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WELWYN HATFIELD LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION: MATTER 4: 
 
RESPONSE TO WHBC ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS EX203, 203A AND 203B, ON 
HOUSING NEED: OCTOBER 2020 
 
Representations of CPRE Hertfordshire  

1. The Programme Officer’s email of 2 September 2020 invited representors on the 

Submitted Plan to comment on Examination Documents EX203, EX203A and 203B, 

amongst others, submitted to the Examination since the issues addressed had been 

covered by hearing sessions. 

 

2. Campaign to Protect Rural England, Hertfordshire (CPREH) wishes to make 

representations on the above documents because the significance of the latest ONS 

2018-based sub-national Population and Household Projections for the Welwyn Hatfield 

Borough have not been adequately addressed by those documents, and because the 

projections indicate that there has been a meaningful change to the likely scale of 

housing need that should form the starting point for determining the amount and location 

of additional housing provision in the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan.  

 

3. CPREH would wish to participate in any further hearings during the Inspector’s 

examination of the implications of the above projections for the scale of housing need 

and/or housing requirement in the light of the Council’s submissions on the subject.  

 

4. The aspects of soundness that is addressed by these representations is whether the 

Local Plan would be consistent with national planning policy (as set out in NPPF 2012 

and guidance accompanying it), and whether the Plan would be based on adequate up 

to date evidence in respect of housing need and provision, if the Plan were amended as 

advised by ‘Turley’, the Council’s consultants.  

 
 

Recent background on Household Projections  
 

5. CPREH noted the significant fall in the number of actual and projected households in 

Welwyn Hatfield in the 2016-based ONS household projections in 2013 and 2032, in 

previous representations. The Inspector concluded that those projections did not make a 

housing need calculation of 800 dwellings a year, for the 2013 to 2032 plan period 

unsound.  
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6. In reaching this conclusion the Inspector (EX178) may have been influenced by 

observations by Turley on behalf of WHBC that there had not been a significant change 

in projected population in the Borough between the 2014-based and 2016-based 

projections. Indeed, the latter showed a projected fall of only 300 people between 2018 

and 2032, and Turley considered (EX103A, paragraph 9) that it was ‘significant’ that the 

difference between the 2014 and 2016-based projections for the plan period to 2032 was 

a very small increase of 0.6%. 

  

7. In March this year however, ONS published new population projections for Welwyn 

Hatfield which revealed a significant fall in projected population in the Borough over the 

plan period, a feature not shown by the 2016-based projections. That major reduction is 

considered in the next section of these representations. 
 

8. The 2018-based household projections published in July 2020 show a similar scale of fall 

in the number of projected households in the Borough, rendering, in the opinion of 

CPREH, conclusions based on the 2016-based projections unsound in determining the 

OAN for Welwyn Hatfield, as explained below 
 

 
Problems with WHBC Response by Turley on Implications of 2018-based ONS 
Household Projections (EX203A and EX203B) 
 

9. Turley (in EX203A) consider that Housing Need for a 2013 to 2032 Plan period is 

unchanged (800) despite the latest projections, while noting a significant fall in projected 

households beyond that timescale that they consider justify a reduction of 85 dwellings a 

year (from 800 to 715) over the alternative 2016 to 2036 period. 
 
10. There is however, a fundamental problem with all of the OAN calculations submitted by 

Turley on behalf of the Council. This is the refusal of Turley to accept the principal 

projection of household change advocated and presented by ONS for all areas of 

England, including all local planning authorities. Turley’s submission is based on a 

variant projection that assumes different rates of household formation and migration 

leading to a much higher number of projected households than the ONS principal 

projection. 

 
11. There are a number of reasons why this alternative way of projecting household change 

is inappropriate. At the macro level the most obvious reason is the inconsistency an ad 

hoc approach to individual plans introduces in planning across council boundaries and 
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regions, and secondly, rendering impossible any attempt to introduce any standardised 

method of calculating housing need as attempted in recent years by national 

government. Whatever the grounds for assessing what local factors should be used to 

determine the final OAN, the ’starting point’ must be the ONS principal projection, not a 

variant that happens to fit most comfortably with the numbers in the submitted Plan. 

 
12. The ONS reasons for using its recommended principal projections are set out in the 

notes accompanying the projections, and revolve mainly around the much improved data 

available in recent years, particularly involving younger age groups, and such groups in 

areas like Welwyn Hatfield that have major higher education institutions within their area. 

This is also pointed out in the submission by Mr Wenban-Smith on behalf of North 

Mymms District Green Belt Society (NMDGBS), and their representations by Mr Griffiths. 

