
Welwyn Ha*ield Local Plan  Representor: Save Symondshyde 

Welwyn Ha*ield Local Plan Examina4on 
Response by Save Symondshyde 

EX202D JB Planning Associates Technical Paper Symondshyde New Village: Op5ons for Achieving 
Cri5cal Mass and Sustainability on behalf of Gascoyne Cecil Estates, June 2020 

1. Introduc?on 

1.1  The purpose of EX202D is to provide an overview of the planning and landscape considera?ons 
associated with the possible expansion of the new village in response to the comments made by the 
Planning Inspector in his notes following the conclusion of Stage 7 of the Local Plan Examina?on 
(EX186C).  We examine EX202D against the Inspector’s concerns. 

1.2 Our overall assessment is that very liRle has changed as a result of the proposed extension 
of the Symondshyde alloca?on to the south-east, expanding the number of houses from 1,130 to 
around 1,500.  The seRlement would be barely any more sustainable than previously proposed and 
come closer to the urban edge.  Much of EX202D is repe??ve of submissions previously made by 
the promoters.  The new opportuni?es claimed for the expansion are fanciful.  The promoters have 
largely ignored the cri?cisms on sustainability, viability and Green Belt we raised in our wriRen 
submissions to Stage 7 of the Examina?on in February 2020 and at the oral Hearings in March. 

2. Cri?cal mass 

2.1 In EX186C the Inspector stated: “on the evidence before me I have significant doubts about 
the sustainability of the submiRed proposals. Firstly because of the size of the proposal….”. 

2.2 The promoters respond to this by expanding the size of the new seRlement to accommodate 
about 1,500 dwellings.  However, EX202D says next to nothing about how such a seRlement would 
be more self-contained than would one of 1,130.  There is no reference to addi?onal employment 
on the site or reduced levels of travel out of the seRlement to meet everyday needs.  This is no 
doubt for the simple reason that the seRlement would not be more self-contained than before, but 
remain heavily dependent for most prac?cal purposes on the residents leaving the seRlement to 
meet their needs. 

2.3 EX202D tries to jus?fy the larger scheme by repea?ng and expanding upon studies of and 
planning policies for new seRlements.  The NPPF 2012 under which this Plan is being examined only 
refers to new seRlements in passing (at paragraph 52).  As EX202D notes at paragraph 3.4, the 
current NPPF from February 2019 sets out a list of expecta?ons of new seRlements and significant 
urban extensions (paragraph 72).  If the current NPPF is to be found relevant, then we draw 
aRen?on to the new policies on densi?es in paragraph 122-123, which demand that development 
should make efficient use of land.  Symondshyde would be par?cularly low density and make much 
less efficient use of land than a typical urban extension. 

2.4 The promoters pray in aid the Government’s Garden Communi?es Prospectus (August 2018) 
but this does not help their case.  Paragraph 5 of that document defines garden villages as being 
1,500–10,000 homes in size, so an enlarged Symondshyde would be at the boRom end of the scale.  
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Garden villages should be “par$cularly strong in other aspects. For instance, demonstra$ng 
excep$onal quality or innova$ons, development on predominantly brownfield sites, being in an area 
of par$cularly high housing demand, or ability to expand substan$ally further in the future”.  
Symondshyde would be on a greenfield site, not a brownfield one, with no special innova?ons.  By 
Gascoyne Cecil Estates’ own defini?on, Symondshyde, both at its original size and in an enlarged 
form, would not be allowed to expand further.  The proposal would clearly fail to meet the second 
criterion quoted by EX202D in paragraph 3.6: 

“Sustainable scale – built at a scale which supports the necessary infrastructure to allow the 
community to func?on self-sufficiently on a day to day basis, with the capacity for future 
growth to meet the evolving housing and economic needs of the local area.” 

2.5 The Inspector argues in EX186C that “based on the informa?on before the examina?on, I 
consider that the most sustainable loca?on for a development of this cri?cal mass in this part of the 
Borough, or an even greater amount of development, is much closer to the western edge of Ha*ield 
than has been proposed.”  We agree.  Save Symondshyde has consistently made clear our 
preference for urban extensions rather than new seRlements, on the grounds that it is far more 
sustainable and makes much more efficient use of land.  We presented this argument in strong 
terms at the Stage 7 hearing on 11 March.  On this basis, we consider that development 
commensurate with the size of Symondshyde, if it was deemed necessary on the outskirts of 
Ha*ield, would be beRer located at the proposed Hat2 site adjacent to the exis?ng urban edge, 
rather than as a stand-alone new seRlement.  We expand on this in paragraph 3.3 of our response 
to EX202. 

