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Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination 

Response to Consultation on Matter 2, Symondshyde (EX202 and EX202B - 202H) 

Submitted by Paul Barron,  

28th October 2020 

Given that Welwyn Hatfield Councillors voted unanimously to remove Symondshyde from the 
Local Plan at their CPPP meeting in January 2020, I am surprised that the Council Officers 
appear to be fully supporting its inclusion (as well as an enlarged scheme).  Whilst I 
appreciate that the undemocratic nature of this situation is not within the scope of this 
Examination, I do have several relevant concerns about the proposed new village. 

More Suitable Sites 

There appears to have been a very half-hearted attempt to assess other suitable sites for 
development that would avoid losing a vital, much enjoyed and unique part of the Green Belt 
in this area.  Furthermore, Welwyn Hatfield Council are deliberately trying to avoid the need to 
assess availability of Green Belt sites in a sequential manner.   

It is clear that there are other more sustainable sites, close to existing urban areas that have 
not been properly assessed, one such area is HAT2.  HAT2 would provide roughly the same 
amount of houses as Symondshyde and is clearly much more sustainable.  Existing services, 
such as schools, GP surgeries, retail, entertainment etc would all be easily accessible.  Public 
transport already exists in the area and would be much more likely to be extended to an 
adjacent site such as HAT2, rather than a standalone settlement.  Many services would be 
readily available by bicycle as well as on foot.  HAT2 is quite clearly a more suitable site than 
Symondshyde in every way, yet it has hardly been considered. 

Although subject of the Stage 5 hearing, it is my opinion that the recent LUC Green Belt 
review was flawed as Symondshyde was rated ‘moderate-high’ whereas HAT2 (P46) was 
rated ‘very-high’.  Symondshyde is more valuable to the Green Belt in every way.  Whilst there 
is concern about the loss of a country park in Ellenbrook, a scheme has already been 
proposed for HAT2 that will deliver 1,100 houses as well as provide a country park (planning 
ref: 6/2018/2768/OUTLINE). 

Sustainability 

Much has been made of the use of sustainable transport for Symondshyde by both 
Gascoigne Cecil Estates and apparently supported by Welwyn Hatfield Council.  It is my 
opinion that any bus services to/from Symondshyde will be totally unviable.  The existing bus 
services between Welwyn / Hatfield / St Albans and surrounding large villages, such as 
Wheathampstead and Sandridge are infrequent and irregular and do not offer a level of 
service compatible with commuting.  Bus services to a smaller settlement such as 
Symondshyde would be worse (if they even existed).  To suggest that public transport will be 
used in any significant way for commuting or social/leisure trips to larger towns is 
completely unrealistic.  The same would be true for bicycle use – any cycle journeys for 
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commuting etc would be insignificant.  The vast majority of journeys in what would be an 
affluent village would be taken by car, with obvious negative impacts to an already struggling 
local road network. 
 
Other attempts to justify the sustainability of Symondshyde include building a primary school 
and a GP surgery.  A primary school would also attract an inward flow school children (by 
car), as would a GP surgery.  It is also likely that GP surgery would not be viable in such a 
small settlement, especially given the trend for surgeries to combine into larger, more 
efficient centres. 
 
The original proposed Symondshyde scheme would, in my opinion be unsustainable. 
 
Enlarged Symondshyde 
 
It is unlikely that the addition of another 400 houses would create enough ‘critical mass’ for 
retail and transport facilities to become sustainable.  The above arguments regarding public 
transport, cycle and car use still apply.  This is evidenced by transport use in other (much 
larger) settlements, such as Wheathampsted and Sandridge.  The poor state of public 
transport in this area (other than rail services) should not be underestimated.  This is, by and 
large, a very affluent area and car usage will always be dominant. 
 
It has been suggested that a village shop might be viable in an enlarged Symondshyde.  Even 
if a small shop is viable, it would have a minimal impact on sustainability as residents will still 
have to travel for anything other than basic retail needs.  Whilst a shop may slightly reduce 
the number of outward car journeys, study of any Tesco Express, Sainsbury’s Local etc will 
provide ample evidence that they generate additional inward car journeys, as well as create 
parking issues.   
 
For any catering or refreshment business (eg. public house or restaurant) to be viable, it 
would have to be dependent on customers outside of Symondshyde.  This would also 
generate additional car journeys and parking issues. 
 
An enlarged Symondshyde will introduce a very real risk of coalescence between 
Symondshyde and Hatfield and introduce a fragile gap within the Green Belt.  When the Local 
Plan was submitted, assurances were made by GCE that the 1km gap between 
Symondshyde and Hatfield would not be encroached.  Even before the Examination is 
completed, they are now suggesting eroding the gap to just 700m.  It is not hard to image 
urban sprawl closing this gap over the next few decades. 
 
 
 


