
Central Herts Green Corridor Group Comments on 
Matter 1:  Birchall Garden Suburb. 

EX 201G. Technical Note – Responses to Inspector's observations on 
ecological matters: prepared by Tarmac 

EX 201J: Appendix 7 Welwyn Hatfield BC Response to Inspector - Ecology Paper 
EX 201 Council’s response to Inspector’s Note EX186B-C – Birchall Garden Suburb 

 
Regarding the Commons LNR, para 1.6 of EX 201J rightly says that “direct impact on 
connecting features will be greater, as will the consequences of indirect impact on the 
recognised sites from adjacent habitat/open space loss and increased disturbance to the 
important sites. Together these will have a net impact and must be addressed.”   

But the damage that the proposed BGS development would have on these indirect impacts 
are not adequately addressed in Tarmac’s submission (EX 201G) nor by WHBC in EX 201J 
which have the fundamental shortcomings set out below. .   

WHBC and Tarmac have ignored altogether the following submissions made by the Central 
Herts Green Corridor Group (CHGCG) and others (eg Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust 
and Hertingfordbury Parish Council) even tho the Inspector expressly directed WHBC to 
seek views of these groups and stakeholders:  

• EX181: Mr. Peter Oakenfull:  Letter submitted on 17 January 2020 to the Inspector 
on the Green Corridor width for BGS, which he produced in response to Inspector’s 
direct request for evidence on the width needed for a Green corridor here.  

• Our Green Corridor: Natural Capital and Ecosystem Services Benefits.  
Supplementary statement by Dr Jonathan Fisher, Dr Barrie Goldsmith, Peter 
Oakenfull. Central Herts Green Corridor Group (CHGCG).  February 2017.   

• Hertingfordbury Parish Council: ELMAW report. Ecological Evaluation: Proposed 
Birchall Garden Suburb Area & Environs. August 2017    

• Representation (No 866619) by Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust (HMWT) on 
WHBC’s draft report on Birchall Garden Suburb Green Corridor (EX 169) 

• Response (No 023214) by the Central Herts Green Corridor Group to  WHBC’s draft 
report on Birchall Garden Suburb Green Corridor (EX 169) 

• Response No 733547: Comments by Peter Oakenfull on draft LUC Green Corridor 
Report 8th December 2019 

• Response (No 102580) by Ian Davis to LUC Birchall Garden Suburb draft Green 
Corridor document  

• Comments on examination documents EX156, EX 159 & EX 160 By the Central 
Herts Green Corridor Group (ID 1023214) 

• Comments on examination documents EX156 to EX159 by Ian Davis (ID 1025080) 

We outline here below major shortcomings of WHBC’s failure to take on board key evidence 
and points from these submissions on the following matters:   

Shortcomings of baseline assessment of environmental assets 

Tarmac’s baseline data are not clearly published in the public domain.  They appear to have 
severe shortcomings.  We agree with Pete Oakenfull’s expert assessment that WHBC and 
Tarmac’s have failed to cover a large number of environmental assets and species currently 
present or potentially affected by BGS – including a large number of Red listed, European 
Protected, Species of Principle Importance and Schedule One species.  In particular, WHBC 



and Tarmac make no reference to the detailed study by ELMAW for Hertingfordbury Parish 
Council that was submitted to the evidence library for the hearings in 2018.   

Moreover, they do not take account the CHGCG’s report that was also submitted to the 
hearings in 2018 and which documents substantively the important ecosystems services that 
the environmental assets in the Green Corridor currently provide.  

Damaging environmental Impacts of proposed BGS development    

Para 1.5 of WHCB’s EX 201J rightly states that the area includes ancient woodlands, local 
wildlife sites and grasslands in the landfill area that are of local value.  But it is NOT correct 
to say that they “are not proposed for development” since Tarmac propose to create a 60Ha 
greenspace for recreational use on the grasslands on this former landfill area. .  

We agree with Pete Oakenfull’s expert assessment (in his recent response to EX 201G & J 
and also earlier submissions shown above) that the proposed BGS development would 
significantly adversely impact these environmental assets.  Birds and mammals feed on the 
arable land and grasslands while raptors breeding in the Commons LNR forage on the 
mammals there.  They would be prevented from doing so by their proposed creation of a 
recreational space.  So para 1.7 in EX 201J is incorrect. The indirect impacts can NOT be 
partly met by the recreation and amenity facilities.  In fact they would be worsened.  

We agree with Pete Oakenfull’ assessment that significant adverse ecological and water 
impacts would be caused by the development on the field at Upper Windmill Hill which 
WHBC rightly say in Para 1.13 is of considerable ecological importance in providing feeding 
for up to 250 birds.  

Erroneous claims to provide Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG)  

Their proposed 60Ha greenspace for recreational use on the grasslands on this former 
landfill area is not additional since this area is already extensively used for recreation by 
walkers and cyclists in a natural manner that still enables birds and mammals to thrive there 
and raptors to breed successfully in the Commons woodland.    

In our earlier submission, we highlighted that contamination from the former landfill site 
meant that trees do not grow well on this site.  So we doubt that Tarmac could realistically 
and viably create their proposed “naturalistic and attractive landscape”.  

Proposed Mitigation measures are unclear and inadequate  

WHBC and Tarmac have failed to apply the mitigation hierarchy partly because they have 
not addressed BGS’s adverse impacts.  Nowhere do they set out clearly how they would 
avoid, reduce, remediate or compensate for the environmental damages that BGC would 
cause directly and indirectly.  