3. Accessibility to facili?es 

3.1 In EX186C the Inspector stated: “on the evidence before me I have significant doubts about 
the sustainability of the submiRed proposals…. secondly because of its accessibility in the context of 
the other developments and facili?es in the wider area.”  The Inspector added: “I would ask the 
Council to jus?fy how the Symondshyde proposal would create a sustainable neighbourhood. In 
that context I am most concerned about its transporta?on links….” and “addi?onally, I would 
require more informa?on on how a sustainable transporta?on scheme could be successfully 
introduced into the development (presumably buses?) and result in a no?ceable change in the 
otherwise expected modal split for journeys from and to the site”. 

3.2 There is a serious conflict between what is said in EX202D on the subject of transport and 
the evidence presented in EX202E WSP Public Transport Strategy.  Paragraph 5.6 in EX202E states 
that an enlarged new village would have two main access routes – one via Great Braitch Lane to 
Coopers Green Lane and the other a new route from the junc?on of Green Lanes and Coopers 
Green Lane.  This is shown in Figure 5 – Proposed Amendments to Local Plan Figure 16.  However, 
WSP in EX202E paragraph 2.2.10 say: 

Bus priority will be considered, par$cularly the use of Great Braitch Lane (North) for buses 
only, which will improve bus journey $mes accessing the new village. This would be a 
dedicated public transport, pedestrian and cycleway route serving the new village with a 
separate vehicular access off Green Lanes/Coopers Green Lane (emphasis added). 
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In other words, the access road along the line of Great Braitch Lane will not be open to private 
vehicles, only to public service vehicles.  This is a major change, that would result in a new stand-
alone seRlement of 1,130 dwellings, or possibly 1,500, having only one main access road to the 
local road network.  If the Symondshyde proposal were to go ahead on this basis, there would be 
irresis?ble pressure from local residents to use Symondshyde Lane as a main access road.  As we 
have warned repeatedly, this would lead to the destruc?on of the rural lanes around Symondshyde 
as an important cultural and historical feature of the local area. 

3.3 We comment in more detail on the public transport proposals in EX202E in a separate 
response.  In essence, we consider that those proposals are wholly aspira?onal and unsupported by 
the evidence available in 2020.  In response to the Inspector’s specific ques?ons about the 
sustainability and viability of the transporta?on links to Symondshyde, we are in no doubt that the 
measures proposed by JB Planning/ WSP do not represent a sustainable public transporta?on 
scheme and would not bring about the desired change in modal split. 

3.4 Appendix One is JB Planning’s assessment of Symondshyde’s sustainability against the 
Transport for New Homes checklist.  Remarkably, using the RAG system, JB Planning award 
Symondshyde 48 green scores, 3 ambers and no reds in assessing the extent to which Symondshyde 
would achieve the objec?ves that new housing developments should meet.  Obviously, this is 
ridiculous considering that Symondshyde is an isolated free-standing seRlement that would require 
extensive investment in transport measures and infrastructure, for which there is no guarantee, 
before any of these objec?ves could be met. 

4. Services supported at Symondshyde 

4.1 In EX186C the Inspector stated: “I would ask the Council to jus?fy how the Symondshyde 
proposal would create a sustainable neighbourhood. In that context I am most concerned about…. 
also the viability of retail and community facili?es. Examples from new seRlements elsewhere that 
demonstrate the levels of services that similar or larger popula?ons can sustain would be useful. 
Ideally the seRlement ought to be able to support some health and catering/refreshment facili?es 
as well as the others that have been indicated.” 

4.2 This issue is addressed in documents EX202F and EX202G, and we respond to those 
separately.  So far as the current EX202D is concerned, the promoters’ evidence is so deficient that 
it undermines their case.  Paragraph 3.23 explains that their assessment is of “Symondshyde in 
combina?on with the North West Ha*ield alloca?on”.  That was not the ques?on put, which was 
specific to Symondshyde as a free-standing new seRlement.   

