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Matter 1 – Birchall Garden Suburb  

 

Summary  

 
1. This representation has been submitted on behalf of Gascoyne Cecil Estates in 

response to the additional evidence that has been submitted to the Welwyn Hatfield 

Local Plan Examination in relation to the proposed Birchall Garden Suburb Allocation 

(Policy SP 19 – South East Welwyn Garden City). It was largely settled prior to 

receipt of the Interim Inspector’s Report on the Plan, but is submitted for 

completeness, given the scope and scale of the Estate’s longstanding and profound 

reservations about this allocation. This representation should be read alongside the 

attached Landscape Briefing Note.   

 

2. The Estate has previously made extensive representations in connection with the 

unsound nature of the proposed allocation in its current form and continues to have 

fundamental objections to the proposals, especially given the gravity of the issues 

surrounding the potential development of land adjacent a former landfill site.   

 

3. Despite the submission of the additional evidence, it is evident that the proposed 

allocation would in its current form extend development beyond the well-established 

edge to Welwyn Garden City.  Furthermore, it would have an adverse impact upon 

the character of the surrounding landscape and purposes of the Green Belt.  In 

addition, it would impact upon the wider setting of designated heritage assets of the 

highest significance, have an adverse impact on nature conservation interests, and 

result in an unsatisfactory living environment for future residents due to noise issues 

associated with the operation of a construction waste recovery plant and the A414.  

The development would also pose unacceptable human health risks to future 

residents and users of the site because of former landfill operations.   

 

4. There are alternative and more suitable housing sites within Welwyn Hatfield that 

could meet the housing requirements over the Local Plan period and a modification 

to the proposed allocation would promote the principles of sustainable development, 

as required by national planning policy, and assist in making the Local Plan sound.         
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Introduction  

 
5. JB Planning Associates have been instructed by Gascoyne Cecil Estates (the Estate) 

to respond to the additional Examination documents that appeared in the Welwyn 

Hatfield Local Plan Examination Library on 1 September 2020. 

 

6. The Estate is a major landowner in Welwyn Hatfield and its holdings cover several 

thousand hectares and extend into the surrounding administrative areas of 

Hertsmere, East Hertfordshire, and North Hertfordshire.  

 

7. The Estate is a key stakeholder and has a significant interest in the Local Plan, not 

only in relation to the strategic allocations that are being actively promoted at 

Symondshyde (SDS6 – HAT15), North West Hatfield (SDS5 – HAT1), Creswick (HS3 

– WGC1) and at Marshmoor (SDS7 – WeG4b) but also in relation to other sites which 

are in its control.   

 

8. The Estate owns land immediately adjacent to the proposed Birchall Garden Suburb 

allocation.  This land lies to the north-east, south, and west.  The Estate’s objection to 

the allocation is founded on legitimate planning and technical grounds which are likely 

to affect its interests, as well as matters of wider public concern.   

 

9. The Estate has made extensive representations on the content of the Local Plan and 

has taken, and continues to take, an active part in the Examination process.  It is 

therefore grateful that an opportunity has been made available to provide further 

comments on the content of EX201 to 201L and EX202 to 202H that have been 

placed in the Examination Library.    

 

10. The Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan, 2016 was submitted prior to the publication of the 

revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019.  The provisions of the 

former NPPF (2012) are therefore applicable for the purposes of examining the Local 

Plan.   

 

Background  

 
11. The comments contained within this representation relate specifically to the proposed 

allocation at Birchall Garden Suburb (Policy SP 19 – South East Welwyn Garden 

City).  The land has been identified as a Strategic Development Site (SDS2) for the 
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construction of approximately 2,550 new homes over the plan period, of which 1,200 

would be in the area administered by Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council and 1,350 in 

East Hertfordshire District Council.  Due to the presence of a former landfill site, it is 

proposed that the development would take the form of two arcs extending outwards 

from the edge of Welwyn Garden City with the landfill site on the higher ground in 

between.  A far more extensive area of land however is proposed to be removed from 

the Green Belt, including land that was the subject of landfill and not proposed for 

development.  Consequently, there is a disproportionate impact on the integrity of the 

Green Belt at this location: a great deal of Green Belt “pain” for proportionately little 

development “gain”. 

 

12. The extent and nature of the former landfill activities on the site is very poorly 

documented and covers a period from the mid-1930s to the mid-1990s by several 

different operators.  It should also be noted that until 1994 there was no requirement 

to demonstrate that the land had been returned to a satisfactory state, as there would 

be under the Environmental Permit regime today.    

 

13. The Estate made extensive representations to the proposed allocation in its 

Regulation 19 submissions dated October 2016 and expanded upon these both in its 

Hearing Statement and at the Joint Hearing Session held on 30th January 2018.  It 

subsequently made further representations in November 2019 to the additional 

evidence that appeared at that time and attended the Hearing Sessions that took 

place in December 2019 and March 2020 to reiterate its grave concerns.   