 
13. There is however, an equally important local reason for rejecting the Turley interpretation 

of the latest projections. As noted above, the 2018-based population projections show a 

massively different scale of change for the periods to both 2032 and 2036. An additional 

fall, of 9,064 people between 2018 and 2032 to that projected by the 2016-based 

projections, is projected for that period now, and a total reduction of 11,081 people 

between 2018 and 2036 from the numbers in the 2016-based projections that led the 

Inspector to advise no change to the OAN figure in January this year.  

 
14. The scale of change is illustrated in diagrammatic form in Figure 4.1 on page 10 of 

Turley’s EX203A, which shows the much lower population increase in the principal ONS 

projection in the right-hand diagram compared with the 2016-based projection in the 

second diagram.  

 
15. This change from the situation indicated by the 2016-based population projections is so 

significant that it should not be dismissed by Turley’s preference to use the even earlier 

2014-based projections, that are surely now of little relevance to future population and 

household changes in Welwyn Hatfield. Turley present no evidence as to why the ONS 

principal projection, based on the most recent up to date migration data, is likely to be 

unreliable for the Borough, and none to show that their preferred alternative is likely to be 

more reliable.  

 
16. By dismissing the principal ONS projection (paragraph 4.11), on the basis that it shows a 

fall not seen in the past periods referred to by Turley, they ignore the specific factors that 

previously led to higher net in-migration to the Borough associated with, for example, 
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major growth of the University of Hertfordshire, and the massive redevelopment of much 

of the former Hatfield Aerodrome, both now completed.  

 
17. Similarly, the reference in paragraph 4.11 to the ‘constraint’ of population growth of 

building of only 389 dwellings a year over two years, is patently absurd when even if the 

level of need were as high as 800 a year (a figure CPREH strongly disputes), this is only 

0.8% of the housing stock in the Borough.   

 
18. CPREH consider that the local factors that led Turley to advise the use of a different, 

variant projection, should have instead focussed on what adjustment should be made to 

accommodate households that do live in the Borough, and that wish to, can afford to, 

and have been unable to, occupy a separate dwelling unit in Welwyn Hatfield since the 

start of the Plan period. These should be added to the number of additional projected 

households from the base date of the principal 2018-based household projections to the 

end of the plan period.  

 
19. CPREH is critical of the Council’s response, through the Turley submission, to the latest 

ONS household projections because it seems to be intent on circumventing national 

policy based on an unrealistic and unjustified Council aspiration to return younger 

household headship rates to pre-2001 levels irrespective of whether this is desirable or 

achievable 20 to 30 years after they last applied. The report by Mr Wenban-Smith on 

behalf of NMDGBS points out why this aspiration should be considered to be redundant 

in the light of recent trends noted by ONS and the realities of the current and prospective 

future housing market.  

 
20. CPREH notes that the EX203B Edge Analytics cover page (their ‘report’ is provided as 

Appendix 2 ‘Modelling Assumptions’ at the end of the Turley report (EX203A) continues 

to use assumptions based on the now clearly out of date, earlier DCLG 2014-based 

assumptions on household formation.  

 
21. In fact, Edge state in their paragraph 1.7 that this is because NPPF 2019 and 

government guidance now requires the 2014-based projections to be used as the basis 

for assessing need. Clearly this is simply wrong, because as the Inspector has made 

clear, NPPF 2012 and associated guidance must be used for the Welwyn Hatfield Local 

Plan.  

 
22. Hence the Edge modelling based on this assumption, is not an acceptable and sound 

basis for the Turley report or the WHBC calculation of OAN.  Now that ONS has 

modelled recent improved data on population and household changes in producing the 
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latest projections, Edge’s approach is surely ruled out by national policy and the planning 

guidance applicable to the 2012 NPPF, that advises the use of the most recent available 

information, in this case the application of both the principal 2018-based population and 

household projections. 

 
23. We also note that in responding to the Inspector’s specific question in EX190 as to 

whether there has been a ‘meaningful change’, neither the Council in its unsigned letter 

of 24 August 2020 (EX203), nor Turley in EX203A, provide an answer. The Council’s 

letter simply states the annual range of dwellings it now considers to represent the 

Borough’s housing need.  

 
24. By any reasonable definition the 2018 based population and household projections 

reveal not just a meaningful change to essential information about the likely future need 

for housing in the Borough, but a change that should result in a reconsideration of both 

what the area’s objectively assessed housing need now is, and to what extent this 

should be satisfied in the context of national (NPPF 2012) planning policy. 

