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1.0 Introduction 
1.1 This Statement of Case (SoC) has been prepared by hgh Consulting on behalf of HG Group (“the 

Appellant”).  It supports a Section 78 Appeal against the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (“WHBC” 
or “the Council”) for the refusal of application reference: 6/2020/3420/MAJ on 16 September 2021. 
The application proposed residential development at BioPark, Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden 
City, AL7 3AX (“the Appeal Site”). 

1.2 The Appellant appointed hgh Consulting in February 2020 as its planning consultant, to provide all 
necessary planning consultancy advice and services in respect of the Broadwater Gardens 
redevelopment project. The practice has been retained to prepare and present evidence in respect 
of this planning appeal. 

1.3 The description of development proposed (also the “Appeal Proposal”) is: 

“Demolition of existing buildings and construction of 289 residential units (Use Class C3) 
and community hub (Use Class E/F.2), with public realm and open space, landscaping, 
access, associated car and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage and supporting 
infrastructure.” 

1.4 The application was submitted on 18 December 2020 and heard at WHBC’s Development 
Management Committee on 9th September 2021.  Despite receiving an officer recommendation to 
grant planning permission (see Appendix 1 for the full Committee Report), Members decided to 
refuse planning permission. The Decision Notice (Appendix 2) was published on 16th September 
2021. 

1.5 The reasons for refusal are: 

1) The proposed housing tenures and mix (including affordable housing) would fail to meet the 
objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing in the borough and would not contribute to 
creating a sustainable, inclusive and mixed community. As such, the application is contrary 
to Policy SP 7 of the emerging local plan. 

2) The application, including the Transport Assessment, fails to provide sufficient evidence that 
the transport impact, car parking and proposed transport mitigation strategy shall achieve 
sustainable transport objectives and shall not result in any unacceptable impact. As such, the 
application is contrary to Policy H2 of the District Plan, the Council's Parking Guidance SPG 
and interim Policy for Car Parking Standards and Policies SP 4, SADM 2 and SADM 3 of the 
emerging local plan. 

3) The proposal by reason of its form, height, bulk, scale and massing does not achieve high 
quality design. The proposed Development also does not respect or relate to the character 
and context of the local area and fails to maintain, enhance or improve the character of the 
existing area. As such, the application is contrary to Policies D1 and D2 of the District Plan 
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and the Broadwater Road West SPD, Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the NPPF and Policy SP 9 
of the emerging local plan. 

1.6 The Appellant asserts that these reasons cannot be reasonably justified; the evidence base for this 
position is set out in this statement.  

Engagement with Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council  

1.7 The Appellant engaged with WHBC throughout 2020. A total of four pre-application submissions and 
meetings were held (including one design workshop) with WHBC and Place Services (who provide 
Urban Design and Heritage advice to WHBC). Engagement with WHBC continued throughout the 
determination of the application. Full details of the pre-application process are in Section 4 of the 
application Planning Statement. 

Content of the appeal submission 

1.8 This Statement of Case includes the main case for the Appellant and key matters of dispute. It is 
structured as follows:  

• Section 2 outlines the Appeal Site and its context within the surrounding area, with 

further detail provided at Section 2 of the Statement of Common ground (SoCG); 

• Section 3 summarises the planning history of the Appeal Site and other nearby sites, 

with further details included at Section 3 of the SoCG; 

• Section 4 provides a summary of the Appeal Proposal, with further details included at 

Section 4 of the SoCG; 

• Section 5 outlines the planning policy framework for the Appeal Proposal, with further 

details included at Section 5 of the SoCG; 

• Section 6 sets out the Appellant’s Case; and  

• Section 7 concludes the planning case. 

1.9 The SoC is supported by and should be read in conjunction with the accompanying application 
drawings and reports. Further documents have also been produced to accompany the appeal 
submission. These include: 

• Appeal Form, prepared by hgh Consulting; 

• Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA), at Appendix 6, prepared 
by Stephen Levrant Heritage Architecture (SLHA);  

• Highways Technical Note, at Appendix 8, prepared by i-Transport; 

• Housing Need Paper, at Appendix 10 prepared by Lambert Smith Hampton (LSH); 

• Viability Technical Note, at Appendix 11, prepared by Kempton Carr Croft (KCC); and 

• Contextual CGI showing the Appeal Proposal together with the approved, neighbouring 
Shredding Wheat Quarter scheme. 
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1.10 The Appellant reserves its right to supplement its case with additional evidence in response to the 
Council’s SoC and third party comments, and to address any questions raised by the Inspector. 

 

Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) 

1.11 In accordance with appeal best practice, the Appellant has sought to establish aspects of the Appeal 
Proposal that are agreed between the Council and the Appellant through the preparation of a draft 
Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). 

1.12 To create a focused SoC, the areas of agreement have been addressed within the SoCG, which 
should be a read in conjunction with this SoC. Specifically, the SoCG includes: 

• Section 2 outlines the Appeal Site and its context within the surrounding area; 

• Section 3 provides the planning history of the Appeal Site and relevant nearby sites 

(including others within the Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area); 

• Section 4 sets out the Appeal Proposal in greater detail; 

• Section 5 summarises relevant policy and guidance; 

• Section 6 details the areas of agreement;  

• Section 7 summarises the areas of disagreement, which have been detailed within the 

SoC; and 

• Section 8 is reserved for the signatures of both the Appellant and Council for the SoCG. 

1.13 The SoCG is intended to assist the Inspector in identifying those matters where there is agreement 
in respect to factual elements (e.g. Appeal Site location, size, characteristics, planning history and 
principle of development), and compliance with the Development Plan or acceptance that other 
material planning considerations exist. It also sets out those matters where disagreement remains 
and which the Inspector will be invited to consider through the appeal. 

Appeal Procedure 

1.14 The Appellant requests that the appeal is considered under the public inquiry procedure given:  

• The high degree of public interest generated by the planning application (700+ 

application comments and the estimated 200+ attendees at Committee); 
• The local and strategic importance of the Appeal Proposal for housing delivery against 

local objectively assessed need and WHBC’s housing land supply; 
• The design-related and, therefore, subjective areas of disagreement between the 

Appellant and WHBC; and 

• The need for the Appellant to call several Expert Witnesses to present evidence to the 
Inspector and to cross examine WHBC’s Expert Witnesses.  

1.15 The Appellant’s case for this procedure is set out in detail in Appendix 3. 
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2.0 Appeal Site and Surroundings 
2.1 The details of the Appeal Site and its surroundings are a matter for the Statement of Common Ground 

(SoCG). The full section can be found at Section 2 of the SoCG.  

2.2 The relevant planning and environmental designations present at or near the site are also a matter 
of common ground and have been included at Section 2 of the SoCG.  
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3.0 Planning History  
Background 

3.1 The Appeal Site is designated within the Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area by Policy EMP3 
(Mixed Use Development Site at Broadwater Road West) of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan, 
adopted in 2005. The emerging Local Plan carries forward the designation in draft Policy SP17 (Mixed 
Use Development Site at Broadwater Road West). There are three other sites in the Opportunity Area: 

• Former Shredded Wheat Factory (known as the ‘Wheat Quarter’); 

• Former Roche Products Site; and 

• Pall Mall Distribution Warehouse Site. 

Appeal Site Planning History 

3.2 The relevant planning history for the Appeal Site is considered a matter of common ground and has 
been included at Section 3 of the SOCG.   

Other Relevant Planning History  

3.3 The relevant planning history for other sites within and nearby the Broadwater Road West Opportunity 
Area are considered matters of common ground and have been included at Section 3 of the SOCG.   
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4.0 Appeal Proposal 
4.1 Section 4 of the SoCG provides a full description of the development proposals that are the subject 

of this appeal. The Appeal Proposal is for:  

“Demolition of existing buildings and construction of 289 residential units (Use Class 
C3) and community hub (Use Class E/F.2), with public realm and open space, 
landscaping, access, associated car and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage 
and supporting infrastructure.” 

4.2 In summary, the Appeal Proposal includes:  

• The demolition of the existing buildings (which are up to five storeys / 34.75m maximum 

height); 

• High-quality residential development, comprising 8 townhouses and 281 flats in blocks of 2 

to 9 storeys (29.45m maximum height); 

• A mix of new homes, comprising 129 x 1-bed (44%); 126 x 2-bed (44%); 26 x 3-bed (9%); 

and 8 x 4-bed (3%); 

• 29 (10%) affordable housing units with 100% shared ownership tenure. This affordable 

housing offer is despite the scheme being found technically ‘non-viable’ by the Council’s 

independent viability assessor; 

• 112.4sqm community hub (gym and café);  

• Public open space (3,023sqm) at ground level, including 260sqm of formal play areas; 

• Roof terraces providing 800sqm of communal amenity space for residents; 

• Provision of private amenity space for all units, with 3,947 sqm of private amenity space 

distributed between the proposed units in the form of balconies, terraces and gardens; 

• 226 parking spaces, including 219 residential spaces at a 0.76 ratio, and 7 spaces for the 
community hub. 30 (13%) blue badge parking spaces are proposed (29 residential and 1 

community hub); 

• Over 20% electric vehicle charging provision including a car club bay with active charging 

point plus 13% blue badge parking; and 

• Vehicular access via the existing access road (BioPark Drive) which is to be upgraded to 

have a 4.8m wide carriageway and 3.1m wide footpath/ cycleway. 
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5.0 Planning Policy  
Statutory Development Plan and Other Material Planning Considerations 

5.1 The statutory Development Plan and other material planning considerations, such as in the form of 
policy guidance, is considered a matter of common ground and therefore has been included at 
Section 5 of the SoCG.   
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6.0 The Appeal Case: The Development Plan  
6.1 Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) and Section 38(6) of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) require that planning applications are 
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

6.2 The Appellant’s case is focussed on the fundamental Development Plan policies that form the basis 
of the Appeal Proposal as well as those identified by the Council in the Reasons for Refusal. The 
case also draws on other material planning considerations, which support the acceptability of the 
Appeal Proposal.    

6.3 As the application received an officer recommendation for approval, the Committee Report does not 
provide reasoning behind each of the RfR. In Section 6.0 and Section 7.0 of this SoC, the Appellant’s 
case is set out with reference to the Decision Notice and printed minutes of the Development 
Management Committee (Appendix 4). The Appellant awaits the WHBC’s Statement of Case to fully 
understand, and respond to, the Council’s justification for each of the RfR. 

The Development Plan  

6.4 The adopted Development Plan comprises Welwyn Hatfield District Plan (2005) - Saved Policies 
(2008). 

Other Material Planning Considerations  

• National Planning Policy Framework (2021) (“NPPF”); 

• Town and Country Planning Association (“TCPA”) Garden City Principles (2020); 

• Broadwater Road West Supplementary Planning Document (“SPD”) (2008); 

• Supplementary Design Guidance (2005); 

• Parking Standards SPD (2004); 

• Interim Car Parking and Garage Size Policy (2014); 

• Planning Obligations SPD (2012);  

• Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission Document (2016); and 

• Wheat Quarter planning permissions (references 2015/0293, N6/2015/0294/PP, and 
6/2018/0171/MAJ). 
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Development Plan Policies 

Welwyn Hatfield District Plan (2005) – Saved Policies (2008) 

Policy SD1 (Sustainable Development) 

6.5 As set out elsewhere in this appeal submission, the Appeal Proposal comprises sustainable 
development and meets the objectives and policies of the Local Plan. The sustainability checklist 
requested by Policy SD1 was completed and submitted in support of the application (Appendix B, 
Sustainability Statement, Stroma BE Ltd.).  

Policy GBSP2 (Towns and Specified Settlements) 

6.6 The Appeal Proposal complies with Policy GBSP2 because it proposes development within the town 
of Welwyn Garden City. Alongside Hatfield, Welwyn Garden City is the focus for new development.  

Policy R1 (Maximising the Use of Previously Developed Land) 

6.7 The appeal proposes the redevelopment of previously developed land, thereby fulfilling the objective 
of Policy R1.  

Policy EMP1 (Employment Areas)  

6.8 There are no criteria within Policy EMP1, therefore the appeal scheme does not conflict with the policy. 

Policy EMP2 (Acceptable Uses in Employment Areas) 

6.9 The lack of demand for the existing facility for E(g)(ii) (formerly B1b) use is evidenced by the Marketing 
Report produced by Savills and submitted in support of the application. The report establishes that 
the facility is not required to meet future employment requirements or business needs, thereby 
demonstrating compliance with Policy EMP2.  

6.10 The principle of the loss of the existing employment use, and that the site should be considered 
surplus employment land, has also been established through the draft Local Plan process. In the 
Local Plan Proposed Alterations - Additional Sites document (January 2020), which set out the WHBC 
Officers’ recommendations for additional site allocations to Councillors, it is concluded that: 

“The University of Hertfordshire has confirmed its intention to close the facility and 
the site has been marketed for sale… The building is understood to need 
modernisation at considerable costs to attract life science occupants. Marketing 
evidence submitted indicates limited interest in the site for specialist B class users. 
On balance, it is considered that the specialist nature of the buildings and the 

investment requirement could make the site difficult to sell or let and the 
contribution the site could make to housing land supply outweighs the loss of 
employment land.” (Page 64, Appendix 5) (added emphasis) 
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6.11 The acceptability of the loss of employment use is an area of common ground between the Council 
and the Appellant (Paragraph 6.5, SoCG). 

6.12 The Appeal Proposal complies with the relevant criteria in Policy EMP2 by: 

• Proposing small-scale employment-generating development (comprising a 112.4sqm 
community hub in café/ gym use) that would not generate an unacceptable demand for 
housing in the travel to work area; 

• Having no unacceptable impact on local and strategic transport infrastructure, as evidenced 
by the support from the Highway Authority; 

• Causing no harm to the amenities of nearby residential properties, including daylight and 
sunlight, outlook and privacy; and 

• Providing adequate parking, servicing and access, as set out elsewhere in this Statement, 
and evidenced by the Highway Authority and WHBC Client Services consultee responses. 

6.13 The Appeal Proposal also complies with the design policies of the Local Plan. Therefore, full 
compliance with Policy EMP2 is achieved.  

Policy EMP3 (Mixed Use Development Site at Broadwater Road West) 

6.14 The proposal to redevelop the site for residential use complies with the regeneration objectives and 
uses sought within the Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area by Policy EMP3.  

6.15 As set out above, the Appeal Proposal complies with Policy EMP2. Elsewhere in this SoC, it is 
established that the proposal complies with other relevant Local Plan policies, as well as the 
Development Brief (which was later adopted as the Broadwater Road West SPD, 2008). The latter 
requirement is addressed in the Other Material Planning Considerations section. 

Policy R25 (Works to Listed Buildings) 

6.16 As set out in Section 6 of the Appeal HTVIA (Appendix 6), the Appeal Proposal will not have an 
adverse effect on any listed building or its setting. By contrast, the two listed buildings nearby will 
experience a positive (minor beneficial) impact, and the high value listed building (Hatfield House) 
will experience a neutral impact.  

Policy R28 (Historic Parks and Garden) 

6.17 When consulted on the application, Historic England did not object in principle to the redevelopment 
of the site, however, concerns were raised that the mass of the building would increase the visibility 
of the site from Hatfield House, Park and Garden (Grade I Listed). Ultimately, Historic England 
concluded that the development would cause less than substantial harm, low in scale, to these 
heritage assets. 
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6.18 Bidwells produced an HTVIA that was submitted in support of the application. To support the appeal, 
the application HTVIA has been independently reviewed and supplemented in the Appeal HTVIA 
prepared by SLHA (Appendix 6).  

6.19 With respect to the impact on Hatfield House Park and Garden, at Paragraphs 199-202, the Appeal 
HTVIA finds that the Park and Garden stands as too great a distance (being c. 3km away) from the 
Appeal Site with too much intervening townscape to be considered part of the asset’s setting. There 
is no visibility of the Appeal Proposal from ground level within the park. The HTVIA concludes the 
Appeal Proposal would have no impact, thus constituting no harm to the registered Park and Garden. 
Paragraph 331 of the Appeal HTVIA responds to Policy R28. 

Policy H6 (Densities) 

6.20 The Appeal Proposal complies with Policy H6’s expectation for higher density development to be 
suitable in central locations. The proposal is of an appropriate density that combines the efficient use 
of land with high quality design and reflects the site’s accessible location near to the train station and 
town centre. The design section of Policy H6 is dealt with in the Appellant’s response to design 
policies elsewhere in this Statement of Case and addressed in the appeal HTVIA.  

Policy H7 (Affordable Housing) 

6.21 Policy H7 targets 30% affordable housing provision within development proposals such as the Appeal 
Proposal. WHBC’s Planning Obligations SPD is relevant to the application of Policy H7. The SPD 
recognises that affordable housing contributions attributed to a scheme can affect the financial 
viability of a development proposal. In these circumstances, an Applicant for planning permission 
would be expected to submit a viability appraisal and pay for the Council to have this appraisal 
independently reviewed and verified.  

6.22 The Appellant submitted a Financial Viability Appraisal (“FVA”) in support of the application which 
concluded that the proposed development could not viably provide affordable housing, finding a 
considerable c. £4.5M deficit for an 100% private sale scheme. WHBC appointed Aspinall Verdi to 
independently assess the Appellant’s FVA. Aspinall Verdi agreed that the proposed development 
would be unviable with affordable housing, thereby verifying the conclusions of the Appellant’s FVA. 
This is accepted in the Committee Report (Paragraphs 9.181-9.184).  

