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Matter 1: Birchall Garden Suburb 
EX201B: Appendix 1. Cross Section AA-EE, EX201D: Design Considerations 

EX 201K: Notes on design principles for Birchall Garden Suburb 
 

Views (EX201B) 
 The importance of views on Setting of heritage assets (and thus on Significance) is set out in Historic 
England’s GPA3.2 the Setting of Heritage Assets. 
 
The views illustrations shown in Appendix 1 (EX201B of the Examination Documents) do not give a clear 
indication of the impact on the landscape 

• These illustrations are designed to be viewed at a larger scale than consultees’ computer 
equipment can show. We are thus having to comment on smaller versions where details across the 
view are not easily visible 

• The illustrations are rather gloomy with much cloud cover. The impact of housing on a bright day 
would be much greater with glare from windows and details of houses and other built features 
more clearly visible. 

• Many of the oblique views from the areas of Little Berkhamsted, Pans hanger, and Holwell Court 
are not shown. Those from any direction apart from south would be of the development from a 
higher point of view which cannot be adequately screened. Those from the south would include 
both the bund and the tree belt, and a view of houses further north up the hill. The impact of the 
development on the setting of heritage assets and proposed mitigation through a bund was set out 
in the CHGCG response to the Birchall Garden Suburb Green Corridor report [EX169] and discussed 
at the BGS hearing session on March 2020. 

• As far as we can judge the bund and tree belt loom large along the A414 and do not appear part of 
the natural landscape as required by the Inspector in EX201B paragraph 3.7, due to the scale and 
steepness required. 

 
Mitigation of impact through tree cover. 
Trees are sensitive to pollution, both aerial from adjoining busy dual carriageway and ground pollution 
resulting from leachate from former landfill site, as seen in the lack of established trees further north on 
the site. [See the Central Herts Green Corridor Group response to EX169 under EX170] 
They are also vulnerable to lack of water whilst establishing and to vandalism. 
Massed trees along the A414 is alien to this landscape of small discrete copses set in hedged fields. Much of 
the existing woodland is deciduous with very few evergreens, except in the historic designed landscape 
surrounding Hatfield House. To provide adequate tree cover along the A414 in all seasons would require a 
much thicker tree belt than proposed or else introduction of many evergreens which   would be 
incongruous in this setting. The bund at Pinehurst, illustrated as an example, is irrelevant as there are no 
heritage views across this part of the A10, the bund in the East Herts section of BGS is likewise irrelevant is 
it is not on rising ground as this is. 
 
The open nature of the countryside between Hatfield and Hertford is a key part of the setting for the 
heritage assets, mainly buildings (listed or non-designated) but also landscapes (from Grade I Hatfield Park 
to undesignated Holwell Court). The information presented in EX201B demonstrate that a bund and tree 
barrier would be just that, a barrier for views 
 

Garden City Principles (EX201K) and Design Considerations (EX201D) 

Howard’s key principle was not to extend the area of towns beyond their planned limits. Welwyn Garden 
City has already filled its planned area and so Howard’s principle of building another town elsewhere or 
filling up less-developed communities should apply.  



This development is a long way from the town centre and within Howard’s ‘agricultural zone’, now the 
Green Belt. As Howard states i 

Shall it [the Garden City] build on the zone of agricultural land is around it, and thus forever destroy 
the right to be called a ‘Garden City’? Surely not. This disastrous result would indeed take place if 
the land around the town…  [was} owned by private individuals anxious to make a profit out of it. 
For then, as the town filled up, the agricultural land would become ‘ripe’ for building purposes and 
the beauty and healthfulness of the town would be quickly destroyed. 

Raymond Unwin takes this further in Nothing Gained by Overcrowding (1912) where the agricultural belt is 
set out as crucial to a Garden City. 

A further principle was to reduce density of housing further away from the town centre. Raymond Unwin’s 
garden city centre density was a maximum of 12 houses per acre (29.4 per ha). The town was planned as a 
series of small closes or cul-de-sacs to ensure light and air to each dwelling whilst still permitting this 
density of housing. We do not see the same level of principle in any plans so far for Birchall Garden Suburb. 

Housing density appears not to ‘bleed-out’ towards the edges, unlike the EHDC section of Birchall Garden 
Village where the inspector asked for this. The Indicative Density Plan in document EX201K [page 3] shows 
a density of 30+ dph along the southern edge of the development. Unwin’s city centre 12 houses per acre 
(roughly 30 dph) should be the higher city centre density not the reduction garden city principles require 
further from the centre.  

Suggestions of 4-storey blocks ‘and denser houses’ in the area near Burnside, along the southern edge of 
the development, due to noise issues, are clearly not a Garden City Principle, and the example from 
Norwich is irrelevant in a Garden City context. Building 4-storey blocks and then screening them with a 
bund and trees would further compromise the views across the open landscape from the south, east and 
west. 

In addition, Garden City Principles require allotments as well as recreational green space for health and 
welfare. Even if space were allocated within this development, it is doubtful whether, given the 
contamination demonstrated in EX61 (What Lies Beneath] and the reports from Royal Haskoning and 
Wardell Armstrong, the produce would be wholesome or even edible. 

Conclusion 

It is the opinion of HGT that the harm to the views caused by housing at BGS cannot be sufficiently 
mitigated, whether by a bund or by trees, or both. A bund is unnatural in this landscape and would 
resemble the bunds already in place alongside motorways which are as alien to the natural landscape as 
the development they are screening. As much of BGS would be on rising ground they would also be 
ineffective seen in the long views. 

The effect of the development, and the proposed bund/tree belt mitigation measure on the Green Belt to 
the south of the A414 would be a loss of openness and sense of rural countryside. Instead it would relegate 
it to peri-urban fringes with loss of significance. The inspector in EX201B paragraph 3.2   expresses 
confidence that mitigation would solve the adverse effects but we contend that the cure is as bad as the 
problem. 

 

Kate Harwood. 29 October 2020 

 
i Howard E (1946) Garden Cities of Tomorrow 