 

14. In summary, the Estate considers, and continues to consider, that the proposed 

allocation would: 

 

• extend development beyond the well-established edge to Welwyn Garden City 

and the ‘Salisbury Line’ into the Green Belt,   

• have an adverse impact upon the surrounding landscape and purposes of the 

Green Belt,  

• impact upon the wider setting of designated heritage assets of the highest 

significance,  

• have an adverse impact on nature conservation interests,  

• result in an unsatisfactory living environment for future residents due to noise and 

potential air quality issues, and 



Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination  
Response to New Evidence dated September 2020 on behalf of Gascoyne Cecil Estates 

 

jb planning associates response to new evidence Page 4 of 18 

• pose unacceptable human health risks to future residents and users of the site 

because of former landfill operations.   

 

15. In response to this latter point specifically, and the other points raised at the Joint 

Hearing Session, the Estate remains firmly of the view that the extent of the proposed 

allocation requires radical reconsideration if the Local Plan is to be found ‘sound’; this 

position has not changed in the intervening years.      

 

16. Such were the concerns expressed at the Joint Hearing Session that the Inspector 

invited the Council to reconsider several points in relation to the extent of the 

proposed allocation, but a satisfactory response has never been received.  Indeed, 

the Inspector indicated in a subsequent note (EX163) that a plan at an appropriate 

scale would be helpful to show the developable areas north and south of the existing 

wooded copses to assist him in the assessment of the ‘soundness’ of the allocation 

but a plan has not been produced.  Furthermore, despite the submission of additional 

evidence to the Examination in November 2019, and a Hearing Session in March 

2020 to consider the material, satisfactory answers have not been provided.   

 

17. The Inspector therefore continues to have grave reservations over the suitability of the 

southern portion of the proposed allocation as set out in his notes EX186A – 

EX186C1.  In summary, those reservations centre upon the impact of development in 

the southern section of the site upon the visual openness of the surrounding Green 

Belt and the inevitable encroachment of urban sprawl into the countryside; the impact 

of noise upon future residents from the activities at Burnside and the need for robust 

mitigation measures to protect their living conditions; the impact of the proposals upon 

the Commons Local Nature Reserve (LNR) arising from potentially increased public 

access; and the ability to provide landscape mitigation along the southern boundary of 

the proposed allocation to prevent development being visible across the open valley 

landscape and affecting the sense of openness in the surrounding Green Belt.  These 

are not new concerns and were raised from the outset following the Joint Hearing 

Session in January 2018.   

 

18. In a subsequent note (EX186B) the Inspector raised concerns in relation to the visual 

impact of the proposed landscape buffer and the need for any bund to appear as a 

 
1  These have now been supplemented by the Inspector’s recently published Interim Report, which 

finds the southern part of the BGS allocation to be unsound 
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natural feature.  The Inspector also observed that artificial constructions, such as a 

high crib wall, would result in the introduction of alien features in the landscape which 

would be harmful to the Green Belt.   

 

19. Notable reservations were expressed about the need to apply noise standards to new 

development within what is otherwise open countryside and the nature of the activities 

at Burnside.  In this respect questions were raised about whether the need to design 

and construct dwellings with a largely northerly aspect would accord with Garden City 

principles.  In addition, concern was expressed about the possibility of restrictions 

being placed on the operations at Burnside.   

 

20. The Council was therefore invited to reassess the mitigation arrangements without the 

need for “contrived” design solutions that would achieve acceptable living conditions 

and an external noise environment that is suitable for future residents, whilst at the 

same time protecting long distance views towards the site from the network of public 

footpaths on the opposite side of the Lea Valley.  To assist the Inspector long sections 

were requested but these have not been provided.     

 

21. Whilst additional evidence was submitted to the Examination in September 2020 to 

address the points in the Inspector’s notes (EX186A – EX186C) the Estate has, and 

continues to have, fundamental objections to the extent of the proposed allocation, 

especially given the gravity of the issues surrounding the potential development of 

land adjacent to and below a former landfill site.  The additional evidence does 

nothing to allay these concerns.   

 

22. In response to the additional documents, the Estate has the following comments 

which should be read in conjunction with its previous representations and Hearing 

Statements relating to the proposed Birchall Garden Suburb allocation.  Whilst not 

wishing to repeat the content of those documents, the Estate would draw attention 

again to the content of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study (EX99) which concluded that 

development in the southern part of the Birchall Garden Suburb allocation (P25) 

would result in moderate/high harm to the Green Belt.   

 

23. The Study went on to comment that “Development would form a sizeable extension to 

Welwyn Garden City, introducing housing close to the floor of the River Lea valley and 

on land separated from the existing urban edge by landform and tree cover. This 

would constitute a significant encroachment on the countryside currently which is 
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perceived from the A414 as having strong topographical and woodland separation 

from Welwyn Garden City” (emphasis added).  This position has not charged because 

of the additional evidence and assessed on its own it remains the case that the 

southern part of the Birchall Garden Suburb allocation will result in a high degree of 

harm.   