6.23 The conclusion of the Appeal Proposal being ‘non-viable’ remains. This is demonstrated in the 
Viability Technical Note, which re-appraises the scheme to account for current data on sales values 
and development costs. It also factors in financial contributions tied to the agreed planning obligations.  

6.24 Despite the Appeal Scheme being accepted as technically ‘non-viable’ by the Council’s independent 
assessor, and thus the inability to provide affordable housing in line with the policy threshold, the 
Appellant proposes 10% on-site affordable housing provision, comprising 29 units of shared 
ownership tenure.  

Policies M4 (Developer Contributions) and IM2 (Planning Obligations) 

6.25 To ensure the Appeal Proposal makes appropriate financial contributions towards infrastructure, 
services and facilities to provide the mitigation sought by Policy M4 and IM2, the suite of conditions 
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and draft Section 106 obligations have been agreed between the Appellant and the Council (Appendix 
4 of the SoCG; Paragraph 9.192 and Section 11 of the Committee Report).  

Policy H2 (Location of Windfall Residential Development) 

6.26 The proposal successfully responds to the requirements of Policy H2: 

• The Appeal Site is available previously developed land, and thus a priority location for 
windfall residential development, particularly in the context of rapidly growing pressure 
on Welwyn Hatfield’s Green Belt land. The Examining Inspector of the emerging Local 
Plan has concluded that Green Belt release will be necessary to meet WHBC’s housing 
needs (Appendix 7). This is partly premised on a lack of available previously 
developed land; 

• The site is highly accessible by alternative modes of travel to the private car, being 
easily walkable from Welwyn Garden City train station and town centre via Broadwater 
Road (12-minute walk/ 1km). The train station is served by Great Northern and 
Thameslink rail services, providing six services to London per hour (off-peak), with a 
sub-hour journey time. The site is well connected to existing pedestrian, cycling and 
bus infrastructure, with bus stops outside the site access on Broadwater Road served 
by the 601 bus route between Welwyn Garden City and Borehamwood via Hatfield and 
St Albans (2 services per hour on weekdays). Full details of the baseline conditions 
are at Section 3 of the Transport Assessment (i-Transport). The Appeal Proposal 
includes enhancements to pedestrian/cyclist routes and public transport infrastructure 
through agreed conditions and Section 106 obligations; 

• The site is within the borough’s main town where existing and planned infrastructure 
can support the proposed level of development. The proposal would deliver the key 
benefit of financial contributions to community infrastructure.  

• The development would provide greater footfall to established commercial uses in 
Welwyn Garden City town centre, and emerging uses within the approved Wheat 
Quarter. The increased activity and spending would encourage economic growth 
through the multiplier effect and, ultimately, the proposals would enhance the vitality 
and viability of these centres. The development would contribute to the emerging local 

mixed-use community in the Broadwater Road West Opportunity and form a key 
element of the regeneration of this area of Welwyn Garden City. The appeal scheme 
proposes extensive landscaped public open space and public realm which creates 
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opportunities for the local community to mix and to integrate the site and its future 
residents to the surrounding town. 

• There are no physical or environmental constraints that preclude the redevelopment of 
the site. It is an urban, previously developed site in Flood Zone 1 and does not have 
any landscape or environmental designations. It is not within a Conservation Area, nor 
are there any statutorily or locally listed buildings on the site. 

6.27 Criteria i) to v) of the first part of Policy H2 are met.  

6.28 The criteria in Part 2 are not relevant because the proposal would not lead to an oversupply of housing 
in Welwyn Hatfield. The Council’s latest Annual Monitoring Report (2021) notes that the borough’s 
housing land supply is 2.58 years. The LSH Housing Need Paper submitted in support of this appeal 
sets out that the housing shortage is more severe, at 1.69 years housing land supply. It is a matter of 
common ground between the Appellant and the Council that there is a considerable shortfall of 
housing land in Welwyn Hatfield (Paragraph 6.8, SoCG). The delivery of 289 homes would make a 
significant contribution to meet this shortfall.   

Policy D1 (Quality of Design) 

6.29 Paragraphs 320-324 of the Appeal HTVIA respond to the ‘character’ and ‘continuity and enclosure’ 
principles of Policy D1. 

6.30 The improvement to the character of the existing area because of the Appeal Proposal is established 
in both heritage assessment and townscape assessment in the Appeal HTVIA. 

6.31 At Section 9, the Appeal HTVIA (Appendix 6) assesses the existing baseline versus proposed views 
(as fully rendered accurate visual representations) from 13 locations. The previously consented 
Shredded Wheat quarter scheme (ref. 6/2018/0171/MAJ) is also represented in the views as a verified 
‘cumulative’ view. The HTVIA finds that the appeal scheme would have a beneficial effect (either 
minor or negligible beneficial) on all of the views, except for Views 12 and 13 (Hatfield House and 
Hatfield House Park and Garden) which experienced a neutral overall effect.  

6.32 The scheme significantly improves the visual appearance of the Appeal Site, replacing the existing 
monolithic building with new massing which is stepped in height towards the south to respect the 
scale of the listed Roche building, the landmark qualities of the silos and the residential buildings to 
the south. By breaking up the built form on site and shifting the bulk of the proposed buildings towards 
the less-sensitive western and northern boundaries, the proposals are a significant improvement on 
the siting and layout of the existing buildings.  

6.33 The opportunity is taken to use the spaces created between buildings to introduce landscaped public 
courtyards within a wider new public realm. A gym or café is proposed at ground floor in Block E 
which opens out onto the main courtyard to create a welcoming community hub environment. The 
enhanced permeability will open up views through the site and pedestrian accessibility through the 
Opportunity Area. 
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6.34 The scheme uses the area’s industrial heritage as a cue for form, character and identity and seeks to 
enhance the sense of place by responding to the surrounding local distinctiveness. A further key 
driver of the design proposals has been the TCPA’s Garden City Principles for the 21st Century (2020) 
to ensure the proposals realise the objective of providing beautifully and imaginatively designed 
homes which are complemented by attractive green spaces for the local community.  

6.35 The design proposals would create a high quality development through sensitive densification which 
relates to the context of the site and wider area and responds to the site’s accessibility. There are 
clear benefits that the design will bring to site’s urban context against the baseline position. WHBC’s 
Place Services Design Advisor agrees with the Appellant’s view that the design is high quality, as 
stated in the application consultation response: 

“It is my considered view that this development achieves that high bar of expected 
design quality and will help to set the tone for future developments coming forward within 
this rapidly changing area of Welwyn Garden City, presenting a positive and truly 
distinctive uplift in design quality for the area… the submitted proposals represent an 
exciting development which will help set the tone for high quality, contemporary 

development not only within Welwyn Garden City, but the wider Borough.” (Added 
emphasis) 

6.36 The Appeal Proposal complies with the objectives of Policy D1 and achieves the high quality of design 
sought by the policy. 

Policy D2 (Character and Context) 

6.37 The design proposals are a contemporary reference to the distinctive design principles of the Garden 
City. A context study of architecture in proximity to the site and broader Garden City design principles 
is included in Section 2 of the application Design and Access Statement. 

6.38 The context study explores the traditional Garden City typology found in local buildings including 
those on Parkway, where there is a predominance of mansard roofs, red brick and stone plinths. In 
addition, the Appeal Site’s context within the former industrial zone of the Garden City, including the 
former Roche products buildings and industrial art deco aesthetic, have been considered. These are 
reflected in the proposals, particularly on the approach from BioPark Drive with Block F which is a 
feature corner building that joins the southern and northern parts of the site, and the visible stair core 
within Block E. Local design character is picked up in the detail of the proposed buildings, including 
industrial black framed windows, art deco curves, domestic mansard roofs and bronze dormers and 
balconies. The materiality and landscaping ethos of the recently approved Wheat Quarter 
development forms another key precedent for the proposals.  

6.39 Again, when consulted on the application, the Place Services Urban Design Advisor agreed with the 
Appellant that the proposals are a significant enhancement to the character of the existing area: 

“The development is strongly based in its unique surrounding context and will 
create a truly bespoke development form which is recognisably Welwyn Garden City.” 
(Added emphasis) 
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6.40 The Appeal HTVIA (Appendix 6) concludes upon the heritage assessment and the townscape 
assessment that the Appeal Scheme does enhance and improve the character and context of the 
existing area, noting:  

“The appeal scheme has brought forward proposals that are much more sensitive to local 
context, particularly in consideration of the material palette and roofscape and how these will 
appear in views. The large footprint buildings are in-keeping with the historic precedent for the 
area, which saw large footprint commercial and factory buildings here as part of Howard’s 
vision.” (Paragraph 327) 

6.41 The design proposals respect, relate to, and significantly enhance the character of the surrounding 
area. The Appeal Proposal complies with Policy D2. 

Conclusion 

6.42 The preceding section identified no policy conflicts between the Appeal proposal and the 
Development Plan. The Appeal Proposal is therefore wholly in accordance with the Development 
Plan.  
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7.0 The Appeal Case: Other Material Planning Considerations  
National Planning Policy Framework (revised July 2021)  

7.1 The following NPPF (2021) paragraphs that the Appeal Proposal successfully responds to are 
material considerations: 

Achieving sustainable development – Paragraphs 8, 10 & 11d 

7.2 The appeal proposal will meet the three overarching objectives of sustainable development; economic, 
social and environmental.  

7.3 WHBC holds an out-of-date local plan by reason of its out-of-date policies and because it cannot 
demonstrate a 5 year land supply. Furthermore, the 2021 Housing Delivery Test results show the 
delivery rate from 2017/18 to 2019-20 was 63%. Paragraph 11d of the NPPF is therefore engaged 
and the presumption in favour of sustainable development applies. In decision-taking, this means 
permission should be granted for development proposals unless: 

“The application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 
importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 

Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 
(Paragraph 11di-ii) 

7.4 It is the Appellant’s view that the Appeal Proposal accords with the Development Plan. Nonetheless, 
as per Paragraph 11d of the Framework, the planning balance for the Appeal Proposal is undertaken 
at Paragraphs 8.7-10 of this SoC. 

Delivering a sufficient supply of homes - Paragraph 60 and 77 

7.5 The Appeal Proposal for 289 dwellings is supported by the Framework’s commitment (at Part 5) to 
significantly boost the supply of new homes. In accordance with Paragraph 60, the Appeal Proposal 
brings forward land for residential development in an area of identified need. 

7.6 The Appellant is agreeable to a planning condition requiring development to begin in a shorter time 
period than a standard 3-year requirement. This commitment reflects the objective of the paragraph 
77 to expedite housing delivery.  

Promoting healthy and safe communities - Paragraph 92 

7.7 The Health and Wellbeing Statement that supported the planning application assesses the scheme 
in the context of policy objectives promoting health and wellbeing, including Paragraph 92 of the 
NPPF, to demonstrate that the scheme would support a high standard of living and enhanced health 
and wellbeing for residents. 

Promoting sustainable transport - Paragraph 105 
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7.8 The Appeal Proposal focuses housing development in a location which is sustainable, where the 
need to travel is limited and a genuine choice of transport modes are available. Sustainable transport 
usage is promoted by the design of the appeal scheme and the proposed travel enhancements (refer 
to Paragraph 7.33 below). 

Making effective use of land – Paragraphs 119-120, 124 &125c 

7.9 Granting planning permission for the Appeal Proposal would make effective use of land to meet the 
need for homes, thereby meeting the objective of Paragraph 119 of the Framework. In accordance 
with Paragraph 120c, in determining this appeal, substantial weight must be given to the value of 
using suitable brownfield land within a settlement for homes. The Appeal Proposal is supported by 
Paragraph 120d because it proposes the development of under-utilised land and it would make a 
significant contribution towards meeting identified needs for housing in Welwyn Hatfield, where land 
supply in very constrained. 

Design - Paragraph 130 and 134 

7.10 The design criteria of Paragraphs 130 and 134 are dealt with in the Appellant’s response to design 
policies elsewhere in this Statement of Case and addressed in the appeal HTVIA. 

7.11 Upon reviewing the Appeal Proposal, the Place Services Design Officer concluded: 

“It is my considered view that this development achieves that high bar of expected design 
quality and will help to set the tone for future developments coming forward within this rapidly 
changing area of Welwyn Garden City, presenting a positive and truly distinctive uplift in 
design quality for the area… the submitted proposals represent an exciting development 
which will help set the tone for high quality, contemporary development not only within Welwyn 
Garden City, but the wider Borough.” [Added emphasis] 

7.12 Notably, the proposal achieves the exceptional design quality sought by Paragraph 134b of the 
Framework and significant weight should be afforded to this benefit.  

Conserving and enhancing the historic environment - Paragraphs 194, 199, 200, 201 & 202 

7.13 To meet Paragraph 194 of the Framework, the HTVIA that supported the application and the appeal 
HTVIA describe the significance of the heritage assets affected by the Appeal Proposal, and the 
contribution made by their setting. 

7.14 Paragraphs 199, 200, 201 and 202 are responded to in the appeal HTVIA.   

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission Document (2016) 

7.15 WHBC are producing a new Local Plan. The ongoing Examination of the draft Plan has been a lengthy 
process, with the Plan having been submitted for Examination in May 2017. As the Examination has 
progressed, it has become evident that significant Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Local 
Plan (2016) will be necessary if the Plan is to ultimately be found sound. Most notably, this includes 
allocating additional sites to achieve an increased Objectively Assessed Need (“OAN”) figure of 
15,200 dwellings over the plan period.  
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7.16 In January 2022, WHBC officers presented members with development strategy options to meet the 
15,200 OAN figure. The five options varied significantly in terms of spatial distribution of housing. 
Despite the Inspector’s clear instruction that the OAN for the plan period is 15,200 dwellings, 
members voted to return to a development strategy that would deliver only 13,279 dwellings. 
Effectively the same development strategy has previously been put before the Inspector, and was 
rejected in November 2020. Despite being nearly 5 years into the Examination of the draft Local Plan, 
it is clear that there remain fundamental issues with the Plan that need to be resolved.  

Policy SP1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) 

7.17 As set out elsewhere in the Appeal Case, the Appeal Proposal meets the core objectives of Policy 
SP1, as follows: supporting economic growth, increasing the supply of housing, prioritising the 
development of previously developed land, minimising the need to travel, and avoiding development 
within areas of highest environmental value or high flood risk. The Appeal HTVIA (Appendix 6) 
confirms that the heritage assets in the borough will be protected and enhanced. The Appeal Proposal 
responds to the climate change objectives of Policy SP1, incorporating energy efficiency measures, 
renewable energies and sustainable urban drainage systems. 

Policy SP2 (Targets for Growth) 

7.18 Draft Policy SP2 sets development targets for the borough, including reference to maintaining 
294.1ha of existing employment land, and providing the 12,000 new dwellings allocated within the 
Submission Draft Local Plan. Since the publication of the draft Local Plan, the principle of the loss of 
the existing employment use has been established and is a matter of common ground between the 
Council and the Appellant (Paragraph 6.6, SoCG). At the time of writing, the Council are proposing 
Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan that would increase the housing target and 
allocate the Appeal Site for residential development. This is reflected in the Appellant’s response to 
Policy SP17 at Paragraph 7.27 below. 

Policy SP3 (Settlement Strategy and Green Belt Boundaries) 

7.19 The Appeal Proposal is wholly supported by Draft Policy SP3. Development is proposed within the 
urban area of Welwyn Garden City, which is the primary focus for new development in the borough. 
The proposed residential uses will bring increased activity and spending, and new jobs in the 
construction and operational phases, which in turn will reinforce Welwyn Garden City’s role as the 
borough’s principal centre for economic activity. Residential redevelopment of the urban previously 
developed Appeal Site will assist with protecting Green Belt areas elsewhere in the borough, in line 
with Policy SP3’s objectives. 

Policy SADM15 (Heritage) 

7.20 The Appeal HTVIA (Appendix 6) establishes that the Appeal Proposals respect the setting of heritage 
assets in terms of design, scale, materials and impact on key views.  



 

 
HG Group 
Broadwater Gardens Page 21 of 54 

7.21 The conclusions of the Appeal HTVIA’s significance assessment (Section 5) regarding the current 
impact of the appeal site and impact of the appeal scheme proposals in designated heritage assets 
is shown in Table 1: 

Heritage asset Current impact of the appeal 
site 

Impact of the appeal 
scheme proposals 

Former Shredded Wheat 
Factory (Grade II) 

Negative Minor beneficial 

Former Roche Office (Grade 
II) 

Negative Minor beneficial 

Hatfield House (Grade I) No impact No impact (check against 
final HTVIA) 

Hatfield House Park and 
Garden (Grade I) 

No impact No impact (check against 
final HTVIA) 

Welwyn Garden City 
Conservation Area 

Negative Minor beneficial 

Peartree Conservation Area Neutral  Negligible 

 

7.22 The Appeal HTVIA finds the site currently makes a negative contribution to the setting of heritage 
assets in Welwyn Garden City, namely the former Shredded Wheat Factory, former Roche Office 
Building and Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area, and Peartree Conservation Area. As set out at 
Paragraph 6.14 of the SoCG, it is agreed between the Appellant and the Council that there would be 
no harm to these heritage assets as a result of the appeal proposals. Indeed, the HTVIA finds there 
would be an enhancement to the former Shredded Wheat Factory, former Roche Office Building and 
Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

7.23 With respect to Hatfield House and Parkland, the Appeal HTVIA (paragraph 198 and 199) finds the 
appeal site stands as too great a distance (4km north across an undulating landscape) to be 
considered part of the heritage asset’s setting. There is no visibility from ground level beyond the 
boundaries of the Hatfield House Registered Park. The form of the appeal scheme is barely 
discernible in the skyline from Hatfield House, and the only aspect where a change is appreciable is 
when viewed from the roof or first floor level. This change is so minute as to not really be appreciable 
from the heritage asset, and is not sufficient enough to warrant any kind of impact. Therefore, the 
impact on Hatfield House is no impact, thus constituting no harm.  