4.3 Furthermore, the ‘SeRlement Comparison’ in Table 1 demonstrates a failure to find any real 
evidence from elsewhere to support the sustainability of Symondshyde.  Chapelton near Aberdeen 
and Tornagrain in Inverness are in the early stages of development, and Eddington is on the urban 
edge of Cambridge.  It is difficult to see what relevance these substan?al schemes have to informing 
the likely level of services at the much smaller Symondshyde site.  More progress has been made at 
Poundbury, another substan?al site.  The two schemes nearest in size to Symondshyde, Tresham 
near Corby in Northamptonshire and Dunsfold Park in Waverley, Surrey, are both at the masterplan 
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stage, so the actual level of services they can support remains to be seen.  North Dorchester in 
Dorset is only at the stage of consulta?on on the masterplan, and so is completely irrelevant to 
Symondshyde.  This list of ‘comparable’ sites gives no reassurance whatsoever that the proposals by 
the promoters of Symondshyde are anything other than aspira?ons.  The summary details on some 
of the sites, given in Appendix 2 of EX202D, outline the schemes but say nothing at all about their 
relevance to Symondshyde.  We conclude that EX202D wholly fails to answer the Inspector’s 
ques?ons on services. 

4.4 We have seen nothing in the promoters’ evidence to dissuade us from our view that, 
regardless of its close rela?onship with the proposed North West Ha*ield development, 
Symondshyde would be a satellite village, too close to the future urban edge to be able to expand 
without compromising the Green Belt even further, but too far away to func?on self-sufficiently 
without massive investment in transporta?on links and community facili?es. 

5. Physical consequences of expanding Symondshyde to 1,500 dwellings 

5.1 One of the main effects of the revised proposals for the expanded new village would be to 
bring the south-east edge of the new seRlement discernibly closer to Ha*ield (as proposed to be 
expanded), leaving a reduced gap of just 700 metres from the urban edge to the edge of 
Symondshyde.  Already, even at the design stage, this ?ny green gap which was promised just 
months ago to be permanent and sacrosanct is being eroded.  The ease with which the proposals 
have been changed reflects the lack of defini?on of defensible boundaries on the en?re east side of 
Symondshyde.  The posi?on is the reverse of that claimed in paragraph 4.3 of EX202D: extensions to 
urban areas could be taken up to exis?ng roads, for example, whereas it is the Symondshyde site 
which (other than on its west side) is at risk of ‘perpetua?ng further urban sprawl’. 

5.2 Gascoyne Cecil Estates acknowledges it owns land on both sides of Coopers Green Lane, so 
the op?on of joining the two developments will always be aRrac?ve.  How convenient, therefore, 
that the op?on for expansion into ‘Area C’, north-east of the current proposed alloca?on, was 
considered unsuitable, where fortuitously “This land is within a different ownership that might give 
rise to deliverability issues”.  This was despite Area C having no impact on ancient woodland and no 
impact on the green gap with Ha*ield, both of which would be adversely affected by the preferred 
op?on. 

5.3 We agree that EX202D is right to consider the possible enhancement opportuni?es created 
by an enlarged new seRlement.  Four are listed in paragraph 5.5.  The findings are extraordinary and 
barrel-scraping: 

(i) “an enhanced and permeable north western edge for Ha*ield with links into the Green Belt 
as advocated by the NPPF”. 

(ii) “improved access to the countryside for residents of Ha*ield – walkers, cyclists and 
equestrians”. 

5.4 If there is to be an ‘enhanced and permeable north western edge for Ha*ield’ that must 
reflect the design of the Stanborough urban extension, irrespec?ve of the Symondshyde scheme.  
The ‘links into the Green Belt’ beyond the urban edge will comprise two new roads, one of which 
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will have a cycle track beside it.  Given that the cycle track would follow the line of an exis?ng Great 
Braitch Lane track already designated as a bridleway (open to walkers, cyclist and horseriders), that 
hardly amounts to a benefit, least of all when there is a new road beside it.  Rather than offer 
benefits, the effect of the Symondshyde new village would be to overlay a series of rights of way 
with urban development, substan?ally reducing their enjoyment compared with the present.  The 
other new road cannot be expected to be sympathe?c to walkers, cyclist and horseriders, and in any 
event would only lead to Symondshyde, just like the proposed road along Great Braitch Lane. 

(iii) “new recrea?onal opportuni?es for residents of Ha*ield and the new village at 
Symondshyde”. 