 

24. Accordingly, the allocation of this part of the site is unsound as it is not justified, 

effective or consistent with national planning policy on account of the high level of 

harm to the Green Belt due to the location close to the floor of the Lea River Valley 

and the A414, and the resultant appearance of urban sprawl.   

 

Comments on EX201 – Council’s response to Inspector’s Note 

EX186B and C – Birchall Garden Suburb 
 

Section 1 – Harm to the visual openness of the Green Belt to the south and the 

potential for mitigation 

25. The Council states that they “consider that the harm to the openness of the Green 

Belt can be mitigated through the provision of a landscape buffer”. However, this 

statement is directly contradicted by the evidence provided in the appendices. The 

proposed landscape buffer along the northern edge of the A414 would be significant 

in height and scale, though would still fail to mask the proposed buildings along the 

development’s southern edge at the time of construction.  

 

26. Viewpoints provided for twenty-five years post development show that whilst some of 

the buildings would no longer be visible in summer months, they would be shielded by 

a bank of mostly deciduous trees which would not provide screening in the winter 

months.  It is accepted that these views are indicative; however they demonstrate the 

scale of the buffer required to screen the development, the impact of that buffer upon 

the existing landscape (which itself would be a massive and incongruous alien 

feature) and the way it would be experienced from the A414 and the higher land to the 

south.  The visualisation from the A414 (Viewpoint 4 on the plan within the text of 

EX201B but Viewpoint 3 in the set images) illustrates perfectly the impact of the bund 

and development on the sense of openness of the Green Belt from the A414 both 

before and after planting.  The visualisation illustrates the complete loss of the current 

experience of open undeveloped countryside for travellers moving between Hatfield 

and Hertford. 
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27. The Inspector has observed in EX163 that the southern part of the Birchall Garden 

Suburb allocation is “… noted for its very low level of built development and visual 

openness.”  The presence of a massive bund and screen of trees would not maintain 

the rural and open nature of the Green Belt between Hatfield and Hertford when 

viewed either from the A414 or the southern slopes of the Lea Valley. Indeed, the 

additional sections provided by David Jarvis (EX201B) confirm this, and further 

comments are provided below.   

 

28. Finally, the assertion that the bund provided in the East Hertfordshire portion of the 

site has been found sound at a smaller scale is misleading. The Welwyn Hatfield 

portion of the site is topographically different, with most of the proposed housing 

located on the northern slope of the Lea Valley in contrast to the plateau in East 

Hertfordshire. The visual intrusion into the landscape is thus far higher, as a greater 

extent of the development would be visible from elevated positions across the valley, 

as well as from the valley floor. Thus, the addition of a massive alien feature into the 

valley landscape cannot be regarded as a successful means of mitigation for a much 

larger and spatially extensive housing allocation.   

 

Section 2 – Compliance with SADM16 

29. The Council states that “the first level of the hierarchy of ‘avoid’ has been met with 

regards to the most valuable ecological assets”. While this may be true of statutory 

buffering around areas of high ecological value, the Estate does not consider this to 

be sufficient for the Commons LNR. This is due to the Nature Reserve’s relationship 

with the wider landscape, with routes to and from the LNR at risk of being severed by 

development.  

 

30. The increased human activity in the LNR associated with the development will have 

adverse effects on its value for wildlife – something acknowledged by the Council in 

EX201J. This has been evidenced recently in Panshanger Park, where the 

appearance of ospreys was noted during the Covid lockdown, only for them to leave 

when the numbers of people visiting rose as restrictions eased.  

 

31. The Council’s comments on the need for ‘off-site compensation’ are, in essence, an 

admission that this site cannot be delivered in its current form whilst delivering a net 
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gain for biodiversity. Proposals must be brought forward as to how and where such 

mitigation would take place, if not on the site.  

 

32. In order to be sure of the harm that would be caused, it is critical that in depth 

baseline surveys are conducted which examine the diversity of flora and fauna in the 

LNR, but also the linked parcels of land which provide complementary ecosystem 

services. The evidence to date has been found incomplete by local ecologist Mr Peter 

Oakenfull, overlooking key species which have been recorded in detail for many years 

(see EX181). The Council has noted the value of the arable field to the east of the 

LNR for birds, and similar examples can be found across the site. The connected 

assets are vital to the quality of the LNR’s habitats and should be treated as such. 

 

3. Response to EX168B Noise Mitigation 

33. The Estate shares the Inspector’s concerns that the construction of a crib wall would 

result in an alien and obtrusive feature in the landscape. However, the proposed bund 

– while constructed from natural materials – would be no less intrusive in the 

landscape. Simply, a massive bund as proposed would significantly detract from the 

value of the surrounding countryside, significantly undermining its openness.  

 

34. While it is accepted that such a bund could achieve the technical standards required 

for noise mitigation, the very need for it to be constructed simply serves to highlight 

the wholly contrived nature of the proposed allocation and underlines that the artificial 

and unsatisfactory nature of the site for housing.  

 

35. Regardless of issues of noise, the Estate finds the Council’s assertion that it should 

be possible to create a place consistent with Garden City principles to be surprising.  