It is not clear what are the “offsite compensation needed” referred to in para 1.9 nor where 
they will be provided nor whether they could really full more than compensate for loss of 
ecosystems services.   

Inadequate Buffers  

WHBC failed to respond to the Inspector’s request to substantiate the Green Corridor buffer 
needed for BGS.  Moreover, they did not respond to Pete Oakenfull’s evidence (EX181 - 
submitted 17 January 2020) which sets out substantively the case for a 250m corridor of at 
least 250m with evidence showing that 400 metres is needed to protect the species found in 
the present Green Corridor.  Nor did they respond to the responses by the CHGCG, HMWT 



and Ian Davis to their report by LUC on the Green corridor (see above). The CHGCG 
response sets out all the main assets in the Green corridor concerning not only wildlife 
(covered more fully by Mr Oakenfull) but also water courses and heritage assets and views 
and gives a resulting overall Green Corridor which raises the bar for the exceptional 
circumstances that WHBC and Tarmac have yet to prove for BGS development to be viable 
and sound.   

IWHBC have backslided from their original consultation which provided an indicative corridor 
of approximately 250m in the vicinity of the Commons nature reserve – as was pointed out 
by HMWT who stated that “HMWT does not agree that the width of the green corridor should 
be limited to 100m when connecting sites of nature conservation interest” and recommended 
that “the former width of 250m should be reinstated to give a consistent undisturbed route for 
wildlife to and from the Commons nature reserve”. Thus it is not quite true for EX 201 to 
claim that there has been “no objection from HMWT” since this submission (and their oral 
comments at the Examination sessions) show that they have important reservations. 

It now appears that WHBC are just making the Green Corridor fit in to the BGS development 
rather than provide the essential external buffer and constraint that the Inspector rightly 
demanded and which would be in line with normal good planning practice.  Their and 
Tarmac’s green corridor in the North section now appears to be totally inadequate.    

Therefore it is not true for WHBC to say in EX 201G para 1.7 that the indirect impacts can 
be partly met by buffering.  

Inappropriate reliance on Defra’s biodiversity metric to achieve net gain  

We have the same concerns and criticisms of Defra’s biodiversity metric as experts such as 
Professor Dieter Helm (Chair of the Natural Capital Committee) 1” which are particularly 
pertinent in the case of BGS for the following reasons.  

1. WHBC have failed to set out a proper and fully transparent baseline and assess 
BGS’ possible impacts and the proposed compensation measures (see above).  

2. We agree with Pete Oakenfull’s criticism that Tarmac and WHBC failed to Involve 
local experts and take due account of their knowledge, and information (see above).  

3. .The metric is fundamentally flawed.  Its basic units are Has of land affected. This 
does not take full account of the ecosystems services of the land in question. .  For 
example the current metric could assign a low weight  to the arable field and 
naturalised grassland which would not reflect its important ecosystems services from, 
for example, supporting many insects and mammals (eg voles) that provide important 
food to support raptors (eg barn owls) currently successfully breeding in the 
Commons LNR.  Such services and benefits could then be lost without trace by the 
development. WHBC and Tarmac have failed to take account of these significant 
ecosystems services of assets in the green corridor that we set out earlier.  

4. The metric’s scores and weights are open to abuse by developers.  Consequently 
Professor Helm argues that its use could “easily slip into a ‘licence to trash’ 2”. This 
would lead to significant appeals against its findings and conclusions.   

5. Finally HCC are not properly resourced and equipped to be able to scrutinise and 
verify the assessments and findings of the net gain calculations and ensure that the 
mitigation measures are truly additional and would be actually achieved in practice.  

 
1 Helm (2019, p. 206 – 209), Green and Prosperous Land: A blue print for rescuing the countryside.  William 
Collins, ISBN 978-0-00-830447-8. 
2 Helm (2019, p. 207), Green and Prosperous Land: A blue print for rescuing the countryside. ISBN 978-0-00-830447-8. 



It is invalid for EX 201 to say “some off-site compensation will be required but this will need 
to be informed by applying the Biodiversity Metric”. The compensation measures should be 
an input to the Metric to determine if they and the proposed development are worthwhile.  

WHBC’s invalid Conclusions in EX 201 and EX 201J 

We support Hertfordshire Gardens Trust (who are members of the CHGCG) in their 
criticisms of WHBC’s treatment of landscape and heritage impacts of BGS.  Along with our 
criticisms here of their treatment of the significant environmental harm that BGS could 
cause, this shows that the BGS proposal is unsound and not as sustainable as many 
alternatives that could be substitutes.  

It is evident that WHBC and Tarmac have failed to take proper account of the evidence 
submitted to the  inquiry – including some directly responding to the Inspector’s specific 
requests – of such significant environmental harm that the proposed BGS would impose.   

Their proposals for mitigating these harmful impacts are unclear and totally inadequate.  

Consequently we agree with Ian Davis’ conclusion that WHBC has not complied with Policy 
SADM 16.  

Such potential harm raises the bar for the exceptional circumstances that WHBC and 
Tarmac have yet to prove for BGS development to be considered viable and worthwhile and 
hence whether it could be included in a sound Local Plan for WHBC.  

It is totally inappropriate for WHBC to suggest that these matters can “left to” the Master 
planning stage.   

 

Dr Jonathan Fisher BSc (econ), PhD. 
Central Herts Green Corridor Group  
30 October 2020 


