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30 October 2020       c/o 47 Elmwood, AL8 6LD 
 
Mr Mel Middleton 
c/o Programme Officer 
 
Dear Sir 
 
Birchall Garden Suburb 
 
We would like to make a few observations in relation to the additional documents submitted to show 
intended mitigation measures to avoid this proposed development from harming the landscape. 
 
We are aware of your interim comments but we confess that we are a little uncertain as to what exactly is 
meant by the reference to the northern and southern part of this proposed development, as also by the land 
to the north of the A414. We are setting these out as our assumptions, if only to test our understanding: 
 
We are assuming that the reference to land to the north of the A414 refers to all that land from Burnside 
to the roundabout on the A414 and not just from Holwell Hyde Lane to that roundabout.  
 
We are also assuming that the reference to the southern part of the land also includes all that land to the 
east of Holwell Hyde Lane that is below the area that in the past has been used for landfill. 
 
We would concur with your views, given that our assumptions are correct. However, for the record, we 
are still commenting on the documents submitted, just in case our assumptions are wholly or partly 
incorrect. 
  
EX 201 Generally 
 
You have highlighted the driving experience on previous occasions, and we think that the mitigation 
measures will be harmful to the landscape. 
 
As we have indicated before, Welwyn Garden City is largely lost from exterior sight by skilful use of the 
topography: we agree that artificial bunds are novel and jarring in this location. 
 
Finally, we are doubtful if the scenic views of the proposed settlement, almost magically lost in the 
countryside are anything near an approximation of the impact of the proposals on the landscape.  We 
think that the built form and its man-made vibrancy when set against a rural landscape will be a lot more 
visible and intrusive. 
 
EX 201B Noise pollution from Burnside 
 
We are doubtful that the submissions made on noise pollution are valid as we do not agree with the 
standard adopted to indicate that the measures taken will be sufficient to ensure that residents in the 



proposed development will be able to peacefully enjoy their gardens, which is the essence of the garden 
city. 
 
We are concerned that noise pollution should be regarded as a minor matter from a planning point of view 
when we know that they are central to residents’ concerns if planning matters go awry, as we explain 
below. 
 
We base our view on the experience of residents on the former Rank Xerox site in Welwyn Garden City 
which has recently been converted into flats from being a former office. It is in the middle of a former 
industrial area and there is now a serious issue between residents and a nearby commercial operation. The 
standard BS 4142 has been used there to measure the pollution level emanating from that nearby 
industrial unit which WHBC itself has adjudged to be high. That industrial unit was present before the 
conversion of the offices into flats took place.  
 
Residents are now left with a severe adverse noise impact, exceeding BS 4142 guidelines, but without any 
means seemingly of support from WHBC or seemingly a possible legal remedy.  
 
Burnside operates in a rural environment and as such has complete mastery of its hours of operation and, 
in practice, external noise impact. This is highly likely to lead to severe friction with newly arrived 
residents anywhere close as the Burnside operators, based first at the location, will have rights that new 
arrivals will not have. We quote from a letter from WHBC to a resident of the newly converted flats on 
the former Rank Xerox site here in town, which sets this out clearly as follows: 
 
“Whilst the term "they were here first" is not a complete defence in that the commercial unit must not 
make unreasonable noise, it must be considered that residents should take into account the surrounding 
area when moving into a property. In this location, there will always have been noise from the 
commercial operations and particularly from plant equipment. This is unavoidable given the location of 
the commercial units. Whilst I appreciate, this may be frustrating, I can confirm that a lot of time and 
effort has been spent trying to resolve this issue. It is due to the above, that I must advise that I will be 
closing the complaint. I am unable to assist you any further in relation to this matter.” 
   
We also think that the operators of Burnside will have a strong case to defend their rights as they change 
their hours of operation from time to time to cover large contracts and heavy demand. This would include 
night-time operations. We think that this will be incompatible with any residential area if it is located 
nearby. As you have already said, any increase in recycling is likely to lead to greater friction with newly 
arrived residents. 
 
In short, we do not think that the use of BS 4142 to measure the reasonableness of the noise pollution 
levels is an adequate tool for safeguarding future residents from noise pollution on this site.  The existing 
operators of Burnside will, in effect, have squatters’ rights to make as much noise as is reasonable for an 
enterprise of this sort.  This will often be in excess of acceptable levels for residents who will have no 
redress.  
 
EX 201G 
 
We remain very sceptical of the proposed use of the landfill area as a natural parkland. In previous 
submissions we highlighted the fact that the capping of the landfill itself is very shallow and there is every 
likelihood that vermin will expose the landfill unless, as we have previously indicated in other 
submissions, that the landfill area is re-capped in its entirety. That in turn will change the flows of gases 
and other seepage from the landfill with all its attendant risks. 
 



Again, we have highlighted in previous submissions the lack of any trees or any in the landfill area and 
the developer’s hopes of substantial greenery enhancing the ambience of the locality is marketing hype 
and wishful thinking.   
 
Land to the north of Burnside 
 
You have had evidence, done after substantial research, that the green corridor should be a minimum of 
250m in EX181 and we do not agree that 100m would be adequate since it will not achieve its intended 
purpose of providing a route for wildlife as well as for humans walking, running, on bicycles or on 
horseback.  Whilst we think that there is a lot to be said for ensuring that the corridor assists in buffering 
the noise from Burnside, it also must provide access to and from The Commons nature reserve much 
further north. 
 
We note that under these proposals, from the views to the south from the Grade II listed building, Holwell 
Hyde Farm, will be substantially damaged. We think that this is regrettable. 
 
EX 201D “garden city principles” 
 
We continue to be surprised at the contention that the Birchall Garden Suburb follows any garden city 
principles. It continues to be an out of the way limb clinging to the town, demanding a density of housing 
around three times envisaged by its founders. 
 
The whole point of the garden city was that it should be human in scale, should fit with topography of the 
land and should not extend into the surrounding countryside. This development is doing the reverse. 
 
So, for example, the scope for four storey buildings so far out in the countryside is seemingly justified on 
the grounds that it will produce pupils at the proposed neighbourhood school. It is true that there are four 
storey buildings in the garden city, but they are carefully located in their setting – they have not been 
located to keep the numbers up at the nearby school. The resulting density of the proposed housing in this 
locality does not fit with the location. 
 
If the land to the north of Burnside is built on, then this too will seem like an intrusion into the Green Belt 
with poor access for residents into the town. Indeed, this new area will seem like an odd appendage to the 
town – almost an after-thought – which indeed it is.  
 
The town’s founders would be dumbfounded at the thought of building housing beside a noisy aggregate 
crushing plant as much as they would be at the necessity of building houses where, due to noise, the 
windows can only be opened to the north and east. Furthermore, residents’ views to the south would be 
precluded by a proposed bund. This does seem to fly in the face of “garden city principles” – words now 
used to justify almost anything.  
 
We should be grateful if you would consider taking these further points into account in determining your 
final views on Birchall Garden Suburb. 
 
Yours sincerely 
For Welwyn Garden City Society 
 
 
Shaun O’Reilly 
Chairman 