The densities proposed would leave an area of high-density development at the edge 

of the site, seemingly designed purely to mitigate the noise from Burnside.  The 

original Garden City’s design aimed to achieve a wooded soft edge which bled out 

into the surrounding countryside rather than more urban solutions.  Further comment 

on the precedents provided at EX201E can be found below.  

 

Comments on EX201A – Appendix 1: Advice Note  

 
36. The Estate notes the advice provided to the Council in relation to the release of land 

from the Green Belt.  Work conducted by the Council demonstrates however that 
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there are sites within the existing urban areas and others that are on the Brownfield 

Register that could be more suitable for development than the southern section of the 

proposed Birchall Garden Suburb allocation.   

 

37. Indeed, the Estate has previously made representations that there are alternative and 

more suitable sites (or opportunities to increase development densities on other 

allocations such as North West Hatfield) that - in combination - would be enough to 

address any housing shortfall, or reduction in the capacity of the Birchall Garden 

Suburb allocation to overcome the identified development constraints (that place the 

viability and deliverability of this particular allocation in considerable doubt).   

 

Comments on EX201B – Appendix 2: Additional information in 

respect of landscape mitigation 

 

38. Despite the commentary and additional information provided by the site promoters, 

the Estate does not accept that the use of the proposed mitigation and enhancement 

measures will maintain the rural and open nature of the countryside to the south of the 

A414.  On the contrary the proposed measures would introduce artificial and 

urbanising features into an open landscape and the Green Belt.  The Birchall Garden 

Suburb allocation in its current form remains unsound.   

 

39. The cross sections and viewpoints provided in EX201B do not overcome the Estate’s 

fundamental objections and it is noted that they rely heavily on the use of an earth 

embankment and planting as a means of screening the development.  In the absence 

of a planting strategy, species mix and aftercare regime, there can be no certainty any 

buffer would become established and provide long-term mitigation.    

 

40. The previous submissions included a plan to accompany the sections 

(1024718_Tarmac_Trading_EX154 - EX160__Enclosure_A.pdf).  No similar plan has 

been submitted with the current sections and, without it, it is not possible to fully 

understand the arrangement of the bund and SuDS features, particularly around 

Burnside.   

 

41. The photomontages provided are supposed to be viewed variably at A1 and A0 and 

the Estate trusts that the Inspector has been provided with imagery at this scale.  The 

Estate has previously commented on the production of the visualisations which it 

considers significantly underrepresent the potential visibility of the development.  In 
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particular, the photomontages are not consistent which the latest Landscape Institute 

Guidance on visualisations (Visual Representation of Development Proposals LI 

Technical Guidance Note 06/19).   They are too small to provide a fair representation 

of what might be seen and even when viewed on screen, the very poor resolution 

makes it impossible to use these images as an aid to assessing the impacts of the 

proposed development.   The Landscape Briefing Note Appended to this 

representation re-presents two of the Viewpoints at a size that accords with the 

Guidance.    

 

  Viewpoint 1  

42. It is clear from the annotation of viewpoint 1 that, even after 25 years, some of the 

development will still be visible above the tree line.  The Estate believes that this 

detracts from the rural nature and openness of the Green Belt when experienced from 

this position.  Even at small scale and without detailed rendering of buildings, the 

tallest buildings are prominent and visible above the trees. Lighting must also be 

considered alongside surface treatments and architectural finishes when assessing 

the impact on this viewpoint.  The Estate considers that Green Belt will be heavily 

impacted by an increase in lighting and obvious building mass. 

 

43. The Estate considers this visualisation is not a good indication of how the 

development would appear because: 

 

• Due to the size and poor resolution of the image the development appears barely 

discernible against the winter trees. In fact, the development would be easy to 

distinguish. 

• The young rape in the foreground of the field is distracting due to the limitations 

of a camera compared to the intelligence of the human eyes/brain which is drawn 

to the more distant view and discounts the foregrounded image.  

• The grassed bund has the appearance of a green field, whereas it will be 

apparent that it is constructed and connected with adjacent development.  

 

Viewpoint 2 (incorrectly marked on the plan as VP 3) 

44. From this position, which is lower in the Lea Valley, the bund will provide reasonable 

cover for the development in summer conditions.  In winter, filtered views will be 

possible, made more impactful by the impact of artificial lighting.  Whilst this view is 
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harmed to a lesser extent than viewpoint 1, it is still harmed by the notable change 

from a rural to urban character.  

 

Viewpoint 3 (incorrectly marked on the plan as VP4) 

45. This viewpoint, from the A414, demonstrates the greatest possible impact upon the 

experience of the Lea Valley.  As the Inspector has previously noted, the experience 

of driving along the road is one of moving through open and rural countryside. The 

baseline photography illustrates this well. When the bund is added, along with its 

highest development parameters, the road becomes totally enclosed to the north by a 

dominant feature, divorcing it entirely from the rural landscape and resulting in a 

complete loss of the experience of being surrounded by open undeveloped 

countryside for travellers moving between Hatfield and Hertford.   

