hatfield is extended by the proposed development on parcel 41b) is greatly 
increased.  If this area is not considered to be washed over by the green belt, then the southern 
margin of this fragile green belt gap between the two towns should be pushed further south by 
retaining the whole of parcel 41 in the green belt to preserve the visual separation. Only by retaining 
the whole of Stanborough in the Green Belt would a separation of 1 km be preserved. 

Parcels 41-47: The way the harm has been assessed by the combinations of these parcels is not 
logical.  The choice of which combinations of parcels to assess doesn’t reflect the cumulative effect 



of all the parcels proposed which are all essentially adjacent. Their impact both on the current 
developed areas and on each other is therefore under-estimated. 

Parcel 45 and 44:  Parcels 44 and 45 have only been defined because P45 has been proposed as a 
development site and the outline of this parcel is only defined by that, not by the landforms. There is 
no logical reason in the methodology that it should be included in the main part of the report.  No 
other sites in the Green Belt not adjacent to current development are considered in this way.  In fact 
no sites are proposed for a new “garden village” in chapter 8, which defines large parts of the 
Borough as having equal status. Chapter 8 is where the areas defined as parcels 45 and 44 should be 
considered to retain any semblance of impartiality in the methodology of this report. 

Parcel 75:   This very large parcel would be better evaluated if sub-divided.  The parcel contains a 
local wildlife area in the west. In all other cases wildlife sites have been excluded from parcels at the 
outset, so the parcel should never have been drawn to include it. The parcel has been given a rating 
of high harm to the greenbelt although the written description does not appear to justify this 
category, especially if the wildlife site were removed. The eastern part of parcel 75 would then have 
a similar size and rural setting as parcel 45 and should therefore be similarly assessed as having 
moderate to high harm 

 