7.24 Paragraphs 6.18 and 6.19 of this SoC set out the Appeal HTVIA’s conclusions on the impact of the 
appeal scheme proposals on Hatfield House Park and Garden. In summary, there is no impact, thus 
constituting no harm. 
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7.25 The design and detailing of the Appeal Proposal responds to the distinctive characteristics of the 
Garden City, as set out elsewhere in this SoC. 

Policy SP15 (The Historic Environment of Welwyn Garden City) 

7.26 As above, it is an area of common ground that the proposals will cause no harm to the heritage assets 
within Welwyn Garden City. The development proposals have been designed to reflect the Garden 
City characteristics, as established elsewhere in this SoC.  

Policy SP9 (Place Making and High Quality Design) 

7.27 Draft Policy SP9 sets out general design objectives of the emerging plan. The scheme is assessed 
against the relevant objectives at Paragraphs 332 to 342 of the Appeal HTVIA.  

7.28 The draft policy suggests an appropriate density for the borough is typically 30-50 net dwellings per 
hectare. It recognises the efficient use of land must be balanced with high quality design that respects 
character and context. In addition, it encourages higher density development in accessible locations, 
such as around transport hubs or town centres.    

7.29 The policy adds that taller buildings should respond positive to the following matters within their 
design solution: 

• Clustering with other existing or proposed taller buildings within the immediate and wider area 
- the site is located within an Opportunity Area, where approved precedent developments 
adjacent to the site are of up to 9 storeys.  

• Long distance views – See Paragraph 342 of Appeal HTVIA 

• Impact on skyline, townscape, historic assets and landscape – see Paragraph 342 of Appeal 
HTVIA 

• Shadowing - The proposed breaking up of massing compared to the existing building 
increases permeability through the site as well as light penetration, particularly to the recently 
completed residential development on the former Roche products site to the east. This is 
verified by the application Daylight and Sunlight report, which finds that a number of 
neighbouring properties would experience an increase in daylight and/or sunlight availability 
as a result of the proposals. An excellent level of adherence to the BRE guidelines is 

achieved, particularly considering the site’s urban location. The results have been 
independently reviewed by WHBC’s advisors and are a matter of common ground. 

• Micro-climate and wind tunnelling – At two to nine storeys, the Appeal Proposal is lower rise 
than the scale of development (typically over 11 storeys) that would be at risk of causing 
adverse wind effects. Therefore, when considered in isolation or cumulatively with other 
developments in the surrounding area, the Appeal Proposal is unlikely to give rise to micro-
climate or wind tunnelling effects.  
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• Relationship and interaction with the street and human scale – see Paragraph 342 of Appeal 
HTVIA. 

Policy SP13 (Infrastructure Delivery) 

7.30 As set out previously in this SoC, the Appellant and Council have agreed conditions and draft Section 
106 obligations to secure appropriate infrastructure provision to support the development. 

Policy SP17 (Mixed use development site at Broadwater Road West) 

7.31 The Appeal Proposal would contribute to draft Policy SP17’s objectives to accommodate 
approximately 1,020 new homes in the Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area. The proposal would  
assist with the creation of a sustainable neighbourhood in the Opportunity Area and proposes 
development at an appropriate density for the Appeal Site’s central location.  

7.32 In the Submission Draft Local Plan, the Appeal Site itself is to be retained in Class B1b use unless it 
can be demonstrated that it is no longer suitable for use as a research facility or it is reprovided 
elsewhere in the borough. However, in January 2021, Policy SP17 was amended in the Proposed 
Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan. Policy SP17 no longer seeks to retain the 
Appeal Site for employment but instead seeks to allocate it for residential uses, with an indicative 
capacity of 250 dwellings (see Table 3 below). This provides clear emerging policy justification to 
support the principle of residential development at the Appeal Site. 

Policy SP4 (Transport and Travel) 

7.33 The Appeal Proposal’s compliance with the principles of this policy is addressed in Section 3 of the 
Highways Technical Note that supports this appeal, and in response to the relevant detailed policies 
set out below. 

 
Policy SADM2 (Highway Network and Safety) 
 
7.34 RfR2 cites draft Policy SADM2. RfR2 states there is insufficient evidence that the transport impact, 

car parking and proposed transport mitigation strategy will achieve sustainable transport objectives 
and not result in any unacceptable impact. The wording of RfR2 implies this is a broad area of 
disagreement. However, its scope is narrowed by the draft minutes of the Development Management 
Committee, which state: 

“The proposal is contrary to Policy H2 of the District Plan and the Council’s Parking 
Guidance SPG in that the parking provision is lower than the number of residents and 
local public transport is not good enough to justify deviating from this guidance. In 
addition, the proposed transport mitigation proposed through the section 106 

agreement shall not achieve sustainable transport objectives.” 
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7.35 On this basis, the relevant part of draft Policy SP4 is understood to be criteria iv); the Appellant 
understands RfR2 relates to the number of car parking spaces to serve the residential units only. All 
remaining transport related matters addressed by draft Policy SP4 (refer to Paragraphs 6.26-6.35 of 
the SoCG) are areas of agreement between the Appellant and WHBC. Notwithstanding, a summary 
response to each of Policy SP4’s criteria can be found in the Highways Technical Note submitted in 
support of the appeal (Appendix 8). As noted previously, the Appellant reserves its right to respond 
further upon receipt of WHBC’s Statement of Case and a fuller understanding of WHBC’s justification 
for RfR2. 

7.36 By way of background, HCC (as Highways Authority) and WHBC officers were consulted on highways 
matters at pre-application stage. It should be noted there were no objections to the application from 
HCC, Highways England, WHBC Parking Services or HCC Rights of Way. The application was 
supported by a Transport Assessment (i-Transport), Framework Travel Plan (i-Transport) and a draft 
Construction Transport Management Plan (HG Construction). The relevant sustainable travel 
obligations within the draft Section 106 Agreement are:  

• £100,000 financial contribution towards a bus serve to enable the provision of an additional 
4 hours evening service and 12 hours Saturday/Sunday services for the number 601 bus for 
two years;  

• £92,772 financial contribution towards packages PK14 of the South Central Growth and 
Transport Plan;  

• The submission and approval of a full Travel Plan to HCC, and compliance with the Travel 
Plan at all times during the occupation of the development;  

• £6000 monitoring fee for the implementation of the scheme Travel Plan;  

• Compliance with the approved Car Park Management Strategy, which restricts parking 
permits to one per unit, and ongoing monitoring of the strategy’s implementation; and 

• Provision of the car club space and entering into an agreement with a car club operator. 

7.37 These obligations are agreed by the Appellant. 

7.38 The level of proposed residential car parking provision is sufficient and fully justified in line with criteria 
iv) of draft Policy SADM2. This is with reference to:  

• The site’s highly accessible location within easy walking distance to the railway 
station and bus services (refer to Paragraph 9.131 of the Committee Report and 
Section 3 of the Transport Assessment for the full baseline transport conditions); 

• Local car ownership data demonstrates the average car ownership level in the area 
for residents living in flats is a 0.62 ratio. A 0.64 ratio would be achieved in the scheme, 
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thus exceeding the average car parking occupancy (Paragraph 9.133, Committee 
Report; Paragraphs 3.8.6-7, Transport Assessment); 

• Proposed measures to increase modal shift towards more sustainable modes, 
including: 

o A high level of cycle parking provision, with a secure covered cycle parking 
space for each residential unit (289 total), plus visitor and community hub cycle 
spaces (18 no.) to encourage residents, visitors and future employees to cycle. 
Cycle parking provision is an area of agreement with WHBC and supported by 
HCC. 

o The Framework Travel Plan that supported the application. The Section 106 
secures the development of the Framework Travel Plan into a full Travel Plan, 
which is to be submitted and approved by HCC.  

o Improvements to BioPark Drive to provide a wider shared footway/ cycleway 
on the access road to connect with existing pedestrian/cyclist infrastructure on 
Broadwater Road. 

o Proposed safeguarding of pedestrian/cyclist links northwards towards the 
Wheat Quarter and surrounding residential development to the west and south. 

o A Car Park Management Strategy (Section 7 and Appendix C, Transport 
Assessment) to limit parking permits to one per unit and allocate parking 
spaces to specific residents. The implementation and ongoing monitoring of 
the Management Strategy is secured by the Section 106. 

• Proposed car club space, which according to CoMo (a charity supporting the 
introduction of sustainable transport modes), leads to the removal of 10.5 private cards 
from the road for every car club vehicle. As part of the Travel Plan measures, future 
residents will be provided with information regarding the car club, membership, and 
benefits (Paragraph 9.134, Committee Report; Paragraphs 4.56-8, Transport 
Assessment).  

• The adjoining southern site of the approved Wheat Quarter development had an 
overall parking ratio of 0.73 spaces (per dwelling) and a residential-only ratio of 0.57 

spaces (per dwelling). The appeal scheme has a slightly higher overall parking ratio of 
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0.76 spaces (per dwelling) and residential-only ratio of 0.68 (Paragraph 9.135-6, 
Committee Report). 

• WHBC’s Parking Standards SPG sets maximum figures for parking standards. This 
approach is not consistent with the NPPF (Paragraphs 107 and 108), which says 
maximum parking standards for residential development should only be set where 
there is a clear and compelling justification that they are necessary for managing the 
local road network, or for optimising the density of development in locations that are 

well served by public transport. In this vein, WHBC’s Interim Policy for Car Parking 
Standards states that parking provision will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and 
the existing maximum parking standards within the Parking Standards SPG should be 
taken as guidance only. Accordingly, WHBC’s Parking Standards SPG should be 
afforded minimal weight. 

7.39 The Appellant’s position is fully supported by HCC as Highway Authority, as HCC’s consultation 
response to the application states: 

“HCC consider this (car parking) provision appropriate on the basis that it is coupled 
with the improvements to the active travel and sustainable transport networks (stated 
in the sections below) that will encourage a mode share shift from private vehicle use.” 

7.40 WHBC Parking Services also responded to the application to confirm that the car parking provision 
was not objected to: 

“I have noted the response from the developer including the monetary obligation being 
made to improve sustainable transport, which if successful would lead to a reduction of 
private use vehicles, and that HCC as the highway authority supports the proposal. I do 
have concerns that parking demand *could* outstrip the provision on site, however the 
developer has shown they are taking reasonable steps to highlight to purchasers that 
the development does not come guaranteed parking and that its offered on a limited 
basis due to the site being designed to be sustainable.” 

7.41 For these reasons, the refusal of planning permission is not justified with reference to draft Policy 
SADM2. The amount of proposed car parking corresponds with the site’s highly accessible location 
and local car ownership levels. A range of measures are proposed and secured by the draft Section 
106 Agreement to promote the use of alternative modes of travel than the private car. The car parking 
provision is sufficient to ensure there will be no overspill parking or impacts on the transport network.  

 

 



 

 
HG Group 
Broadwater Gardens Page 27 of 54 

Policy SADM3: Sustainable Travel for All 

7.42 The appeal proposal responds to each of the criteria in draft Policy SADM3: 

• As noted above, a Framework Travel Plan was submitted in support of the application 
and its development into a full Travel Plan, implementation and monitoring in 
consultation with HCC is secured by the relevant Section 106 obligation. 

• The appeal scheme proposes a high level of cycle parking provision (289 spaces to 
serve the residential units plus 18 visitor and community hub spaces) and 
enhancements to cycling connectivity, as set out elsewhere in this SoC.  

• There are no Public Rights of Way affecting the site. 

• As outlined earlier in this SoC, public transport enhancement measures are proposed 
and secured by the Section 106 agreement. 

• The Appeal Proposal includes enhancements to the pedestrian network including a 
footpath along BioPark Drive and future pedestrian and cyclist connectivity to the 
Wheat Quarter secured via condition. 

• Car club provision is proposed and its uptake by future residents is to be supported by 
the Travel Plan. 

• The appeal scheme includes dedicated servicing and delivery turning areas for 
vehicles for the community hub and residential units. Swept path analysis was 
produced to support the application (drawing nos. ITL16195-GA-010 Rev. A; 
ITL16195-GA-014 Rev. A; and ITL16195-GA-004) demonstrating that refuse, servicing 
and fire tender vehicles can safely access the site. 

• Facilities are provided for charging electric vehicles. 22 parking spaces are equipped 
with active charging provision and a further 22 with passive provision. 

7.43 The acceptability of the highways, access, parking, and servicing arrangements was agreed by HCC 
as Highway Authority.   

Policy SP 7: Type and Mix of Housing 

7.44 The most recent evidence on local housing need is the Technical OAN Paper (2019) (Appendix 9), 
produced by Turley in connection with the draft Local Plan Examination. This paper advises the 
implied type of housing required (2013-2032) is 77% houses and 23% flats. The Appeal Proposal 
proposes 3% houses and 97% flats. Table 1 below compares the implied need for different housing 
sizes (over the period 2013-2032), as identified in the Technical OAN Paper, with the proposed mix 
of the Appeal Proposal. 
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 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed 4+ bed 

Implied Need (Across 
All Tenures) 

14% 23% 41% 22% 

Proposed Mix 44% 44% 9% 3% 

Table 2: Implied housing need 

7.45 It is acknowledged that the Appeal Proposal provides a greater proportion of 1- and 2-bed flats than 
the implied need identified by the Technical OAN Paper. However, the Technical OAN Paper is clear 
that these mix figures are an “illustrative interpretation of historic evidence”, and cautions: 

“While it is appropriate to use this analysis to guide policy and monitoring at borough 
level, it is recommended that policies are not overly prescriptive in directly basing 
requirements for individual sites on the illustrative mix presented above. The individual 
mix of housing provided on a site-by-site basis will need to respond to the changing 
demands and needs of the market, and take account of local market evidence and 
viability considerations.” (Paragraph 6.23) 

7.46 The estimated housing mix in the Technical OAN Paper should not be applied rigidly. The identified 
housing mix needs to be delivered across the whole emerging Local Plan period and achieved by the 
delivery of multiple and varied sites. To provide site-specific analysis of the proposed mix in the 
context of the local housing market and demographics, the planning application was supported by a 
letter from Lambert Smith Hampton (“LSH”) (Appendix 6, Planning Statement).  

7.47 In recognising the accessible urban location of the site, the letter finds the demographic profile of the 
area is younger workers with an average household size of 2.4 people. An overview of average 
household income in the area indicates that a new home purchase at around £300k is achievable. 
Furthermore, the letter identifies a current under-supply of 2-bed stock when compared to demand. 
The letter concludes that 1 and 2-bed apartments are the most suitable housing stock to be delivered 
in this location. 

7.48 This Appeal is supported by a Housing Technical Note from LSH (Appendix 10) to supplement the 
letter. In the Technical Note, LSH conclude:  

• The proposed housing mix meets current market demand. It can help meet housing needs 
now and over the proposed plan period. 

• The apparent ‘over-delivery’ of smaller bedroom properties in the borough is a consequence 
of WHBC’s failure to prepare and adopt a Local Plan which will allow for necessary Green 
Belt release, securing the delivery of a wider choice of properties on greenfield, edge of 
settlement, or new settlement sites.  

• As WHBC has persistently under-delivered housing, there is a continued need for the delivery 
of smaller new homes to meet the targets for the new Local Plan period.   
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• With reference to ‘non-viability’ of the Appeal Proposal, a revised scheme that reduced the 
overall number of units in the proposal to include proportionally more 3 and 4+bed units would 
further worsen the viability of the scheme.  

7.49 The proportions of M4(3) and M4(2) dwellings proposed are agreed with WHBC.  

7.50 The proposal will deliver a variety of unit types and sizes in a mix that is appropriate for the Appeal 
Site’s urban and accessible location. It will contribute towards meeting the OAN for the borough, local 
market demand, and WHBC’s objective to create mixed communities. The Appellant disagrees with 
WHBC that the refusal of the application due to the mix of proposed housing types and sizes is 
justified.  

7.51 With respect to affordable housing, draft Policy SP7 states that, subject to viability, 30% affordable 
housing will be sought on sites in Welwyn Garden City providing 11 new dwellings or more. Draft 
Policy SP7 prioritises the delivery of affordable housing on-site versus off-site provision or the 
payment of a commuted sum. 

7.52 The Appellant’s position on viability has been addressed elsewhere in this Statement. In short, it has 
been demonstrated that the Appeal Proposal is ‘non-viable’ based on a 100% private housing 
proposal. This is verified in the Viability Technical Note (Appendix 11), which supports this appeal 
and provides an update on the viability position using up to date data.  

7.53 The Appellant disagrees with WHBC that the proposal conflicts with draft Policy SP7. The Appellant 
considers the proposal complies with draft Policy SP7, and the refusal of the application on the 
grounds of affordable housing provision is unjustified. 

 

Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission Document (Main Modifications) (2021) 

7.54 WHBC published the Proposed Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan (2016) in 
January 2021. Table 3 below is a summary of modifications to the relevant draft policies.  