 

46. Unfortunately, after 25 years, this effect is only magnified. The planting indicated 

achieves visual screening, but fundamentally alters the experience of the Lea Valley. 

The need for such an extensive mitigation, with long term adverse effects on the 

character of the landscape, serves to underline the fact that the proposed allocation is 

unsound.   It is noted that sections BB’ and DD’ show the roadside hedge as being 

allowed to grow to 6m in order to ‘’screen views of proposed bund’ an 

acknowledgement that the bund itself is a detracting feature that requires screening.  

A 6m roadside ‘hedge’ will exacerbate the sense of enclosure. 

 

47. It is relevant to note that this bund is only 5m high whereas the bund around Burnside, 

which would form the view to the south for many residents of Birchall Garden Suburb 

is double the height at 10m with planting proposed on the top that is intended to reach 

12m high. 

 

Viewpoint 4 (incorrectly marked on the plan as VP5)  

48. This viewpoint is further south and therefore at a higher elevation than previous 

points.  The uppermost elements of the site will be visible above the mature 

vegetation planted on the bund. This viewpoint is proximal to the Essendon 

Conservation Area, and the views are at present only affected by the very tallest 

buildings in Welwyn Garden City. To the receptor, the Garden City is hidden by 

woodland and nestled in the topography in a manner which would not be achieved by 

the proposed allocation.   
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Viewpoint 5 (incorrectly marked on the plan as VP 2)  

49. It is evident that, over time, the proposed mitigation measures would limit the 

intervisibility between footpath 006 and the site; however this does not overcome the 

fundamental point that the proposed mitigation arrangements are, in themselves, 

harmful to the openness of the Green Belt at this point.  

 

Viewpoint 6 

50. The very small scale at which the images for this viewpoint have been printed further 

exacerbates the problems identified above with the visualisations.  The scale of the 

image does not represent the experience on the ground.  It is unclear why these 

images are smaller than those presented for other viewpoints, (and smaller than the 

same photograph when it was presented in 2017) nor why the full extent of the page 

has not been used. 

 

51. Viewpoint 6 is an open view where it is possible to appreciate the valley form, 

something difficult to appreciate from the photographs.  From Viewpoint 6, the 

success of the design of Welwyn Garden City is most evident, located on the plateau 

and surrounded by a wooded edge.  Even after 25 years, it would still be apparent 

that this principle has been breached here and that development has spilled down the 

valley side to the A414. 

 

Proposed 10m High Bund  

 

52. The 10m high Kriblok wall around Burnside which the Estate previously identified as 

unsympathetic has been replaced by a 10m high bund.  Although sections have been 

prepared, they have been presented at a range of scales which makes comparison 

between the different sections difficult. For example, the scale used to illustrate the 

section through the 10m high section of the bund is smaller than the scale used for 

the other sections. Consequently, it is not immediately apparent that this section of 

bund is double the height and will be double the width of the roadside bund.   

 

53. The previously submitted proposals included a plan of the ‘Proposed 10.0m high 

Acoustic/Visual Screening to Burnside Works’   DJA Dwg 0007 S4-P1.  No equivalent 

plan has been produced for the current proposals.  The Landscape Briefing Note 

Appended to this representation shows the 10m high bund overlaid onto this plan.  It 

shows that the 62m required for this bund would take out all the space currently 
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allocated for SuDS and would result in this section of the footpath/cycleway being 

enclosed on one side by the 10m high bund and on the other side by a solid wall of 

14m high buildings or a 14m high screen. That this is being proposed at all reveals 

the completely unsuitable, inappropriate, and unsound nature of the proposed 

allocation.   

 

54. The Landscape Briefing Note also includes the diagrams from the EX201C Appendix 

3 Noise Assessment marked up to show Section AA’.  These illustrates that either a 

solid wall of 14m high buildings or a solid screen 14m high is required for noise 

protection.  Identifying where Section AA’ is located in relation to these buildings is 

helpful in understanding the potential implications of the 14m buildings/barrier. 

 

Comparison of a planted bund at Pinehurst, Hertford 

55. The bund at Pinehurst successfully achieves noise and visual screening from the 

A414. The argument provided by the promoter of the site is that the bund at Birchall 

Garden Suburb would provide ‘levels of mitigation … [which] far exceed those used at 

Pinehurst’. Whilst this may be the case, the need for such extensive mitigation for 

noise and screening purposes causes an unacceptable level of harm on the visual 

openness of the Green Belt.  It is also important to note that the topography and 

extent of the land at Pinehurst differs significantly from the Birchall Garden Suburb 

site.  

 

56. In relation to the proposed allocation, there is approximately 1km of open space to the 

north of the A414, rising steadily towards a concealed Welwyn Garden City, and over 

4km of open land to the south before the view terminates at the top of the ridge. The 

northern element of this is key to the sense of the scale in the Lea Valley, and the 

relationship between the two slopes of the valley is obvious to those driving along the 

A414. This would certainly be lost by the creation of a ten-metre high bund.  