5.5 It’s difficult to say how many people will wish to walk, cycle or horseride around the streets 
and verges of Symondshyde, but we suspect it will be substan?ally fewer that the number of 
exis?ng visitors put off from going to the area any more: a fine area of quiet and remote-feeling 
countryside would be converted into a new seRlement – just the kind of area they wanted to 
escape. 

(iv) “the crea?on of a key link in the proposed Her*ordshire Strategic Green Corridor”. 

5.6 This is a par?cularly absurd claim.  The effect of the proposed extension on the Green 
Corridor would be to introduce new development (400 extra houses and an extra new road) into it 
rather than enhance it.  In any event, there would be no greater benefit to the Green Corridor than 
there would be with the current proposed alloca?on.  Although this ‘opportunity’ claims so, the 
only evidence in EX202D is that “The significant opportuni?es to enhance the landscape, improve 
access to the Green Belt and deliver the strategic objec?ves of the Local Plan in the form of a Green 
Corridor would remain” (paragraph 4.19, emphasis added) – i.e. be unchanged.  Furthermore, the 
roads would be u?lised heavily by the 4,500 residents now proposed (3,400 if limited to the original 
1,130 or so dwellings proposed).  No maRer how much landscaping was introduced, these routes 
would be strong urban features and would act as barriers to the movement of wildlife between the 
Lea valley and the woodlands to the west.  In any case, the land has been in agricultural use for 
hundreds of years and is intended to be restored to agricultural use aoer mineral working, so that 
its ecological value is limited and is not likely to improve markedly in the short term.  The amenity 
and recrea?onal value of the green corridor would in no way compensate for the loss of the open 
countryside and public rights of way around Symondshyde Farm. 

5.7 Nothing could be further from the truth than these ‘opportuni?es’ for enhancement.  
Symondshyde Farm. In its present state is an area much used by people from the surrounding area 
for several miles around for both formal and informal access to the countryside and recrea?on.  
Interlinked public rights of way cross the site from Symondshyde Lane to the north and east, and 
from Coopers Green Lane at its junc?on with Great Braitch Lane north westwards into the site.  
These rights of way extend beyond the site, linking it to PRoW’s through Symondshyde Great Wood, 
Titnol’s Wood, Long Spring Grove and beyond to Cromer Hyde and Cromerhyde Farm.  These routes 
are used extensively for walking, running and horse riding, and there are livery stables at 
Symondshyde Farm.  More than that in an informal survey we found that it is highly sustainable as 
approximately two thirds of the respondents get there walking or cycling. The remaining third use a 
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car.  Only 0.6% use public transport. Removing Symondshyde will increase the distance people have 
to go to find similar and inevitably their use of cars to get there. 

5.8 The rural lanes Symondshyde Lane/ Hammonds Lane leading to Coopers Green Lane on the 
one hand and the B651 at Sandridge on the other, and Tower Hill Lane/ Coleman Green Lane 
leading to the B653 Marford Road form part of the landscape character and historic seqng of the 
site.  In our statement for the Stage 3 hearing, MaRer 4, Ques?on 13, we pointed out how the 
proposed Symondshyde development would be detrimental to the character of the rural roads in its 
vicinity. 

5.9 The ancient woodlands in the western arc around Symondshyde new village would be put at 
risk by the impact of new residents.  The risk has been recognised by the promoters in that EX202D 
now refers to ‘offsets’ between the development and ancient woodlands.  So far as we can see, 
though, these are set-backs rather than actual impediments to access (other than by PRoWs), and 
are unlikely to do much good in discouraging domes?ca?on of the adjacent woodland or affec?ng 
human lifestyles to protect these valuable habitats from disturbance.  This is wholly contrary to the 
NPPF 2012, which states for example in paragraphs 123 and 125, that planning policies should 
iden?fy and protect areas of tranquillity which have remained rela?vely undisturbed by noise and 
are prized for their recrea?onal and amenity value, and should limit the impact of light pollu?on 
from ar?ficial light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conserva?on. 

5.10 The new village would substan?ally damage what people already come to enjoy in this 
tranquil and characterful area, one of the most aRrac?ve in the Borough.  There would be a 
perceived loss of valuable opportuni?es for enjoying the open countryside and recrea?onal 
ac?vi?es. 

Save Symondshyde 
2 Cromer Hyde Lane 
Welwyn Garden City 
AL8 7XE 

October 2020
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