Draft Policy/ 
Para. No. 

Proposed Main Modification Reason (as stated in the Proposed Main 
Modifications document) 

SADM21 SDS3 
(Pea02b) 

850 / 1,043 To reflect the approved planning 
permission 

SADM21; 
SDS4 (Pea02c) 

Site: SDS4 (Pea02c) and Pea102 
Location: Broadwater Road West SPD site 
(West) and Bio-Park 
 
Dwellings: 171 / 421 

To amend policy to reflect proposed 
allocation of Bio-Park site for residential 
use. 

SP17 Mixed use development site at Broadwater 
Road West (SDS3/Pea02b, and 
SDS4/Pea02c and Pea102) 

To amend policy to reflect proposed 
allocation of Bio-Park site for residential 
(250 dwellings proposed). 

SP17 Land at Broadwater Road West is allocated 
for development to accommodate 

To amend policy to reflect planning 
permissions and proposed allocation of 
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approximately 1,020 2,424 new homes over 
the plan period. 

Bio-Park site for residential (250 dwellings 
proposed). 

SP17; point ii) ii. To establish strong connections between 
the east side of town, the site and through to 
the town centre by the provision of footpath 
and cycleway links; 

To clarify the requirement of the policy in 
terms of cycling and walking links, as 
debated at Stage 4 Hearing Session. 

SP17; point vi) …near the town centre. building heights 
should be lower in the southern part of the 
site, and the setting of, and longer views to, 
heritage assets should be preserved. 

To ensure appropriate heights on the site 
and to respond to issues raised by Historic 
England during consultation. 

SP17; point viii) viii: At least 17,650 square metres of Class 
B1 E(g) employment floorspace will be 
provided in addition to that which was 
already provided on the site as at 1st April 
2016. Within this total, 
SDS3 should provide a minimum of 6,400 
square metres and SDS4 11,250 square 
metres of Class B1 E(g) employment 
floorspace. The BioPark site will be retained 
in Class B1b use unless it can be 
demonstrated that it is no longer suitable for 
use as a research facility or it is reprovided 
elsewhere in Welwyn Hatfield. 

To reflect changes in use Classes Order 
2020.  
 
To amend policy to reflect the propsed 
allocation of Biopark site for residential 
(179 dwellings proposed). 

SP7; second 
paragraph 

Proposals for 11 10 or more new dwellings  
should demonstrate ... 

To ensure compliance with the NPPF 
2019. 

SP7; second 
paragraph 

...or more new dwellings should 
demonstrate how the mix of tenure, type and 
size of housing proposed on sites has had 
regard to will reflect 
the council’s latest evidence of housing 
need… 

For clarification. Tables in the plan are not 
prescriptive. In response to request from a 
representor. 

SP4 ...sustainable modes of travel and on 
improving safety for all highways users. The 
Council will work together with the County 
Council as the local highway authority, 
Highways England, 
public transport operators, developers and 
other relevant bodies to design and fund 
improvements to transport infrastructure 
where these are necessary to support 
growth, or to improve accessibility to existing 
centres, employment areas and community 
facilities and 
meet sustainable transport objectives. 

For clarification. 

SADM2; 
subparagraph i) 

There would be no unacceptable impacts on 
the local and/or strategic transport network. 
There would be no severe residual 
cumulative impacts on the local and/or 
strategic transport network once any cost-
effective and achievable mitigation 
measures have been taken into account. 

For consistency with national policy as set 
out in Paragraph 109 of the NPPF (2018) 
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SADM2; sub 
paragraph iii) 

They are designed to allow safe and suitable 
means of access and site operation to and 
from the site for all users; and 

For consistency with national policy as set 
out in Paragraph 108 of the NPPF (2018) 

SADM2; sub 
paragraph iv) 

They provide satisfactory and suitable levels 
of parking, in accordance with the criteria set 
out in SADM12 and the Council’s parking 
standards, and taking into account the 
opportunities for public transport, cycling 
and walking. 

For consistency with national policy as set 
out in Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (2018) 

Table 3: Proposed Main Modifications to the Submission Draft Local Plan 

7.55 The majority of the proposed Main Modifications do not alter the Appellant’s case set out elsewhere 
in this SoC. With reference to RfR1, the revised wording of Policy SP7 further supports the Appellant’s 
case that the housing mix sought by the emerging plan should be applied flexibly. The revised wording 
relating to housing mix reads:  

“Proposals for 10 or more new dwellings should demonstrate how the mix of tenure, 
type and size of housing proposed on sites has had regard to the council’s latest 
evidence of housing need and market demand and contribute towards meeting the 
varied needs of different households including single person households, couples, 
families with children, older people, people with disabilities and people wishing to build 
their own homes. For larger sites, there should be a greater opportunity to deliver a 
broader mix.” 
 

National Design Guide (“NDG”) (2021) 

7.56 The National Design Guide was published in January 2021 and provides guidance on how to achieve 
well-designed places that are beautiful, healthy, greener, enduring and successful. Part 2 of the 
guidance sets out ten characteristics that define well-designed places that work together to create 
physical character. 

7.57 According to the NDG, the ten characteristics “help to nurture and sustain a sense of community. 
They work to positively address environmental issues affecting Climate. They all contribute towards 
the cross-cutting themes for good design set out in the NPPF”.  

7.58 Each characteristic is set out and assessed below: 

• Context – enhance the surroundings. As set out in the Appeal HTVIA and elsewhere in this 
SoC, the Appeal Scheme will enhance the character and appearance of the surrounding area 
in heritage and townscape terms. The proposals will improve the aesthetic quality of the site, 
introducing well designed and locally distinctive architecture that is complemented by 
extensive landscaping. 
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• Identity – attractive and distinctive. This SoC (particularly Paragraphs 6.29-6.41) has 
established that the design of the Appeal Scheme references the vernacular of nearby 
heritage assets, new development on Broadwater Road West, and traditional typologies in 
the broader Garden City. The Town and Country Garden City Principles are another strong 
influence on the design (see Paragraphs 7.59-7.60 below), 

• Built form – a coherent pattern of development. As set out elsewhere in this SoC, the 
surrounding area’s industrial heritage and broader Garden City architecture have been used 
as cues for the form and layout of the development. The Appeal Site is accessible to public 
transport and the Appeal Scheme has been designed to be walkable by integrating into the 
surrounding urban grain with new pedestrian and cycle routes. Wayfinding principles are 
incorporated into the Appeal Scheme, including grouping buildings around memorable public 
spaces, and using distinct design features to individualise the proposed buildings. 

• Movement – accessible and easy to move around. This SoC establishes that the 
development has a well-designed movement network to facilitate walking, cycling, servicing, 
parking and convenient access to public transport. 

• Nature – enhanced and optimised. A biodiversity net gain of over 700% is achieved in the 
Appeal Scheme through a well-considered landscaping strategy that incorporates wildlife 
enhancements and ecological mitigation measures, as set out in the application Landscape 
Strategy (Section 5 of the Design and Access Statement), Landscaping Plans, and Ecological 
Impact Assessment.  

• Public Spaces – safe, social and inclusive. Two thirds of the Appeal Site is proposed to 
become publicly accessible open space, creating a variety of social and recreational spaces 
for community use. The Secure by Design Officer provided support for the scheme from a 
crime prevention and safety aspect. 

• Uses – mixed and integrated. A community hub is proposed at the centre of the development 
(to be in café / gym use), and opens out onto the main public courtyard. It is proposed to be 
a focal point for socialising and mixing for future local residents and those visiting from 
surrounding areas. The proposed residential use complements the range of uses approved 
in the Wheat Quarter to the north. 

• Homes and buildings - functional, healthy and sustainable. The application Health and 
Wellbeing Statement considers the Appeal Scheme in the context of health and wellbeing 
policy objectives. The proposed homes provide a high standard of residential amenity for 
future residents. All units meet internal space standards and the number of dual aspect 
dwellings has been maximised. Daylight and sunlight input into the design has ensured that 
good levels of light are provided to the internal spaces of the development. Each new dwelling 
will have at least one private amenity space, which have been designed to be pleasant 
spaces that are usable, private, and well-lit.  

• Resources – efficient and resilient. The Appeal Scheme adopts opportunities in its design 
and construction to minimise the use of resources and mitigate the impacts of climate change, 
as set out in the Sustainability Statement which supported the application. Waste 
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management and resource minimisation is secured by the submitted Site Waste 
Management Plan. 

• Lifespan – made to last. While this objective would mainly be met post-planning, the Appeal 
Scheme has been designed to be easy to manage and maintain, be adaptable to changing 
needs and technologies, and to engender a sense of belonging and identity as a 21st century 
addition to the Garden City ethos. 

 

Town and Country Planning Association (“TCPA”) Garden City Principles (2020) 

7.59 A key driver of the design proposals is the TCPA’s Garden City Principles for the 21st Century. The 
Appeal Proposal realises the objective of providing beautifully and imaginatively designed homes 
which are complemented by attractive green spaces for the local community. A context study of 
architecture in proximity to the Appeal Site and broader Garden City design principles is included in 
Section 2 of the Design and Access Statement that supported the application 

7.60 Table 3 in the Health and Wellbeing Statement and the Planning Statement that supported the 
application provides an assessment of the scheme against the TCPA Garden City principles. The 
conclusion is a high level of adherence to the core principles. 

Broadwater Road West Supplementary Planning Document (“SPD”) (2008) 

7.61 The Broadwater Road West SPD (2008) seeks to set out a framework for the sustainable 
regeneration of the Opportunity Area. With regard to the Appeal Site, the SPD says: 

“The BioPark buildings located in the south western corner of the site are occupied by 
the University of Hertfordshire and provide a unique facility for bioscience and health 
technologies. The SPD does not therefore propose the redevelopment of this part of 
the site as it recognises the economic development potential of the facility for the town, 
which should be supported through the redevelopment of the rest of the land.” 

7.62 The SPD, which was adopted in 2008, is outdated. It does not account for WHBC’s current stance 
towards the preferred use for the Appeal Site for residential, the recent context of emerging 
development within the Opportunity Area, nor the change in ownership and use of the site.  

7.63 The SPD does not consider the redevelopment of the Appeal Site, The design principles of the SPD 
therefore cannot necessarily be applied. Instead, the SPD signals the retention of the Appeal Site in 
its current form and use, and thus its baseline position as a tall building with a large mass.  

7.64 The decreasing relevance of the SPD is evidenced by recent permissions in the Opportunity Area for 
developments that depart from the land use, density and design principles of the SPD. Further detail 
is at Paragraphs 6.19 and 6.20 of the application Planning Statement. 
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7.65 While the design proposals account for the parts of the Broadwater Road West SPD that can be 
considered to remain relevant (an assessment of which is provided at Section 10.4 of the Appeal 
HTVIA), the fundamentals and thrust of the SPD have diminished over time as development has 
come forward within the Opportunity Area. Accordingly, the weight that can be afforded to the SPD 
has reduced significantly and will increasingly do so as the draft Local Plan progresses through the 
final stages of Examination towards adoption. This underpins the assessment of the Appeal Proposal 
in line with the criteria in the SPD, which is provided at Table 1 of the application Planning Statement. 

Design SPD (2005) 

7.66 WHBC’s design SPD provides guidance on the design and layout of new development to supplement 
the policies in the District Plan. The Appellant’s response to design-related policies in the 
Development Plan equally applies to the Supplementary Design Guidance. 

Parking Standards SPG (2004) and Interim Car Parking and Garage Size Policy (2014) 

7.67 The Parking SPG (2004) requirements in Zone 2 (which covers the northern part of the site) are 0.75 
per 1-bed dwelling, 1 space per 2-bed dwelling, 1.5 space per 3-bed dwelling, 2 spaces per 4-bed 
dwelling, and 1 long term cycle space per unit (if no storage is provided). Block F and the townhouses 
are within Zone 3, where the SPG requirements are 1.25 for a 1-bed dwelling, 1.5 for a 2-bed dwelling, 
2.25 for a 3-bed dwelling and 3 spaces for a 4-bed dwelling. 

7.68 Under the Parking Standards SPG, the maximum car parking allowance for the residential uses would 
be 299 spaces. 197 residential spaces are provided in the Appeal Proposal at a ratio of 0.67. 

7.69 The Parking Standards SPG is out-of-date, being published 18 years ago. The relatively high 
standards run contrary to underlying NPPF principles and broader government and environmental 
agendas for minimising the use of the private car.  

7.70 The SPG sets maximum figures for parking standards. Again, this approach is not consistent with the 
NPPF (Paragraphs 107 and 108), which says maximum parking standards for residential 
development should only be set where there is a clear and compelling justification that they are 
necessary for managing the local road network, or for optimising the density of development in 
locations that are well served by public transport. In this vein, WHBC’s Interim Policy for Car Parking 
Standards states that parking provision will be assessed on a case-by-case basis and the existing 
maximum parking standards within the Parking Standards SPG should be taken as guidance only. 
Accordingly, the SPG should be afforded limited weight and its parking standards applied flexibly to 
meet site-specific requirements.  

7.71 As set out elsewhere in the SoC, the level of proposed parking provision is sufficient and fully justified 
with reference to site-specific circumstances and proposed sustainable transport measures. 
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Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan 4 (2018) 

7.72 The Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan sets out how future developments will need to consider all 
modes of travel, including walk, cycling and public transport. The Appeal Proposal meets the 
Transport Plan’s objective to accelerate the transition from a previous transport strategy that was 
largely car-based to a more balanced approach that pushes for a switch to sustainable transport (e.g. 
walking, cycling and passenger transport) where possible. The Appeal Proposal follows Policy 4 
(Demand Management) in particular, which recognises that a modal shift in the County’s urban areas 
can only be achieved by demand management interventions, including lower parking provision where 
appropriate in locations where sustainable travel options exist.  

Planning Obligations SPD (2012) 

7.73 WHBC’s Planning Obligations SPD provides guidance on the type and scale of planning obligations 
that will be sought for development proposals in the district, and the evidence base to justify WHBC’s 
approach. As noted previously in this SoC, the Planning Obligations SPD recognises that affordable 
housing contributions attributed to a scheme can affect the financial viability of a development 
proposal.  

Wheat Quarter Planning Permissions (references 2015/0293, N6/2015/0294/PP, and 

6/2018/0171/MAJ) 

7.74 The extant planning permissions for the Wheat Quarter to the immediate north of the Appeal Site are 
material planning permissions. The following principles of the most recently approved scheme 
(reference 6/2018/0171/MAJ) are of particular relevance: 

• Land use - the approved Wheat Quarter development comprises residential-led mixed-use 
development, including 1,340 dwellings, 114 extra care homes, health, community, office, 
retail, gym, restaurant, and café uses. The redevelopment of the site follows on from the 
demolition of the majority of the previous employment buildings on the site (as approved 
under application 2015/0293).  

• Parking ratios - the Wheat Quarter scheme was approved with a site-wide car parking ratio 
of 0.7 spaces per dwelling, and a ratio of 0.73 within the southern side of the site. In 
comparison, the Appeal Proposal parking ratio, at 0.76 spaces per dwelling, exceeds the 
provision within the approved Wheat Quarter scheme. When disregarding visitor and car club 
spaces in the southern side of the Wheat Quarter scheme, residential spaces equated to 0.57 
spaces per unit whereas the Appeal Proposal equates to 0.68 spaces per residential unit. 

• Heights - the buildings approved in the Wheat Quarter scheme range in height from 5 to 9 
storeys. The Appeal Proposal includes buildings from 2 to 9 storeys.  
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• Density - the net density of the Wheat Quarter scheme is 201dph compared to 233dph within 
the Appeal Proposal. 
 

• Mix – the approved Wheat Quarter housing mix compared to the Appeal Proposal is: 

Beds Wheat Quarter Appeal Proposal 

1B 653 (49%) 129 (44%) 

2B 592 (44%) 126 (44%) 

3B 95 (7%) 26 (9%) 

4B 0 8 (3%) 

The higher proportion of 1B and 2Bs was allowed, amongst other things, due to the Wheat 
Quarter’s sustainable and accessible location. 

7.75 Notwithstanding the need to assess every application individually on its own merits, the Appeal 
Proposal is fundamentally within the scope of the development granted planning permission on the 
neighbouring Wheat Quarter site. 

Land Ownership 

7.76 The Appeal Site is owned outright by the Appellant. In line with the definition set out in the NPPF 
glossary, it is arguable that the Appeal Site is deliverable; it is available now, it offers a suitable 
location for development now, and it’s achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be 
delivered on the site within five years. Although it cannot be demonstrated to accord with the express 
criteria, it is considered that the criteria is not explicit. The Appeal Site, implicitly, therefore, is 
deliverable. 

7.77 The Appeal Proposal can be built out within two years of demolition being completed. To secure the 
Appellant’s commitment to deliver the Appeal Proposal in the short term, the Appellant is agreeable 
to a planning condition requiring the commencement of development with 2 years from the date of 
the decision notice.  

7.78 The Appellant’s offer reflects Paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 
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8.0 Conclusion 
8.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) requires applications 

for planning permission to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. The Planning case set out in this Statement provides a compelling 
demonstration of the Appeal Proposal complying with the Development Plan and other material 
planning considerations.  

 Applying S38(6) 

8.2 The Appellant contests the non-compliance with the Development Plan (housing mix, parking and 
design) identified by WHBC. Section 6 of this SoC assesses the Appeal Proposal against the 
Development Plan policies. The assessment shows no conflict with the policies. The Appellant 
therefore puts forward that the Appeal Proposal is fully compliant with the Development Plan when 
read as a whole.   