 

57. In contrast, urban development would have been visible from the A414 before the 

Pinehurst development was constructed. To the north, it consisted of at most 400 

metres of flat farmland before reaching parts of Hertford which would already have 

been visible from the road. To the south, there is less than a kilometre of open space 

before the view terminates at the top of a hill, the other side of which lies Hertford 

Heath. The openness of this landscape was never as significant as the openness 
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experienced by those travelling on the A414 today within the vicinity of the Birchall 

Garden Suburb allocation.  

 

58. A 10m high bund may protect the proposed development from noise generated by the 

A414 and provide an element of screening, but it would have a seriously harmful 

effect on the wider Green Belt setting. The value of this setting is not comparable in 

any way to Pinehurst, and therefore the proposed development should not be justified 

on this basis.  

 

Comments on EX201C – Appendix 3: Noise Assessment  

 

59. The Assessment may serve to demonstrate how acceptable noise conditions could be 

achieved on site.  However, the need to define criteria and relevant thresholds only 

serves to underline the wholly unsatisfactory nature of the proposed allocation.  The 

Inspector in his note (EX186B) raised considerable reservations about the need to 

apply noise standards to new development within what is otherwise an open 

countryside location; this position has not changed.  Furthermore, the need to design 

and site any subsequent development in a manner to reflect and absorb frequent and 

harmful instantaneous noise only serves to emphasise the unsatisfactory nature of the 

site within the vicinity of Burnside.   

 

60. The Inspector has raised questions in his note (EX186B) on whether the need to 

design and construct dwellings in a 14m high continuous block with a largely northerly 

aspect would accord with Garden City principles.  The Estate shares this concern and 

would point out that edge of development locations would normally be characterised 

by a low-density, built form.  This would not, however, be the case if banks of flatted 

development is used to overcome road related noise and, in particular, industrial 

noise arising from the operations at Burnside.  Indeed, the need to use this form of 

building typology in a rural edge of settlement location is indicative that the proposed 

allocation is unsound.    

 

Comments on EX201D, EX201E and EX201F – Appendix 4: 

Design Considerations including Annexes 1 and 2 

 

61. The Estate strongly refutes the claim that the form of development proposed for the 

south western edge of Birchall Garden Suburb allocation would be entirely consistent 

with the Garden City Principles, including the specific interpretation and application of 
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those principles in the draft Local Plan. It is not accepted that the form of development 

would respond successfully to the noise environment created by road traffic or the 

operations at Burnside.  On the contrary, the development form proposed fails to 

respect the Green Belt or the wider rural context and the potential edge of settlement 

location that would be created if the allocation is found to be sound.   

 

62. The need for higher density development in the south western portion of the allocation 

is driven by the need to respond to the noise environment and the presence of a 

former landfill site that has led to a contrived solution.  It is accepted that there are 

other three and four storey developments within Welwyn Garden City. However the 

analysis of the precedents provided in Annex 1 is misguided as it ignores the 

fundamental premise of good design and the need to respond to local character and 

history and the identity of the surroundings.2  It is not possible from the images 

provided to understand the local context and they are of little relevance.           

 

63. It is not accepted that the examples in Annex 2 are innovative nor that they would sit 

comfortably on a new rural edge to Welwyn Garden City.  The building typologies and 

architectural treatments are more suited to a dense urban environment rather than the 

rural setting of the Lea Valley.  The examples also appear to be at odds with the 

precedents provided by the Council in the note on the draft Supplementary Planning 

Document (see comment below relating to EX201K).  

 

Comments on EX201G – Appendix 5: Technical Note on 

Ecological Matters  

 

64. This Technical Note sets out the way in which the site promoters propose to mitigate 

the harmful effects of development on the Commons LNR via the provision of other 

open space. Whilst the Estate accepts the principle of Suitable Alternative Green 

Space, the quality of the proposed green space would be permanently hampered by 

the existence of the former landfill site. This would have a significant effect on the 

ability of flora and fauna to survive and thrive.  The Estate therefore questions the 

ability of the proposed green space to offer the required net gain to biodiversity and 

an environment which will encourage future residents to use it in preference to the 

Commons LNR.  The Estate would encourage the Inspector to refer to Mr Peter 

 
2 Para 58, National Planning Policy Framework, 2012 



Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination  
Response to New Evidence dated September 2020 on behalf of Gascoyne Cecil Estates 

 

jb planning associates response to new evidence Page 16 of 18 

Oakenfull’s previous submission for the Stage 7 Hearing Session (EX181) which 

concisely sets out the edge effects of the proposed development on the LNR.  

 

Comments on EX201H – Appendix 6: Topography  

 

65. The Estate would draw the Inspector’s attention to the marked differences in 

topography that exist between that part of the allocation which exists in East 

Hertfordshire as opposed to that in Welwyn Hatfield and the implications it will have 

for the successful implementation of a landscape mitigation scheme as outlined in its 

response to document EX201B.   