 
25. The principal implications of the 2018-based Household Projections are therefore that 

assessed housing need is likely to be significantly lower than assumed by the Submitted 

Plan and by the Inspector when considering the matter at the earlier stages of the 

examination, and that exceptional circumstances for removing land from the Green Belt 

on the scale proposed in the Submitted Plan, let alone any potential additional 

allocations in the Green Belt, no longer exist 

 
26. The legal opinion (Appendix 1) attached to the representations on EX201A by Save 

Symondshyde includes the following legal advice on the implications of a significant 

reduction in OAN: 

 
‘I am asked to consider whether, if the Inspector accepts that the OAN should be 

reduced, this ‘might’ affect his assessment of exceptional circumstances in 

relation to the areas of Green Belt land presently proposed to be released. I think 

that it almost inevitably would. Both Calverton and Compton (two court cases 

relied upon by the Council’s barrister as a basis for their ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ case – CPREH) recognise that the need for development in the 

Green Belt will commonly be a factor in cases where exceptional circumstances 

are found to exist. If the level of need required to be met falls, the amount of land 

which must be released from the Green Belt will fall. I think that this will almost 
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inevitably mean that the extent of land in relation to which exceptional 

circumstances are judged to exist will be less.’ 

 

27) In previous representations on the previous projections we noted that the Inspector 

examining the neighbouring North Herts Local Plan, also under the terms of the 2012 

NPPF, had written to North Hertfordshire District Council about the 2016-based 

projections. He has written again (ED194) in the context of the latest, 2018-based 

projections. He repeated his previous statement that ‘Wherever possible, local needs 

assessments should be informed by the latest available information. The National 

Planning Policy Framework is clear that Local Plans should be kept up-to-date. A 

meaningful change in the housing situation should be considered in this context…’(PPG 

para ID: 2a-016-20150227) 
 
28) He concluded that: ‘…I regard exploration of the OAN at a further hearing to be 

essential.’ In his further matters (ED194) for examination at that hearing on OAN, the 

Inspector states: ‘As I understand it, the Council intends (as a result of the 2018-based 

ONS Household Projections – CPREH) that the housing requirement should be modified 

in the light of the revised OAN calculations, and that an overall requirement of 13,000 

dwellings is proposed (a reduction of 2,950 from that proposed in the submitted Plan - 

CPREH). 
 

29) CPREH remains concerned that WHBC’s consultants’ approach is inconsistent with 

national policy as set out in NPPF 2012, and that their calculation of housing need 

seems to be based on an unjustified policy decision by the Council (to attempt to boost 

younger household formation rates), rather than an objective assessment as required by 

the NPPF.  

 
Conclusions 
  
30) We consider that the 2018-based projections reveal a meaningful change in relevant 

information on housing need from that available to the Council in preparing the 

Submission Local Plan.  

 

31) A similar meaningful change in the neighbouring district of North Hertfordshire has led to 

the acceptance in documents submitted by the North Hertfordshire District Council, that 

this should lead to a significant reduction in the district’s OAN for housing, and in the 
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district’s housing requirement, prompted by the Inspector examining their local plan, 

which is similarly being examined in the context of NPPF 2012. 

 

32) In contrast, Turley’s submissions for WHBC in documents EX203A and EX203B are an 

unsound basis for determining OAN for Welwyn Hatfield for either a 2013 to 2032, 2016 

to 2036, or any other plan period, because they fail to explicitly recognise and address 

the meaningful change in Welwyn Hatfield.  

 

33) CPREH consider that when annualised, the number of households in need would be in 

the range from 314 (the ONS principal projected number plus three percent for 

vacancies) to 445 a year including vacancies (the number derived from using the current 

much maligned government standard method with the latest household projections). 

 

34) CPREH consider that the latest evidence of household projections changes the balance 

in determining the number of additional dwellings that should be provided for in the Plan, 

and the justification for the housing allocations proposed in the Green Belt in the 

submitted Plan against national policy for the protection of the Green Belt, set out in the 

NPPF 2012.  

 
35) Failure to significantly reduce the OAN and the housing requirement figures in the Plan 

as a result of the latest projections would therefore demonstrably render the Plan 

unsound in the opinion of CPREH, through both inconsistency with relevant national 

planning policy and lack of justification for the Plan’s specific proposals for housing 

development in the Green Belt in the form of exceptional circumstances. 

 
36) CPRE Hertfordshire asks the Inspector to carefully consider the legal advice quoted in 

paragraph 26 of this submission (and paragraph 38 of Appendix 1 to the Save 

Symondshyde representations on EX201A) on the relationship between changed 

assessment of housing need and exceptional circumstances for removing land from the 

Green Belt. 

 
 

 

 

CPRE Hertfordshire: October 2020 