8.3 Should the Inspector’s view differ from the Appellant, the second limb of s38(6) should be applied 
whereby development must be in accordance with the development plan unless other material 
planning considerations indicate otherwise. Here, it has been demonstrated that other material 
planning considerations are in favour of the appeal proposal.  

8.4 The material considerations which attract weight in the decision making on the Appeal Proposal are 
summarised as: 

• Compliance with the NPPF, which attracts significant weight;  

• Compliance with draft policies in the emerging Local Plan (currently at EiP stage), which 
attracts moderate weight; 

• The Broadwater Road West SPD 2008, which due to its age, erosion by the acceptance of 
non-compliant schemes elsewhere in the area and the fact that the Appeal Site sits outside 
of the SPD’s demise, attracts very low weight; 

• The approved Shredded Wheat Quarter scheme, which sets development parameters (i.e 
heights, parking ratios, mix, etc) and thus precedence, attracts moderate weight; 

• The land ownership being within the control of the Appellant and its commitment to deliver 
the Appeal Proposal within the short term with acceptance of a time-limited condition, shorter 
than the standard three years, attracts low weight;  

• A planning obligations package, agreed by the Appellant, which broadly aligns with the 
requirements within the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD and financial contributions 
sought by various infrastructure delivery organisations amounting to £2.035M and 10% of 
Affordable Housing, despite the non-viability of the Appeal Proposal, attracts moderate 
weight; and  

• Compliance with the National Design Guide (2021) and TCPA Garden City Principles (2020) 
attracts low weight. 
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8.5 Furthermore, Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out:  

“Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development ... For 

decision-taking this means:  

c) approving development proposals that accord with an up-to-date development plan without 

delay; or  

d) where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most 

important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting permission unless: 

 i) the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 

importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed; or 

 ii) any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

8.6 The Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan was adopted in 2005 (with saved policies adopted in 2008) and 
covered the period up to 2011. All policies within the Development Plan are therefore out-of-date 
meaning Paragraph 11d is engaged. 

8.7 Policies in the Development Plan are out-of-date not just because they pre-date the NPPF but 
because, in accordance with footnote 81, the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year land supply whilst 
the 2021 Housing Delivery Test results show the delivery rate from 2018/19 to 2020/21 was 66%. 
This is below the 75% ‘presumption in favour of development’ threshold. 

8.8 The Appeal Proposal must therefore be assessed against 11di and 11dii. It is demonstrated in this 
Statement that the Appeal Proposal does not meet:  

• Paragraph 11di insofar that other than heritage assets, none of the protected areas or assets, 
as set out in Footnote 72, are affected by the Appeal Proposal. With regards to heritage 
assets, strong evidence is presented to demonstrate that no harm will be caused. Therefore, 
the application of heritage policies does not provide a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposal; and  

• 11dii, insofar that no adverse impacts are shown to exist. Therefore, benefits (listed below) 
that will be delivered by the Appeal Proposal are not significantly and demonstrably 
outweighed, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole. 

 
1 This includes, for applications involving the provision of housing, situations where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five 
year supply of deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer, as set out in paragraph 74); or where the Housing Delivery Test 
indicates that the delivery of housing was substantially below (less than 75% of) the housing requirement over the previous three years. 
 
2 The policies referred to are those in this Framework (rather than those in development plans) relating to: habitats sites (and those sites 
listed in paragraph 181) and/or designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local Green Space, an 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a National Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; irreplaceable habitats; 
designated heritage assets (and other heritage assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 68); and areas at risk of flooding 
or coastal change. 
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8.9 The tilted balance is therefore applied in support of the Appeal Proposal and the presumption in 
favour of sustainable development adopted. 

Planning Balance 

8.10 Whilst not accepted by the Appellant, even accounting for Historic England’s concerns, the 
Council’s alleged ‘less than substantial harm’ on Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden is 
greatly outweighed by the level of public benefit that will be delivered by the Appeal Proposal.   

8.11 The characteristics and benefits that weigh in the Appeal Proposal’s favour are summed up as 
follows: 

o Housing delivery – Very substantial weight should be afforded to the delivery of 289 units 
(including 29 affordable housing units). The Council has been persistently under-delivering 
on housing provision and there is an extreme shortfall of both market and affordable 
housing in Welwyn Hatfield. The borough has a realistic housing land supply of only 1.69 
years. The Council’s failure to adopt a new Local Plan in a timely manner or agree to a 
development strategy that meets the Borough’s OAN suggests that housing supply is very 
unlikely to improve in the short term. Even if the new Local Plan is adopted, it is not realistic 
that the significant shortfall in housing supply will be recouped. Granting planning 
permission for the Appeal Proposal will contribute to reducing the significant gap between 

(affordable) housing need and supply. 

o Optimising the use of vacant brownfield land - Development of a previously developed 

brownfield site which is vacant, underutilised and available for development, to contribute 

to the emerging mixed-use community in the Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area. 
In accordance with Paragraph 120c of the NPPF, substantial weight must be afforded to 

the delivery of housing on brownfield land. There is significant pressure on the Borough’s 
Green Belt and identified need to release Green Belt land to meet Welwyn Hatfield’s 

housing needs. This lends further weight to the benefits of optimising the capacity of 
brownfield sites such as this. 

o Boosting housing supply - Use of an accessibly and sustainably located site to deliver, 

within a short timeframe, approximately 2% of Welwyn Hatfield’s OAN for the emerging 

Local Plan period. The proposed provision of 289 residential units including a high 

proportion of family-sized units and wheelchair adapted dwellings.  

o Affordable housing provision - A minimum 10% affordable housing provision (despite 

the scheme being accepted as technically ‘non-viable’ by WHBC’s independent viability 
consultant) to contribute towards resolving the borough’s chronic backlog of unmet 
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affordable housing need. The overall affordable housing provision is anticipated to 
increase post-approval with the outcome of the applicant’s ongoing discussions with 

Registered Providers. 

o Townscape enhancements - Improvements to the quality of the townscape in the site’s 

surroundings, creating a strong sense and identity in keeping with the Garden City 
Principles. As the Place Services urban design response concludes, the development 

presents “a positive and truly distinctive uplift in design quality for the area” that is 

“strongly based in its unique surrounding context and will create a truly bespoke 

development form which is recognisably Welwyn Garden City.” 

o Exceptional design quality - Welcomed by Place Services “as an exciting development 

which will help set the tone for high quality, contemporary development not only within 

Welwyn Garden City, but the wider Borough.” 

o Employment generation - New jobs in both the construction (c. 121 jobs) and operational 

stages (c. 13 jobs) leading to beneficial effects on the local economy. Provision of new 

publicly accessible open spaces and community hub gym or café bringing associated 
employment provision. 

o Increased activity and spending - Annual gross expenditure of new residents 

anticipated to be over £10M, contributing significantly towards local economic growth 

through the multiplier effect, and enhancing the vitality and viability of the town centre and 

Wheat Quarter commercial uses. 

o Community infrastructure - Financial contributions to community infrastructure totalling 

c.£2.035M, including contributions towards the upgrade/provision of NHS medical 
services, educational, childcare, youth, open space, play space, library and sustainable 

travel facilities. The Applicant has agreed to the full amount of developer contributions 
sought by the Council and its partner organisations (despite the scheme being accepted 

as technically ‘non-viable’ by WHBC’s independent viability consultant).   

o Public realm benefits - Enhancements to the permeability of the area including providing 

a pedestrian link from the town centre and train station towards the northwest. There is 
0.3 hectares of landscaped new open space proposed onsite which is to be publicly 

accessible, to the benefit of the local community. Landscaping improvements to the 

currently private, access road (BioPark Drive) to create a welcoming approach to the 
development.  
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o Supporting health and wellbeing - The proposals support an enhanced level of health 

and wellbeing for future residents, with a high standard of accommodation including 

ample communal and private amenity spaces for future occupants. Place Services have 
welcomed the amenity space provision as “a triumph” of the scheme that “goes above 

and beyond” what would ordinarily be expected. The application’s supporting Health and 

Wellbeing Statement confirms the proposal responds positively to all criteria within the 
NHS Healthy Urban Planning Checklist (2014).  

o Play space provision – Provision of play space equipment on site to accommodate the 

needs and wellbeing of children.  

o Enhancing neighbouring amenity - Breaking up of the monolithic massing of the existing 

building to improve the appearance of outlook and natural light penetration through the 

site to residential development in the east, resulting in improvements to light levels which 

have been independently reviewed and verified by WHBC’s daylight and sunlight 
consultant. 

o Biodiversity enhancements - Extensive soft landscaping and green roofs resulting in a 

significant biodiversity net gain of over 700%. Support for the proposals from Natural 

England and the WHBC Landscape/Tree Officer, who concluded “the proposed… 

landscaping is well thought out and is considered to be of a high standard” that would 
“improve the visual amenity of the site”. 

o Energy efficiency - The incorporation of renewable energy technologies, including 

photovoltaic panels and an air source heat pump, and fabric-first approach to achieve 
emissions savings of 12.86% (residential) and 13.86% (non-residential). 

o Sustainable travel - Encouragement of sustainable modes of travel through the provision 

of Electric Vehicle Charging Points, car club bay, cycle parking and Framework Travel 

Plan.  

o Reducing vehicle trips - The Transport Assessment of the scheme predicts a net 

reduction in the number of vehicle trips to the site, with related benefits of improving 

highways safety and air quality in the vicinity of the site. The expected reduction in vehicle 
trips has been verified by Hertfordshire County Council as the local Highways Authority. 

o Surface water management - An integrated SuDS system which will reduce flooding risk 

to the site and surrounding and brings additional benefits in terms of reducing pollution 

and enhancing biodiversity. 



 

 
HG Group 
Broadwater Gardens Page 42 of 54 

8.12 The Appeal Proposal is in accordance with the Development Plan when read as a whole and other 
material planning considerations. Furthermore, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 11d, the tilted 
balance is engaged and presumption in favour of sustainable development must be given. The 
Inspector is therefore respectfully requested to allow the appeal and planning permission be granted. 
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APPENDIX 1 - COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 
 

Please note that by law this meeting can be filmed, audio-
recorded, photographed or reported electronically by the use 
of social media by anyone attending.  This does not apply to 
any part of the meeting that is held in private session.  The 
Council will webcast the meeting. 

Please ask for: 
Alison Marston 

 
31 August 2021 

 
Dear Councillor 
 
 

You are requested to attend a meeting of the WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE to be held on Thursday 9 September 
2021 at 7.30 pm in the The Theatre (Screen 3) Campus West AL8 6BX 
 

 
 
Yours faithfully 

 
Corporate Director 
Public Protection, Planning and Governance 
 
 

A G E N D A 
PART 1 

 

1.   SUBSTITUTIONS  
 

 To note any substitution of Committee Members made in accordance with Council 
Procedure Rules. 
 

2.   APOLOGIES  
 

3.   MINUTES  
 

 To confirm as a correct record the Minutes of the meeting held on 12th August 
2021 (previously circulated). 
 

4.   NOTIFICATION OF URGENT BUSINESS TO BE CONSIDERED UNDER ITEM 7 
AND ANY ITEMS WITHDRAWN FROM THE AGENDA  
 

5.   DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST BY MEMBERS  
 

 To note declarations of Members’ disclosable pecuniary interests, non-disclosable 
pecuniary interests and non-pecuniary interests in respect of items on the Agenda. 

Public Document Pack



 

6.   BIOPARK BROADWATER ROAD WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL7 3AX - 
6/2020/3420/MAJ - DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF 289 RESIDENTIAL UNITS (USE CLASS C3) AND 
COMMUNITY HUB (USE CLASS E/F.2), WITH PUBLIC REALM AND OPEN 
SPACE, LANDSCAPING, ACCESS, ASSOCIATED CAR AND CYCLE PARKING, 
REFUSE AND RECYCLING STORAGE AND SUPPORTING INFRASTRUCTURE 
(Pages 3 - 64) 
 

 Report of the Corporate Director (Public Protection, Planning and Governance). 
 

7.   SUCH OTHER BUSINESS AS, IN THE OPINION OF THE CHAIRMAN, IS OF 
SUFFICIENT URGENCY TO WARRANT IMMEDIATE CONSIDERATION  
 

8.   EXCLUSION OF PRESS AND PUBLIC  
 

 The Committee is asked to resolve: 
 
That under Section 100(A)(2) and (4) of the Local Government Act 1972, the press 
and public be now excluded from the meeting for Item 9 on the grounds that it 
involves the likely disclosure of confidential or exempt information as defined in 
Section 100(A)(3) and Paragraphs 2 (Information likely to reveal the identity of an 
individual), and 6 (Statutory notice or order)  of Part 1 of Schedule 12A of the said 
Act (as amended). 
 
In resolving to exclude the public in respect of the exempt information, it is 
considered that the public interest in maintaining the exemption outweighs the 
public interest in disclosing the information. 
 

PART II 
 

9.   ANY OTHER BUSINESS OF AN EXEMPT NATURE AT THE DISCRETION OF 
THE CHAIRMAN  
 

 
Circulation: Councillors J.Boulton (Chairman) 

B.Fitzsimon (Vice-Chairman) 
S.Elam 
C Juggins 
N.Pace 
J.Ranshaw 
D.Richardson 
 

J.Skoczylas 
P.Shah 
T.Travell 
R.Trigg 
S.Tunstall 
J.Weston 
 

 Corporate Management Team 
Press and Public (except Part II Items) 

 
 
If you require any further information about this Agenda please contact Alison 
Marston, Governance Service on 07824 126620 or email – 
democracy@welhat.gov.uk  
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Part I 
Main author: David Elmore 
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WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL 
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE – 09 SEPTEMBER 2021 
REPORT OF THE CORPORATE DIRECTOR (PUBLIC PROTECTION, PLANNING 
AND GOVERNANCE)  
 
6/2020/3420/MAJ 
 
BIOPARK BROADWATER ROAD WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL7 3AX 
 
DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION OF 289 
RESIDENTIAL UNITS (USE CLASS C3) AND COMMUNITY HUB (USE CLASS E/F.2), 
WITH PUBLIC REALM AND OPEN SPACE, LANDSCAPING, ACCESS, ASSOCIATED 
CAR AND CYCLE PARKING, REFUSE AND RECYCLING STORAGE AND 
SUPPORTING INFRASTRUCTURE. 
 
APPLICANT: HG Group  
 
1 Site Description 

 
1.1 The site is approximately 1.24 hectares in size and is located to the south east of 

Welwyn Garden City town centre and train station. The irregular shaped parcel of 
land comprises a large building and other ancillary buildings and was in use as a 
Research and Development complex (Class B1b). 
 

1.2 The existing buildings on site include laboratories with 5 industrial storeys and 2 
levels of basement. The 5 industrial storeys are combined with a 2 storey plant 
space on the roof, this gives a total building height of approximately 30.51 metres 
to the stair core roof on the roof top and 34.75 metres to the top of the chimney 
flues. Along the eastern boundary there are ancillary buildings such as 
outhouses and plant rooms. Vehicular access to the site is provided via BioPark 
Drive, a private road which joins Broadwater Road.  
 

2 The Proposal 
 

2.1 Planning permission is sought to demolish the former BioPark buildings and erect 
6 apartment blocks (Blocks A&B, C&D, E and F) and 8 townhouses. 

2.2 The scheme consists of 289 residential units and 112.4 square metres of 
community use in Class E/F2. 29 residential units (10%) will meet Part M4(3) 
standards for wheelchair users and all others will meet Part M4(2). 

2.3 The proposed unit mix is 129 x 1-bed (44%); 126 x 2-bed (44%); 26 x 3-bed 
(9%); and 8 x 4-bed (3%). 29 units (10%) are proposed as affordable housing, 
with the tenure being 100% (29 units) shared ownership.  

2.4 Blocks A and B are 6 to 9 storeys; Blocks C and D are 5 to 8 storeys; Block E is 
4 to 7 storeys; and Block F is 2 to 4 storeys. The townhouses are 2 to 3 storeys 
and located at the most southern part of the site.  
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2.5 The proposed massing steps from 2 storeys to 9 storeys, from the south to the 
north of the site. The massing is focused towards the western edge of the site 
adjacent the railway line. The tallest element is located to the north of the site 
and is approximately 29.45 metres at the top of the roof parapet. This is 
approximately 1.06 metres below the existing main building’s stair core roof and 
5.3 metres below the maximum height of the chimney flues.  

2.6 There is only one vehicular entrance to the site which is via the existing access 
road (BioPark Drive). The proposal includes improvements to BioPark Drive, 
including a 4.8m carriageway and 3.1m wide footpath/cycleway.  

2.7 The proposal utilises and extends the existing basement for car parking provision 
for the flats.  Each townhouse would have car parking provision within their 
respective curtilage. There would be a total of 197 parking spaces for the 
residential properties (168 standard and 29 disabled) and 22 visitor spaces.  The 
community hub would have 6 associated parking spaces (5 standard and 1 
disabled).  Over 20% of spaces would have electric vehicle charging provision 
and there would be 1 car club bay with active electric vehicle charging. 

2.8 Outdoor amenity space is provided in a number of different locations across the 
site. This includes a community lawn area, orchard hideaway, outdoor dining 
area with edible planting, amphitheatre feature with dual attenuation drainage 
basin use; three doorstep play spaces, communal roof terraces, formal play 
areas and green and brown roofs. In total 3,023sqm of public open space is 
proposed. Each residential unit also has access to public amenity space.  