 

Comments on EX201J – Appendix 7: Ecology Paper 

 

66. The Council recognises the importance of the Commons LNR yet has failed to provide 

sufficient reassurances that ecological interests will be appropriately safeguarded and 

that any adverse effects arising from the proposed development will be mitigated.  

The Estate has previously made representations in relation to the role that the 

Commons LNR performs and the need for it to be connected to other habitats via a 

meaningful Green Corridor.  It is not accepted that the location of the Green Corridor 

as currently proposed would assist in protecting the nature reserve and the harmful 

edge effects of development will have a long-term effect on ecological interests.   

 

67. The Estate would also question the claim that that there have been issues with 

motorbikes and quadbikes accessing the Commons LNR as there is no evidence to 

this effect.   

 

Comments on EX201K – Appendix 8: Birchall Garden Suburb 

Draft Design Principles  

 
68. The Estate notes that the Draft Design Principles document aims to set out how it is 

intended to achieve a high-quality solution for the Birchall Garden Suburb allocation, 

but significant details are currently absent.  Proposals for sustainable movement and 

active travel have not been developed in any detail and the overarching landscaping 

principles have not been formulated.  The document is therefore misleading and fails 

to demonstrate that a truly sustainable urban extension would be formed. 
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69. The Estate maintains that the proposals for Birchall Garden Suburb will not respect 

the original design ethos for Welwyn Garden City and the Indicative Density Plan 

contained within EX201K reinforces this view, especially when consideration is given 

to the topography of the site as illustrated by EX201H.  The Estate is certainly not 

persuaded by the argument that - via an analysis of Welwyn Garden City’s original 

and more recent neighbourhoods - it will be possible comfortably to achieve the 

proposed densities via the use of garden city and village forms, rather than classic 

suburban development.  On the contrary, it is likely that the higher density areas 

shown in areas C and D on the Indicative Density Plan (EX210K) will be particularly 

noticeable in longer distance views across the Lea Valley, and especially so at night 

because of the presence of artificial lighting.     

 

70. It remains the case that the presence of the former landfill site has led to the 

formulation of an ill-considered and contrived urban extension which, by virtue of the 

local topography and the presence of noise generating activities, will require extensive 

and visually inappropriate landscape mitigation measures that would have an adverse 

impact upon the openness of the Green Belt and rural character of the Lea Valley.  

Furthermore, they would fail to deliver a meaningful Green Corridor.    

 

71. The Estate would submit that there is an opportunity to make the proposed allocation 

‘sound’ by the deletion of Areas C and D shown on the Indicative Density Plan 

(EX210K).  Such a modification will still provide for the delivery of some 360 homes to 

meet the Borough Council’s housing needs.      

 

Conclusions  

 
72. The Estate has, and continues to have, fundamental objections to the extent of the 

proposed allocation, especially given the gravity of the issues surrounding the 

potential development of land adjacent a former landfill site.  It is evident that the 

proposed allocation would in its current form extend development beyond the well-

established edge to Welwyn Garden City, have an adverse impact upon the 

surrounding landscape and purposes of the Green Belt, impact upon the wider setting 

of designated heritage assets of the highest significance, have an adverse impact on 

nature conservation interests, result in an unsatisfactory living environment for future 

residents due to noise issues, and pose unacceptable human health risks to future 
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residents and users of the site because of former landfill operations.  As such the 

proposed allocation in its current form is fundamentally unsound.      

 

73. The Estate would submit that there are alternative and more suitable housing sites 

within Welwyn Hatfield that could accommodate the loss of dwellings associated with 

the removal of the southern part of the proposed allocation.  The removal of the 

southern portion would promote the principles of sustainable development, as 

required by national planning policy, and assist in making the Local Plan sound.         
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Landscape Briefing Note  
Prepared by Michelle Bolger   
October 2020  

Introduction 

1. This Briefing Note has been prepared to accompany the ‘Response to New Evidence dated

September 2020’ on behalf of the Gascoyne Cecil Estate.  It consists of four parts

• Part One - Explanation of the failure of the Photomontages submitted as part of

EX201B – Appendix 2: Additional information in respect of landscape mitigation to

comply with current standards with regard to the preparation of visualisations.

• Part Two - A re-presentation of two of the photomontages from EX201B – Appendix 2

alongside previous photomontages from the same or very similar viewpoints.

• Part Three- An indicative plan showing how the likely footprint of the proposed 10m

high bund to Burnside Works.

• Part Four - Annotated versions of the diagrams from the EX201C Appendix 3 Noise

Assessment marked up to show Section AA’ so that the potential implications of 14m

high buildings or 14m high screen can be better understood.

Part One – Issues with the Photomontages 

2. The photomontages have not been prepared in accordance with the latest guidance from the 

Landscape Institute with regard to the presentation of visualisations1 (LI Visualisation 

Guidance).  The previous visualisations were prepared in 2017, prior to the issuing of the 

guidance.

3. The principal issue is that the images are too small, and the resolution is too low in order to 

be able to accurately understand the effect of the development.  The LI Visualisation 

Guidance recommends the use of single frame images (Approx. 40o Horizontal Field of View 

(HFoV)) at A3.  Wider panoramas are acceptable (up to 90o)’ but the height of the images 

should be 250mm minimum2.   The HFoV for Vps 43 & 64 is given as 110o.  Printed at A1, Vp 4 

is only 135mm high and Vp 6 is even smaller at 88m high -  only just over a third of the 

required height.  The resulting images are not fair representation of what could be seen 

when standing in the landscape.  Consequently, the photomontages are misleading rather 

than helpful.

1 Visual Representation of Development Proposals LI Technical Guidance Note (TGN) 06/19
2 Visual Representation of Development Proposals LI TGN 06/19 Table 4 page 19, Table 5 page 21 
3 Vp 38 in the 2017 Photomontages. 
4 Vp 113 in the 2017 Photomontages.



4. The 2017 photomontages are at a higher resolution and in the case of Vp 6  printed at a larger 

size 123mm high.  Due to the improved resolution, the effects of the development –which 

have not in fact changed -  are more evident.

5. The use of long thin panoramas results in an underrepresentation of scale and distance.  Such 

panoramas should be used for context purposes only and single frame images, printed on A3 

pages presented where possible.

6. This note includes a re-presentation, as single frame images, of both the 2017 and 2020 

photomontages for the two viewpoints that are included in both sets.  The width of the single 

frame for Vp 6 has been calculated on the basis that it lies immediately to the left of the 

centre of the panorama and is therefore 30% of the width of the 110o panorama.  For 

consistency the single frame for Vp 4 is also 30% of the width of the 110o panorama. This is 

slightly wider than a single frame would be. The diagram that follows the photomontage 

shows the calculations on which this is based.

7. In addition to the undersized images, it is not usual to present the images when the planting 

has established at 25 years which is a generation. 10 or 15 years are more commonly used. If 

there was a specific desire to show visualisation at 25 years these should have been in 

addition to ones produced for 10 or 15 years.

8. Although a minor point, the lack of location plans on the photomontage sheets is very 

unhelpful. This is compounded by the fact that the Location Viewpoint Plan is not a separate 

plan but within the same document as the text describing the changes.  Several of the 

Visualisations do not match the references on the viewpoint location plan or the text within 

EX201B.  Consequently, the reliability of the information presented is brought into doubt.



 
 
 

 

Part Two  – Re-presented Photomontages 

9. The images on the following pages should be printed at A3.   

The panoramas provided in EX201B – Appendix 2: Additional information in respect of landscape mitigation can be used as context images. 
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Viewpoint 38 from 2017 Photomontages - Existing View.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 38 from 2017 Photomontages - On completion.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 38 from 2017 Photomontages- 25 Years after completion.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.  



Viewpoint 4 from 2020 Photomontages - Existing View.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 4 from 2020 Photomontages - On Completion - Parameters at 12m and 14m high.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 4 from 2020 Photomontages - 25 years after Completion - Parameters at 12m and 14m high.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV. 



Viewpoint 113 from 2017 Photomontages - Existing View.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 113 from 2017 Photomontages - On Completion.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 113 from 2017 Photomontages - 25 years after completion.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV.



Viewpoint 6 from 2020 Photomontages - Existing View - Parameters at 12m and 14m high.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV. 



Viewpoint 6 from 2020 Photomontages - On Completion - Parameters at 12m and 14m high.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV. 



Viewpoint 6 from 2020 Photomontages - 25 years after Completion - Parameters at 12m and 14m high.  Approximately 40 degree HFoV. 
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The diagrams on this page illustrate the method by which the width of the single frame image is calculated based on a percentage of the 
original 110o image and the position within the original Horizontal Field of View  



 
 
 

 

Part Three  – Indicative Plan of 10m Bund 

10. The previous proposals were accompanied by a plan ‘Proposed 10m high Acoustic/Visual Screening to Burnside Works’.  DJA Dwg 0007 S4-P1.  No 

equivalent plan has been produced for the current proposals.  The following plan shows a 10m high bund overlaid onto this plan. For ease of 

reference the original plan has also been included. 

11. By illustrating the 10m high bund on the plans it becomes clear that the 62m required for this bund would take out all the space currently allocated for 

SUDS and  would result in this section of the footpath/cycleway being enclosed on one side by the 10m high bund and on the other side by a solid 

wall of 14m high buildings or a 14m high screen. 

  



62m

A
'
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Section A - A'



 
 
 

 

Part Four – Noise Diagrams  

 

12. The following section includes diagrams from the EX201C Appendix 3 Noise Assessment which have been marked up to show Section AA’ from 

EX201B – Appendix 2: Additional information in respect of landscape mitigation.  The diagrams illustrate that either a solid wall of 14m high 

buildings or a solid screen 14m high is required for noise protection.  Identifying where Section AA’ is located in relation to these building is 

helpful when looking at Section AA’ to understand the potential implications of the 14m buildings/barrier. 
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