3 Reason for Committee Consideration 
 
3.1 This application was called-in by Councillor Malcolm Cowan in January 2021 for 

the following reasons: 
 

 The application appears to conflict with council policies and the 
Broadwater Road West SPD; 

 Erratic selection of neighbouring residents to notify; 

 Unfortunate precedents that might be set for nearby applications were this 
approved. 

 
3.2 It is noted that while Malcom Cowan is no longer a Councillor, the current 

Councillors for this Ward have confirmed this call-in. 

3.3 This application is also referred to Committee given the strategic importance of 
the development proposal. 

4 Relevant Planning History 
 

4.1  Secretary of State Screening Direction 
Secretary of State case reference: PCU/EIASCR/C1950/3263775 
Decision: An Environmental Statement is not required. 
Decision Date: 4/02/2021 

 
4.2 Application Number: 6/2020/2354/EIA 

Decision: EIA Required 
Decision Date: 18/11/2020 
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Proposal: Request for a Screening Opinion to determine whether an 
Environmental Statement is required for a proposed redevelopment of BioPark, 
Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden City, AL7 3AX 
 

4.3 Pre-Application Number: 6/2020/2805/PA 
 Decision: Refused 
 Decision Date: 19/11/2020 

Proposal: Erection of 289 residential units with associated private and communal 
amenity space, public open space, car and cycle parking and landscaping 
 

4.4 Pre-Application Number: 6/2020/2378/PA 
 Decision: Refused 
 Decision Date: 16/09/2020 

Proposal: Design workshop for the erection of 340 residential units with 
associated private and communal amenity space, public open space, car and 
cycle parking and landscaping 

 
4.5 Pre-Application Number: 6/2020/1932/PA 
 Decision: Refused 
 Decision Date: 10/09/2020 

Proposal: Erection of 297 residential units with associated private and communal 
amenity space, public open space, car and cycle parking and landscaping 

 
4.6 Pre-Application Number: 6/2020/0804/PA 
 Decision: Refused 
 Decision Date: 01/07/2020 

Proposal: Erection of 340 residential units with associated private and communal 
amenity space, public open space, car and cycle parking and landscaping 

 
4.7 Application Number: 6/2017/1243/FULL 

Decision: Granted 
Decision Date: 11/08/2017 
Proposal: Retention of 3 and erection of 1 further antenna on lift shaft roof of 
BioPark.    

 
4.8 Application Number: N6/2010/0263/MA 

Decision: Granted 
Decision Date: 17/05/2010 
Proposal: Erection of two storey building for employment (B1) use. 

 
4.9 Application Number: N6/1995/0349/FP 

Decision: Granted 
Decision Date: 10/07/1995 
Proposal: Extension above fourth floor level of building 30 to provide laboratories, 
services/plant room. 

 
5 Relevant Planning Policy 

 
5.1  National Planning Policy Framework 2021 (NPPF) 

 
5.2 The Saved Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005 (District Plan) 
 
5.3 Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 2016 (Emerging Local Plan) 
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5.4 Supplementary Design Guidance 2005 (SDG) 

5.5 Supplementary Planning Guidance, Parking Standards 2004 (SPG) 
 

5.6 Interim Policy for Car Parking Standards and Garage Sizes 2014 (Interim Car 
Parking Policy) 
 

5.7 Broadwater Road West Supplementary Planning Document 2008 (Broadwater 
Road West SPD) 
 

5.8 National Design Guide  
 

6 Site Designation  
 

6.1 The site lies within the settlement Welwyn Garden City as designated in the 
Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005. 
 

7 Representations Received  
 

7.1 The application was advertised by means of a press notice, neighbour 
notification letters and site notices.  In total 674 objections were received, 27 
comments and 5 letter of support.  All representations received are published in 
full on the Council’s website and are summarised below: 
 
Objections 
 

 Pressure on local infrastructure capacity (including schools, medical etc.) 

 Pressure on existing transport infrastructure 

 Insufficient parking and existing parking pressures on nearby streets 

 Not consistent with Broadwater Road West SPD – namely in terms of 
height  

 Not in keeping with Garden City ethos/vision 

 Out of character with area 

 Heritage harm 

 Insufficient affordable housing and lack of social housing  

 Obtrusive impact on nearby dwellings, loss of natural light, overlooking 
and loss of privacy 

 Development will exacerbate traffic issues 

 Future residents would be subject to excessive noise 

 Air pollution danger  

 Size of houses not appropriate 

 Market already saturated with flats  

 Overdevelopment of plot  

 Eyesore 

 Too tall and dense 

 Lack of green space 

 Unacceptable housing mix 

 Drainage and flood risk  

 Fear of crime 

 Loss of property values  
 
 
 

Page 6



Support 
 

 Looks great and improvement relative to existing building on site  

 Good location  

 Uses brownfield land  
 
8 Consultations Received 

 
8.1 The Gardens Trust and Heritage Garden Trust – Objection summarised as 

follows: 

 Height and massing would cause harm to the setting of the designated 
heritage assets; 

 Redevelopment of the area will adversely affect the relatively low rise 
residential properties in the immediate vicinity; 

 No objection to a modest residential scheme though regret that the 
industrial heritage of the town has not been valued as much as the 
residential heritage, both now and in the past. 

 
8.2 The following have responded advising that they have no objections to the 

proposal in principal, subject to conditions or obligations being applied: 

 Place Services Urban Design Officer 

 WHBC Landscape Officer 

 WHBC Public Health and Protection 

 WHBC Parking Services 

 HCC Growth Infrastructure  

 HCC Minerals and Waste Team 

 HCC Historic Environment Advisor 

 HCC Public Health Department 

 Natural England 

 Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust  

 National Health Service 

 Network Rail Thames Water 

 Affinity Water 

 HCC Rights of Way 

 Environment Agency 

 Sport England 

 Hertfordshire Constabulary 

 Highways England 

 Cadent Gas  

 HFRS Fire Protection  

 HCC Ecology 
 
8.3 No response was received from the following consultees: 

 Hertfordshire Building Control Limited 

 HCC Adult Care Services 

 Welwyn Garden City Chamber of Trade 

 Joint Committee of the National Amenity Societies  

 The Ramblers Association 

 Govia Thamelinks Railway 

 Welwyn Hatfield Access Group 

 Herts Sports Partnership 
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9 Analysis 
 

9.1 The main planning issues to be considered in the determination of this 
application are: 
 
1. Background 
2. Principle of development  
3. Heritage 
4.   Quality of design and impact on the character of the area  
5. Residential amenity  
6. Highways and parking  
7. Other considerations  

i) Housing mix 
ii) Ecology   
iii) Flood risk and sustainable drainage 
iv) Sustainability and renewable energy 
v) Contaminated land 
vi) Waste management  
vii) Archaeology 
viii) Environmental Impact Assessment  
ix) Permitted development rights 

8. Planning obligations  
9. The planning balance  
 

 
1. Background  

 
9.2 Part of the application site is defined on the District Plan Proposals Map as part 

of the Mixed Use Development Site at Broadwater Road West, which is subject 
to Policy EMP3 of the District Plan. This is part of Welwyn Garden City Industrial 
Area (EA1) and, as such, is subject to the provision of Policy EMP2 of the District 
Plan.  

9.3 Policy EMP2 of the District Plan states that in designated employment areas, 
proposals for uses other than Classes B1, B2 and B8 should generally be 
resisted and will only be permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that the 
existing land or premises are no longer required to meet future employment 
requirements and business and community needs. The site is also defined under 
Policy EMP3 of the District Plan to fall within the mixed use development site 
Broadwater Road West, which states development shall also comply with a 
Development Brief to be approved by the Council as a supplementary planning 
document. 

9.4 To guide the future development of the site, a Development Brief titled 
Broadwater Road West Supplementary Planning Document 2008 was prepared. 
The Broadwater Road West SPD outlines the Council’s vision for the future 
development of the area and sets out a masterplan to guide and promote the 
comprehensive redevelopment of the site.  

9.5 With regard to this application site, the Broadwater Road West SPD says:  

“The BioPark buildings located in the south western corner of the site are 
occupied by the University of Hertfordshire and provide a unique facility for 
bioscience and health technologies. The SPD does not therefore propose the 
redevelopment of this part of the site as it recognises the economic development 
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potential of the facility for the town, which should be supported through the 
redevelopment of the rest of the land. 

9.6 The plan period of the District Plan ended in 2011 but the District Plan remains 
the adopted Development Plan for the borough.  

9.7 The Council has prepared a Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 2016 
(emerging Local Plan) to replace the District Plan. The emerging Local Plan was 
initially submitted to the Secretary of State in May 2017.  Within this, the site falls 
under Policy SP 17 (Mixed use development site at Broadwater Road West), 
which states: 

“The BioPark site will be retained in Class B1b use unless it can be 
demonstrated that it is no longer suitable for use as a research facility or it is 
reprovided elsewhere in Welwyn Hatfield.” 

9.8 Despite this draft policy, in the Local Plan Proposed Alterations - Additional Sites 
document (January 2020), WHBC Officers’ recommended to Councillors that: 

“The University of Hertfordshire has confirmed its intention to close the facility 
and the site has been marketed for sale… The building is understood to need 
modernisation at considerable costs to attract life science occupants. Marketing 
evidence submitted indicates limited interest in the site for specialist B class 
users. 

On balance, it is considered that the specialist nature of the buildings and the 
investment requirement could make the site difficult to sell or let and the 
contribution the site could make to housing land supply outweighs the loss of 
employment land.” (Local Plan Proposed Alterations - Additional Sites, p.64) 

9.9 The BioPark facility is now closed and the reasoning for that is discussed in 
paragraphs 9.26-9.30 of this report. 

9.10 The application site (Pea102) was presented to full Council on the 23rd of 
November 2020, where Councillors voted for a 13,800 dwelling (690 per annum) 
Objectively Assessed Need figure and agreed to take forward the site selection 
strategy, including the allocation of 250 dwellings at the site.  

9.11 The emerging Local Plan is currently the subject of examination by an 
independent Planning Inspector. As part of the process of producing the new 
Local Plan the Council assessed the housing need in the borough. Having regard 
to this, the Council determined that the site is required to help meet future growth 
needs and accordingly it is now included as a proposed housing allocation in the 
emerging Local Plan. The Council does not currently have a five year supply of 
deliverable housing sites, a position which the Local Plan seeks to remedy. 

9.12 Whilst the new Local Plan has yet to be adopted and does not therefore form part 
of the development plan, it is appropriate that weight is given to it in the decision 
making process. Paragraph 48 of the NPPF sets out that local planning 
authorities may give weight to relevant policies in emerging plans according to: 

a) the stage of preparation of the emerging plan (the more advanced its 
preparation, the greater the weight that may be given); 
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b) the extent to which there are unresolved objections to relevant policies 
(the less significant the unresolved objections, the greater the weight that 
may be given); and 

c) the degree of consistency of the relevant policies in the emerging plan to 
the Framework (the closer the policies in the emerging plan to the policies 
in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given). 

9.13 The emerging Local Plan is currently subject to examination and is therefore at 
an advanced stage of the plan making process. It is noted that the Inspector has 
indicated that he has soundness concerns about the plan in its present form. The 
Council has proposed additional housing sites, including this site, to meet the 
Council's Full Objectively Assessed Need (FOAN) which were under 
Examination in March 2021.   

9.14 In July 2021, following the Stage 9 hearing sessions, the examining Inspector 
provided several reports, including reports on the FOAN and conclusions on the 
soundness of the sites he has examined.  The Inspector identified that the 
housing requirement figures for the plan period 2016-36, should be increased to 
15,200 dwellings (an average of 760 dwellings per annum).  He also stated that 
the allocation of Pea102 was sound. 

Housing Land Supply  

9.15 The NPPF sets out in paragraph 74 that planning authorities should at all times 
be able to identify sites sufficient to provide a five year supply of housing land 
against their housing target. The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 
states that the ‘number of homes required’ for the calculation of the five year 
housing land supply is the housing requirement in Local Plans.  

9.16 In January 2021, the Council produced the Annual Monitoring Report (AMR). 
Within this it stated that: 

‘…as the borough’s new Local Plan is still under examination and the most 
recent adopted housing requirement figure is more than five years old, the 
minimum annual local housing need figure should be used. This is calculated 
using the Standard Methodology, which takes national household growth 
projections over a ten-year period as a baseline, then applies an affordability 
adjustment using the median workplace-based affordability ratio. Any increase is 
capped at 40% of the projected household growth. 

Policy guidance, released in February 2019, states that the 2014-based 
household projections should be used as the baseline for the standard method. 
Under this methodology the minimum local housing need figure for Welwyn 
Hatfield is 875 dwellings per annum. 

Against the standard methodology the borough has a housing land supply of 2.58 
years. Whilst the housing supply is below the national 5-year requirement, until 
the Draft Local Plan is adopted, the borough is unlikely to be able to meet this 
requirement.’ 

9.17 As the council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing 
sites, the presumption in favour of sustainable development, as set out in 
Paragraph 11 of the NPPF, is engaged.  Paragraph 11(d) states that where the 
policies which are most important for determining the application are out-of-date 
permission should be granted unless: 
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i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole.  

9.18 The Government published the housing delivery test results on 19 January 2021.  
It confirmed that Welwyn Hatfield had built 1,450 homes in the period 2017/18-
2019/20 against a target of 2,284.  This equates to 63%.  Because supply has 
fallen below 75%, the Council needs to apply the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development when determining planning applications, which means 
granting planning permission unless there are clear reasons for refusal. 

9.19 The presumption in favour of sustainable development does not change the 
statutory status of the development plan which continues to be the starting point 
for consideration, however it is also necessary therefore to consider whether the 
proposal represents sustainable development and whether planning permission 
should be granted applying paragraph 11(d). 

2. Principle of Development  

9.20 The site lies within the settlement of Welwyn Garden City, where in accordance 
with Policy GBSP2 of the District Plan there is no objection in principle to 
development.  Furthermore, Policy R1 of the District Plan states that 
development will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the principles of 
sustainable development are satisfied and that they will accord with the 
objectives and policies of the District Plan.  

9.21 These objectives are consistent with the NPPF which promotes and supports the 
development of under-utilised land and buildings (para.120) and the efficient use 
of land (para.124). 

Employment  

9.22 This area of land is defined on the District Plan Map as part of the Mixed Use 
Development Site at Broadwater Road West and as such, is subject to the 
provisions of Policy EMP3 of the District Plan. The site is located within 
Employment Area EA1 – Welwyn Garden City Industrial Area.  It is identified as 
an opportunity area of planned regeneration for mixed use development 
comprising primarily employment, housing, leisure and rail-related uses. 
Development of the site shall be in accordance with the criteria in Policy EMP2 
and other relevant policies of the Plan relating to the uses proposed. 
Development shall also comply with the Broadwater Road West SPD.  

9.23 Policy EMP2 of the District Plan states that in designated employment areas, 
proposals for uses other than Classes B1, B2 and B8 should generally be 
resisted and will only be permitted where it can be clearly demonstrated that the 
existing land or premises are no longer required to meet future employment 
requirements and business and community needs.   

9.24 Within the emerging Local Plan, Policy SP 17 states that the BioPark site will be 
retained in Class B1b use unless it can be demonstrated that it is no longer 
suitable for use as a research facility or it is re-provided elsewhere in Welwyn 
Hatfield. As the Examination of the emerging Local Plan has progressed, and in 
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recognition of the need to allocate additional housing development, the use for 
the site has shifted from employment uses towards residential (site Pea102). 

9.25 Until the emerging Local Plan is adopted, limited weight can be afforded to Policy 
SP 17 and the allocation of this site for residential development. More weight 
should therefore be afforded to Policies EMP2 and EMP3 of the District Plan. 
These policies seek to retain the site as a Research and Development site (class 
B1b) unless it can be demonstrated that the site is not required to meet future 
employment requirements and business needs. All such proposals will also be 
required to satisfy criteria (i) to (v) of Policy EMP2 and other relevant policies of 
the Plan relating to the use proposed. In all cases, the proposed development 
must comply with the design policies contained in the Plan. 

9.26 As the proposal would not be for a Class B1, B2 and B8 use, a Marketing Report 
undertaken by Savills has been submitted in support of the application.  The 
same report was also submitted as part of the additional sites in the Local Plan 
Proposed Alterations - Additional Sites document (January 2020).  Having 
reviewed the submitted Marketing Report and documentation submitted 
alongside the site’s promotion in the emerging Local Plan, it is considered that 
the fundamental problem in letting the BioPark is its geographical location (due to 
the site’s isolated location away from the University and other large scale life-
sciences) and also the poor condition of the building.  These factors have 
resulted in a continued lack of demand. 

9.27 The BioPark facility is a specialist building of mixed laboratories, offices and 
ancillary space.  It was secured from Roche Products Ltd by the University of 
Hertfordshire (UoH) in 2006 and in the same year the UoH injected substantial 
investment into the building.  However, despite this initial outlay, the space no 
longer aligns with market expectations and the laboratory facilities are no longer 
in demand.  Notwithstanding the investment made and continued active 
marketing in the life sciences sector and in the local market by the UoH, the 
facility has never been at full occupancy.  The BioPark suffered a major setback 
in November 2018 when the largest tenant, Heptares, relocated to Granta Park 
near Cambridge.  At that time, the building was only 44% occupied.  Also, the 
remaining tenants had minimal relationship or dialogue with the academic 
community in Hatfield. 

9.28 A marketing agent for BioPark has identified that life science companies require 
modern, fit-for purpose facilities which the BioPark does not provide.  However, it 
is not a matter of upgrading the building as such an option is not viable financially 
and, even if it was, there is no guarantee that it would generate significant new 
demand due to the site’s inappropriate location.  It was commented that trying to 
let BioPark was a difficult task, likely to become more difficult in future. 

9.29 Marketing evidence therefore submitted indicates limited interest in the site for 
specialist B class users.  Due to operational issues in terms of the facility not 
being viable as a centre for innovation and employment in the bioscience sector 
or indeed for general employment, the UoH recently took the decision to close 
the facility. 

9.30 Taking account of the above, it is considered that it has been clearly 
demonstrated that the existing land or premises are no longer required to meet 
future employment requirements and business and community needs.   
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9.31 The majority of the proposal would be in residential use, with an ancillary 
community use space for a gym/café (Class E/F.2) of up to 112.4 square metres. 
Criteria (v) of Policy EMP2 of the District Plan is therefore not relevant. The scale 
of employment from the proposal would not result in an unacceptable impact on 
the housing in the travel to work area, thus satisfying criteria (i) of Policy EMP2. 
With regard to the outstanding criteria under Policy EMP2, it is considered that 
these would be satisfied and have been assessed in this report under the 
relevant headings (highways and parking; and residential amenity).  Subject to 
the proposed development complying with the design policies contained in the 
Plan, the proposal satisfies Policy EMP2 of the District Plan. 

Residential Development  

9.32 The proposal is mainly for residential development. As the site is not part of an 
allocated housing site within the District Plan, the development would be 
considered as windfall housing and therefore Policy H2 of the District Plan is 
relevant. As previously mentioned, the site is allocated in the emerging Local 
Plan for housing and at this stage limited weight is afforded to this.  

9.33 The proposed development is considered to comply with the criteria of Policy H2 
of the District Plan as it is a previously developed site, with various sustainable 
modes of transport (bus and rail) within walking distance from the site, along with 
town centre services and amenities. Planning obligations have been sought to 
offset the demand from this proposal upon existing infrastructure, thus ensuring 
that the infrastructure can accommodate the development. The development 
would also not undermine the delivery of allocated sites and there are no known 
physical or environmental constraints on the site. For these reasons the proposal 
is considered to satisfy Policy H2 of the District Plan. 

3. Heritage  

9.34 As required under Section 16(2), 66(1) and 72(1) of the Planning (Listed 
Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, special regard shall be had to the 
desirability of preserving listed buildings or their setting or any features of special 
architectural or historic interest which they possess, and special attention shall 
be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of conservation areas. 

9.35 Paragraph 199 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of a 
proposed development upon the significance of a designated heritage asset, 
great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important 
the asset, the greater that weight should be). This is irrespective of whether any 
potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than substantial 
harm to its significance. 

9.36 Paragraph 200 states that any harm to, or loss of, significance of a designated 
heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its 
setting) should require clear and convincing justification. 

9.37 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development will lead to less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  

9.38 Policy R28 (Historic Parks and Gardens) states that development will not be 
permitted if it would lead to the loss of, or cause harm to, the historic character, 
appearance or setting of any part of a registered historic park or garden. 
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9.39 Policy SADM15 (Heritage) of the emerging Local Plan sets out that proposals 
should respect the setting of heritage assets in terms of design, scale, materials 
and impact on key views. It continues by stating that proposals that result in less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will also 
be refused unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location 
significantly outweigh that harm and the desirability of preserving the asset, and 
all feasible solutions to avoid and mitigate that harm have been fully 
implemented. 

9.40 Policy SP15 (The Historic Environment of Welwyn Garden City) echoes this 
policy objective and says that development proposals should respond to the key 
historic character and significance of the Garden City. 

9.41 Policy SP 9 (Place Making and High Quality Design) of the emerging Local Plan 
outlines that proposals for taller buildings should positively respond to matters 
within their design solutions, including the impact on historic assets. 

9.42 The site is located to the east of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area 
(WGCA), to the west of the Grade II listed former Roche office building (list entry 
no: 1348142) and to the south east of the Grade II listed former Shredded Wheat 
factory (list entry no: 1101084). 

9.43 Approximately 4km to the south of the site are Hatfield House (Grade I listed) 
and its associated parkland (Hatfield Park Registered Park and Garden, 
registered at Grade I) which also includes the Old Palace (Grade I listed) and, 
immediately to the west of Hatfield Park, St Etheldreda’s Church (Grade I listed). 
Whilst these assets are at a distance from the site, due to the low rise buildings 
within Welwyn Garden City, tall buildings are likely to impact on views north from 
these assets. 

9.44 The heritage assets affected by the proposal and identified within the Heritage 
Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (HTVIA) are the: 

- Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area (WGCA); 
- Grade II listed former Roche office building (list entry no: 1348142); 
- Grade II listed former Shredded Wheat factory (list entry no: 1101084); 

and 
- Grade I listed Hatfield House and its associated parkland (Hatfield Park 
- Registered Park and Garden, registered at Grade I) which are located 

approximately 4km to the south of the site. 
 
Grade I Hatfield House and its associated Registered Park and Garden 

9.45 The proposal seeks to demolish the existing building and redevelop the site with 
six apartment blocks of varying heights (up to a maximum of nine storeys) and a 
row of two and three storey townhouses.  

9.46 Following an initial consultation with Historic England and Place Services Historic 
Building Officer, a Heritage, Townscape and Visual Impact assessment 
Addendum was submitted. This document assessed the views from Hatfield 
House and the southern approach to the house from the grade I registered park 
and garden. The existing and proposed mass has been drawn on the 
photographs which assists in understanding the impact of the scheme upon the 
significance of these highly graded heritage assets. Both consultees were 
subsequently consulted to comment on the Addendum.  
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9.47 Historic England commented the following,  

‘The existing and proposed mass lines show that the proposed development 
would be slightly shorter in height but would be wider. Although it is appreciated 
that a wire diagram cannot show articulation within the mass, it is clear that the 
footprint of the development is larger. 

The existing development, with its white cladding is visible within the setting of 
Hatfield House and within the wider setting of the registered park and garden, 
indeed the avenue of trees leading from the north front of the house appears to 
lead the eye directly towards the site. The increased wider mass of the proposed 
development would creep taller built form towards this sightline and further erode 
the generally open character of the view along the avenue. This is noticeable 
from Figure 1 which is taken from the roof of the building. Although the document 
notes that this is not a currently accessible view for the public, it would have once 
been a view that was accessible to guests and formed a historic viewing point 
over the parkland. Impacts upon this view are therefore important to significance 
of the building.  

Figure 3 shows the impact of the existing and proposed masses upon the 
designed views from the southern approach to the house, where the land gently 
rises and views over Hatfield House towards the industrial zone and Welwyn 
Garden City are possible. The wider building mass is appreciable from this angle 
and while individual buildings may not be possible to discern from this distance, 
the increased size of built form is visible and would have a direct impact upon 
longer range views from the Grade I listed building. The site sits between the 
central clock tower and the slightly raised end extension blocks where the roof is 
at its lowest. The protrusion over the historic roofline of the current Biopark 
building still allows a degree of open space to be appreciated on either side of it 
however, the proposed increase in mass of the new development would entirely 
fill this gap in the architectural form of the historic building with modern built 
environment thus having the effect of enclosing the historic building form and 
loss of a through view. 

Historic England consider that the LVIA addendum has shown the increased building 
mass to be of concern to the setting and significance of the grade I listed building 
and, the designed views and vistas from the grade I registered park and garden at 
Hatfield Park. Figures 1 and 3 indicate that the site is within an important vista and to 
increase the visibility of it by increasing its size would make modern built form more 
dominant within the historic environment and detract from the significance of Hatfield 
House and park and garden. The proposal would not therefore be in accordance 
with paragraphs 193, 194 and 200 of the NPPF. 

Historic England comment that careful consideration of the massing and 
materials could reduce the visibility of the site and therefore reduce the impact 
upon the heritage assets. Whilst the proposed massing would not be reduced, a 
condition is proposed to agree the materials. In doing so, this would improve the 
materiality of the mitigating some of the harm upon the heritage assets. 

Historic England do not object in principle to the redevelopment of this Biopark 
site however, at present we still have concerns relating to the scheme and 
consider that the development would cause less than substantial harm, low in 
scale to the highly graded heritage assets. We therefore consider that it is for 
your local authority to carry out the planning balance as required by paragraph 
196 of the NPPF.’ 
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9.48 The Council also consulted Place Services, Senior Built Heritage Consultant. 
With regard to Hatfield House and Park, the Senior Built Heritage Consultant 
commented the following, 

‘Figures 1 to 4 within the HTVIA Addendum now support the written assessment 
included in the HTVIA. The wireline diagrams show that the existing and 
proposed buildings are visible in these viewpoints. The existing and proposed 
buildings form part of the wider views across the landscape towards and 
including the built form of the Garden City. The proposed buildings do not break 
the horizon line and are partially filtered by existing trees and vegetation. The 
amount of built form on the site will increase, however, the proposed buildings 
will be of a more appropriate colour (rather than bright white) and will not be 
higher than the existing building. Places Services Senior Built Heritage 
Consultant concluded that the HTVIA Addendum of a neutral impact is agreed.’ 

9.49 Having considered the experts advice above, there is disagreement between 
them that there would be harm to the heritage assets. One expert identifies less 
than significant harm and the other identifies a neutral impact.  

9.50 In line with paragraph 202 of the NPPF and Policy SADM15 of the emerging 
Local Plan, where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm 
to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed 
against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing 
its optimum viable use. This is discussed at the end of this report, once all 
heritage assets and planning matters have been assessed. 

Grade II listed Former Roche Office  

9.51 In regards to the impact upon the Roche building, Place Services Senior Built 
Heritage Consultant commented that the viewpoints, in particular figure 5, shows 
that the new development will not be an intrusive feature in the backdrop to the 
former Roche office building, preserving its prominence on the corner of 
Broadwater Road and Otto Road. It is therefore agreed that there will not be a 
harmful impact on the setting of the former Roche Building. 

Grade II Former Shredded Wheat Silos 

9.52 Place Services Senior Built Heritage Consultant commented that at nine storeys 
maximum height, and considering the scale of the existing building, the proposal 
is also considered acceptable in regard to maintaining the landmark qualities of 
the former Shredded Wheat factory and particularly its silos. The prominence of 
the silos at the heart of the Garden City’s original industrial area would still be 
appreciated. 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area (WGCA) 

9.53 In terms of the impact upon the Welwyn Garden City CA, as advised by Place 
Services Senior Built Heritage Consultant, the CGI viewpoints (albeit with solid 
trees) and the two verified views demonstrate that the proposal will have a 
minimal impact on views towards the site from within the WGCA. The domestic 
scale, planned layout and unifying architectural style of the WGCA will be 
preserved and there is not considered to be a detrimental impact on its character 
or appearance. Where there are glimpsed views of the proposed buildings from 
the CA, the proposed design and materials are considered to be sympathetic as 
they reflect architectural elements of the Garden City.  
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Conclusion on heritage assets 

9.54 To conclude, Historic England has identified that any harm would be from the 
impact of the development on the significance of the Grade 1 listed Hatfield 
House and registered Parks and Garden. On account of impact on the setting, 
the harm is ‘less than substantial. 

4. Quality of design and impact on the character of the area 

9.55 District Plan Policies D1 and D2 aim to ensure a high quality of design and to 
ensure that development respects and relates to the character and context of the 
locality, maintaining and where possible enhancing the character of the existing 
area. These policies are expanded upon in the Council’s SDG which requires the 
impact of a development to be assessed giving regard to the bulk, scale and 
design of the proposal and how it harmonises with the existing building and area.  
 

9.56 These objectives are broadly consistent with the emerging Local Plan and the 
aims of the NPPF which considers that the creation of high quality buildings and 
places is fundamental to what the planning and development process should 
achieve. 
 

9.57 The Broadwater Road West SPD considered that the site should be retained in 
its current use and, therefore, did not propose to redevelop the site. The 
masterplan in the SPD sought to enhance the setting and considered it to form a 
part of the employment offer for the wider strategic site. The design principles 
were therefore not necessarily applied directly to the application site. It is 
however noted that the site falls within the strategic development.  Therefore, in 
order to ensure a cohesive development is achieved, the principles will be 
considered as part of this application.  

Density 

9.58 In terms of density, Policy H6 of the District Plan states that in central areas and 
areas with good accessibility by modes of transport other than the car, residential 
development will be expected to be close to or exceed 50 dwellings per hectare 
provided that the development will not have an adverse impact on the character 
of the surrounding area and can satisfy the design policies of the plan. The 
Broadwater Road West SPD states that density within the area shall be 
approximately 75 dwellings per hectare. 

9.59 Policy SP9 of the emerging Local Plan recognises that proposals should be of an 
appropriate density and combine the efficient use of land with high quality design 
whilst respecting character and context. It continues by stating that higher 
densities are encouraged in accessible locations near transport hubs or town 
centres.  

9.60 In this instance, the proposal is approximately 233dph and consequently the high 
density will only be acceptable subject to it not having an adverse impact on the 
character of the surrounding area and satisfying the design policies of the plan.  

9.61 The sustainable location of the site is such that higher density development 
would be acceptable in principle in this location, and the provision of flats will also 
generally result in a higher density of development than when compared to 
houses. Indeed, the site has been allocated in the emerging Local Plan for 250 
dwellings.  This figure will inevitably involve a significant proportion of flats.  
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Furthermore an increased density will be required to ensure a variety and mix of 
uses and also the viability of the development. However, the main consideration 
in determining the acceptability of the density of the proposed development, will 
be in relation to the size, scale and design of the proposed development.   

Height 

9.62 The proposal includes heights ranging from 2 to 9 storeys. The tallest proposed 
building would be a maximum height of approximately 29.45m (9 residential 
storeys). The existing building on site is a maximum height of approximately 
30.51m in height (approximately 10 residential storeys). The maximum height on 
the site would therefore be reduced through this proposal. 

9.63 Paragraph 6.17 of the Broadwater Road West SPD states:  

“Given the context of the listed buildings, it is generally considered that buildings 
on the site should not be more than 5 storeys in height. Furthermore, where new 
build development on the site is proposing development of 5 storeys (or more) 
the resulting scheme will be assessed with regards to both the contribution that 
such height could bring and any adverse impacts. In reviewing schemes that 
include development of 5 storeys (or more) the Council will consider the following 
criteria –  

 Relationship to context of the site and the wider area 

 Effect on historic context of the site and the wider area 

 Relationship to transport infrastructure 

 Architectural quality of the building 

 Design credibility of the building 

 Sustainable design and construction 

 Contribution to public space and facilities 

 Effect on the local environment and amenity of those in the vicinity of the 
building 

 Contribution to permeability 

 Provision of a well designed environment including fitness for purpose.” 

9.64 It should also be noted that as the application site was not considered as part of 
the redevelopment of the wider strategic site and was intended to be retained in 
its current form, the Broadwater Road West SPD therefore anticipated that the 
existing building on the site, which has a maximum height of approximately 
30.51m would be retained. 

9.65 On behalf of the Local Planning Authority, a Principal Urban Designer from Place 
Services was appointed to review the proposal. With regard to height they 
commented that the proposal represents a positive approach to height, with the 
tallest element at 9 storeys (akin to Wheat Quarter) being located at the northern 
edge of the site furthermost away from the more sensitive low density residential 
development to the south. Locating the height along the western boundary 
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closest to the railway line reduces its impact on the existing 4 storey residential 
blocks on the opposite side of the access road, and height has generally been 
stepped down from west to east to help ensure this. The most sensitive part of 
the site, currently shown as 2/3 storey townhouses, represents an appropriate 
transition to the suburban form of Welwyn Garden City to the south both in terms 
of height and density/typology of housing. The height of the buildings proposed 
therefore decreases towards the south of the wider Broadwater Road West 
Strategic site. 

9.66 Further to the Principal Urban Designer’s comments, it should be noted that 
consideration is given towards the extant permission of the Former Shredded 
Wheat site (6/2018/0181/MAJ). Within this permission the tallest building was 9 
storeys to the north of the site and the most southern building block, closest to 
the BioPark site, was a maximum of 5 storeys and is currently being built out. 
The consented Shredded Wheat scheme therefore has a gradual stepping down 
in building heights to the buildings surrounding the Roche building. Whilst this 
scheme proposes 9 storeys, the current scenario includes a taller building on 
site. This proposal would not therefore introduce tall buildings on the site, but 
rather replace an existing taller building. Notwithstanding this, as advised by the 
Principal Urban Designer, the proposal introduces a gradual decline on this site 
to respond to existing surrounding properties, as required in the Broadwater 
Road West SPD.  

9.67 The Principal Urban Designer also outlines that the proposal would alter what is 
currently a large, monolithic block on the skyline to one which is considerably 
more interesting through a series of heights with regular breaks between. The 
use of the mansard roofs with their angled roof forms will also help to reduce the 
perception of bulk and height through creating more of a slim-lined approach to 
the tops of the buildings. 

9.68 The Principal Urban Designer concluded that the scheme now sits comfortably 
within its context, particularly in light of the extant planning permission for the 
Wheat Quarter to the immediate north. It is also their view that whilst being taller 
than the stated heights within the Broadwater Road West SPD, the development 
would conform with the overarching principles of this design guide. 

9.69 At pre-application stage there was concern with regard to 9 storeys and the 
applicant was advised to demonstrate through the use of CGIs how the views of 
the existing building and proposed development differ. This was requested to 
demonstrate the impact upon the character and appearance of Welwyn Garden 
City.  

9.70 The applicant has submitted indicative images within the Planning Statement 
(Figure 9; Figure 10; Figure 11) and page 67 of the Design and Access 
Statement, demonstrate the massing and height of the proposal in contrast with 
the existing building and wider context, including the approved Shredded Wheat 
scheme (6/2019/0171/MAJ). In addition to this, a table has also been included 
within the Planning Statement on page 45 and 46 to demonstrate how the 
scheme responds to the Broadwater Road West SPD Design Principles.    

9.71 The indicative images show the existing massing in red with the proposed 
massing overlaid. The further information, from a design perspective, 
demonstrates that the proposal would be approximately 1 metre less than the 
existing building. The taller elements of the proposal are also set to the north-
west of the site adjacent the railway line. The buildings reduce in height, towards 
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the south of the site, where townhouses are proposed adjacent existing 2/3 
storey properties. The indicative images also demonstrate that, in contrast to the 
existing buildings on site, the built form would be broken up.   

Design Quality and Materials 

9.72 The Principal Urban Designer commented that the elevational treatment are of 
high quality and include distinctive elevations. The material palette for the 
apartment block and townhouse elevations are considered to be a positive 
response to the traditional materials used in Welwyn Garden City. The proposed 
mansard roofs (as a dominant architectural feature in the Garden City) are also 
positive and well-articulated, and it remains the view that this treatment will offer 
something unique and represents a high level of design aspiration and intent.  

9.73 The use of terracotta tiles with a textured/riven finish are considered to be an 
appropriate detail, and provide a way of ‘softening’ the roofs whilst also being in-
keeping with the existing mansard roof materials. These materials, amongst 
others, will be secured by planning condition to ensure a high quality design is 
achieved.  

9.74 A rainwater good strategy was also provided with the application. The rainwater 
goods are proposed in colours to match the external openings, in order to accent 
and compliment the building form. A neat bronze box gutter trims the edge of the 
tiled mansard. These will be secured by planning condition.  

9.75 The Principal Urban Designer did seek a variation of the mansard to Block E as it 
was considered the full height mansard may appear slightly contrived. Following 
further work by the applicant other examples were presented, however the 
Principal Urban Designer was happy with their original option.  

9.76 As for the materials proposed for hard landscaping, it is considered that such 
materials contribute to defining key public and private spaces and provide 
articulation to the shared access routes. The materials selected have been 
informed by the function of each space providing longevity and quality to the hard 
landscapes and contributing to their character. For further details on location, 
refer to General Arrangement Plans BMD.20.044.DR.P101-P104. 

Landscape, Amenity and Public Realm 

9.77 Policy D4 of the District plan expects new development where appropriate to 
either create or enhance public areas and the public realm.  Design of the public 
realm should also meet the requirements of Policy D8 on landscaping. Policy 
R17 of the District Plan seeks to protect existing trees, whilst Policy D8 of the 
District Plan requires landscaping to form an integral part of the overall design, 
and in this respect the high quality design required by Policy D1 of the District 
Plan would again be relevant.  Landscaping is important in order to protect and 
enhance the existing character of the area and to reduce the visual and 
environmental impacts of the development.  
 

9.78 Welwyn Garden City was designed with buildings set within an ‘Arcadian’ 
landscape context with accessible open space, mature trees, hedgerows and 
boulevards. The “Garden City” was seen as a combination of living in the country 
yet at the same time having industry close by. 
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9.79 Landscaping within the existing site is limited to trees along the boundaries. A 
survey of the trees on the site has been undertaken in accordance with 
BS:5837:2012 and is considered to be a fair appraisal of the trees. According to 
the report the proposal would retain most of the trees with the loss of one high 
quality tree and several lower quality trees. The loss of these trees would be 
mitigated through the proposed landscaping of the site. The tree protection 
methods set in the Arboricultural Method Statement (AMS) and Tree Protection 
Plan (TPP) are considered sufficient to retain the trees successfully through the 
development. A condition is recommended to ensure the AMS and TPP are 
adhered to fully. 

9.80 The proposal includes the provision of sedum/green roofs, including PV panels, 
of all flat roof areas which are not accessible by residents.  This is welcomed in 
the interest of environmental sustainability.  The PV panels will be screened from 
views from pedestrian level as a result of enhanced height parapets to the 
mansard roofs, thus ensuring a high level of design is retained. The PV panels 
and sedum/green roofs will be secured via condition.  Additional sustainable 
design features are detailed in section 7(iv) of this report. 

9.81 The proposals also presents the opportunity to enhance connectivity within the 
Garden City and Broadwater Road West Opportunity Area by providing 
pedestrian and cycle routes to the north to the Wheat Quarter and to adjacent 
residential development to the east and south.  While agreement would be 
required to provide such linked access through the Wheat Quarter, the layout of 
the scheme has been designed to facilitate this. 

9.82 As for the proposed landscaping scheme, it seeks to replicate the Garden City 
ethos by creating a public realm that: Creates a strong sense of place; increases 
biodiversity and sustainability; provides connected and integrated routes; and 
provides social, recreational and edible spaces for the community. In order to 
achieve this, the entrance to the site will be improved, with the introduction of 
hedgerows and climbers, which would create a greener entrance and better 
sense of arrival.  The scheme also proposes raised planters, edible landscapes 
surrounding outdoor seating, and an area for an orchard and communal roof 
gardens on the site.  

9.83 Due to the existing site featuring little landscaping, there is stated to be an over 
700% biodiversity net gain beyond the existing situation. The Principal Urban 
Design Officer considers this to be a triumph of the landscaping strategy of the 
site. The proposed landscaping scheme is therefore considered to enhance the 
soft landscaping on the site and create a more attractive and pleasing residential 
environment for future occupiers. 

9.84 The proposal also includes a series of inter-connected communal gardens 
focused around landscaped areas. The communal gardens to the north and 
south of the site will introduce doorstep play, and a landscaped area in the centre 
of the site is identified for outdoor dining, which includes seating and edible 
planting and an attenuation basin with sculpted sides creating a small informal 
amphitheatre and communal lawn area. These areas of open space will be 
accessible for future occupiers and existing residents. The amount and use of the 
open space on the site is positive and is considered to create a public realm with 
a strong sense of place, which creates social, recreational and edible spaces for 
the future and existing community, which is supported.  
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9.85 In addition to the public open space, the proposal includes communal rooftop 
gardens, which will have seating and planting. Further to this, the scheme 
includes private amenity space (via balconies) for each residential unit. The 
Principal Urban Design advised that the approach to private amenity is strong, 
with a good use of private and communal terraces, full and semi recessed 
balconies and projecting balconies which help to add variety and rhythm to 
elevations and are appropriately located to deal with the prevailing conditions 
depending on which orientation the elevation is facing. 

9.86 The Principal Urban Designer commented that the communal amenity is 
27.4sqm per unit, which is above and beyond what would be considered 
reasonable when combined with each unit having private amenity in excess of 
5sqm (in many cases considerably more). The Principal Urban Designer 
commented that in the conditions of working from home which is likely to be a 
continued theme into the future, where communal and private amenity spaces 
will need to work harder and then previously before, this is another triumph of the 
scheme. The approach to communal and private amenity, along with the 
treatment of the public realm is therefore considered to be a very strong element 
of this scheme.  

9.87 Boundary treatments are used to define the public and private spaces. Where 
private ground floor terraces front on to public realm, railings with hedgerows are 
proposed creating a secure and semi–private space. Within the wider 
streetscene, ornamental and hedge planting provide a buffer between housing 
facades and shared surfaces. A 2.1m high timber fence with native hedge is also 
proposed along the allotment boundary for security and privacy to the rear of the 
proposed townhouses.  

9.88 The proposal also includes street furniture such as freestanding benches, wall 
mounted benches, seating with tables, timber cube seating, sun beds, bins and 
cycle stands. The street furniture will complement the overall character and 
design of each space with a focus on contemporary design and a unified material 
palette. Subtle variations in form also enhance the character definition of the 
public realm and support the functions of individual areas (as shown on General 
Arrangement Plans BMD.20.044.DR.P101-P104). These will be secured via 
planning condition. 

9.89 In conclusion it is considered that the proposed landscaping, amenity and public 
realm is of a high standard. If approved, additional detail, as outlined above, will 
be required for approval. This view is shared with WHBC Landscape Officer and 
Place Services Principal Urban Design Officer. The proposal therefore satisfies 
policies D1, D4, D8 and R17 of the District Plan. 

Design Summary 

9.90 Given the accessible nature of the site in relation to local bus services on 
Broadwater Road, the proximity of the mainline rail station and the Town Centre, 
it is considered that this site wholly appropriate for a mid-rise, higher density 
scheme. Therefore, the proposed density is not objected to.   

9.91 The Principle Urban Designer states that this development achieves the high bar 
of expected design quality and will help to set the tone for future developments 
coming forward within this rapidly changing area of Welwyn Garden City, 
presenting a positive and truly distinctive uplift in design quality for the area.   
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9.92 The massing of the development is appropriate and would respect the evolving 
character of the area.  The height of the proposal would also not be objected to 
subject to the amenity of those in the vicinity of the building being protected and 
effect on historic context of the wider area being deemed acceptable when 
applying paragraph 202 of the NPPF and the planning balance. 

5. Residential amenity  

9.93 The NPPF highlights in chapter 12 ‘achieving well-designed places’ that planning 
decisions should ensure that developments provide a high standard of amenity 
for existing and future users. 

9.94 The Council’s SDG outlines that development should not cause loss of light or be 
unduly dominant from adjoining properties.  New units should also minimise 
overlooking and communal amenity area should be functional and useable.  A 
similar approach to amenity and design is outlined in Policy SADM 11 of the 
emerging Local Plan. 

9.95 Policies R19 of the District Plan explains that proposals will be refused if it is 
likely to be affected by unacceptable noise or vibration from other land uses.  
Conditions are supported to mitigate such impact.  This approach is consistent 
with Policy SADM 18 of the emerging Local Plan and the NPPF. 

Impact on living conditions of existing residents  
 

9.96 The nearest residential properties to the proposed flats are those within Penn 
Way to the east of the site.  Many of the properties within Penn Way are 
orientated so their flank wall and side gardens face toward the site.  Separation 
distances vary between the proposed development and built form in Penn Way.  
There is an approximate separatation distance of 21.5 metres between Block E 
and the nearest property in Penn Way.  This distance increases to approximately 
22.8 metres from Block A and approximately 29.5 metres from Block B.  The 
spacing distance becomes much greater from the other proposed Blocks. 
 

9.97 To the south of the site are three storey flatted blocks within Broadwater 
Crescent and two storey single dwellings.  The nearest separation distance is 
approximately 10.5 metres and views between windows are oblique rather than 
direct.   
 

9.98 To the west of the site, on the opposite side of the railway lines, are single 
dwellings within Longcroft Gardens and Longcroft Lane.  The nearest separation 
distance is over 120 metres. 
 

9.99 A Technical Note on Daylight and Sunlight has been undertaken by Antsey 
Horne. This includes an assessment of the potential changes to daylight and 
sunlight levels in the neighbouring properties. It also includes an assessment of 
the daylight and sunlight levels likely to be achieved in the proposed units and 
amenity spaces. Greengage Consultancy were instructed by the Local Planning 
Authority to assess the Daylight and Sunlight assessment submitted by the 
applicant.  
 

9.100 Greengage Consultancy confirmed that overall the report and the calculations 
have been carried out in accordance with industry best practice, the modelling 
appears to be accurate and overall compliance with the criteria is very high. The 
proposal will therefore not give rise to a detrimental impact upon the amenity, 
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both indoor and outdoor, of existing or future neighbours by way of loss of 
daylight and sunlight. 
 

9.101 Having regard to the layout and positioning of the proposed built form relative to 
existing properties, separation distances, location of windows and balconies, and 
soften landscaping, it is considered that the proposed development would not 
result in unacceptable levels of overlooking or loss of privacy.  It is also 
considered that all nearby residential properties would receive acceptable levels 
of outlook. 
 

9.102 To protect the amenity of existing residential properties in the near vicinity of the 
development and future occupiers from light spillage a condition is recommended 
requiring the installation of external lighting to be submitted and agreed with by 
the Local Planning Authority.  This view is shared with by WHBC Public 
Protection and Heath Officer.  
 
Living conditions of future occupiers  

 
9.103 All proposed units would meet the Nationally Described Space Standards as set 

by Government.  It is evidenced that each property would receive acceptable 
levels of sunlight and daylight.  It is also considered that each property would 
have satisfactory outlook.  In terms of privacy, there is concern regarding loss of 
privacy from the public open space into the bedroom of Plot A008 and Plot B006.  
A planning condition can however secure fencing of an appropriate height with 
planting behind to mitigate any harmful impacts. 

9.104 In terms of private external amenity space, the SDG requires that all residential 
development should incorporate private open space for the use of residents. The 
Council have no specific standards for the provision of garden sizes as it is 
considered that the design and layout of the garden in relation to the built 
environment should ensure that the garden is functional and usable in terms of 
its orientation, width, depth and shape.  

9.105 Each unit would have access to private amenity in the form of either a balcony or 
terrace in excess of 5sqm.  In addition to this, communal gardens with seating 
and planting are proposed for the apartment residents only. The scheme is 
considered to provide a sufficient amount of private and communal amenity 
space for the residential units.   

9.106 Turning to air pollution, whilst the application is no longer considered EIA 
development, HCC Public Health confirmed that the submitted Air Quality 
chapter of Environmental Statement (ES) was carried out as per industry 
standard guidelines and practice, with the National Air Quality Objectives 
(NAQOS) and their Limit Values forming the basis of the air quality assessment 
of the proposed development. Within the ES, assessments were undertaken of 
the residual effect (dust; NOx and PM emissions from construction traffic and 
from NRMM) upon existing and proposed residential properties. Within the 
construction environment management plan (CEMP) a package of mitigation 
measures are proposed, it is recommended these are secured by planning 
condition. Subject to the CEMP mitigation measures being conditioned, the 
assessment concluded that in both the construction and operational phase the 
development would not have a significant residual effect upon existing or future 
occupiers close to the site. WHBC Public Health and Protection Officer raised no 
objection in this regard. 
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9.107 The applicant also submitted a Health and Wellbeing Statement. This includes 
demonstrating how the proposal responds to the NHS Healthy Urban Planning 
Checklist criteria and meets the relevant planning policies and Garden City 
principles. The proposal is a mixed use development with active frontages, a 
community hub, outdoor seating and play spaces, therefore promoting social 
interaction. In addition to this, the proposal would enable a healthy and safe 
community through the provision of edible planting, the encouragement of 
walking and cycling and intention to incorporate the ideas, standards and apply 
for accreditation of Safety by Design as demonstrated in page 115 of the Design 
and Access Statement. On this basis, Hertfordshire Constabulary support the 
application from a crime prevention and safety aspect. The proposal is therefore 
considered to promote healthy and safe communities in line with the Garden City 
principle and Chapter 8 of the NPPF.  

9.108 With regard to noise, the site is located close to the railway line and has the 
potential to be affected by noise from the railway, road, and commercial noise 
sources.  Having consulted WHBC Public Health and Protection they have 
advised that the noise assessment submitted demonstrates that there are 
elevated noise levels across the site and this is especially relevant closer to the 
railway. A specific area of concern are the high LAMax levels that were 
monitored. To mitigate this specific noise conditions are recommended.  

9.109 The noise impact assessment also states that outside amenity areas can be 
mitigated to comply with the 55dB upper limit level. This can be demonstrated by 
the submission of a noise model when demonstrating compliance with the 
conditions and highlighting specific mitigation. A condition is also recommended 
for the submission of a full and comprehensive BS4142 assessment to show 
compliance with the commercial noise condition. Following advice from WHBC 
Public Health and Protection it is considered through the use of planning 
conditions mitigation measures shall be implemented to ensure there is an 
adequate level of protection against noise in accordance with Policy R19 of the 
District Plan.  

9.110 Accordingly, it is considered that subject to compliance with both of these reports 
and conditions, the proposed development would not impact unduly on future 
residents of these properties or existing neighbouring occupants, in line with the 
above policies. 

6. Highways and parking considerations 
 
9.111 The existing floor area of the site is 13,972 sqm with some 160 associated car 

parking spaces (in a mixture of surface level parking in the vicinity of Broadwater 
Crescent and a two storey basement beneath the main building). The only 
access to the site is provided via BioPark Drive, a 9.0m wide private road 
(consisting of 7.6m wide carriageway, 0.2m wide service strip, and 1.8m wide 
footway). BioPark Drive joins the A1000 Broadwater Road to the east via a 
simple crossover. 

Impact on Highways Network 

9.112 The existing site trip generation has been based on ‘Employment Office’ category 
within TRICs. It is noted that a sensitivity test of Business Park land use which 
contained more elements of B1(b) has also been undertaken. The Highway 
Authority have reviewed the trip generation and are satisfied with the outputs. 
The existing site trip generation has been based on ‘Flats Privately Owned’ 
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category within TRICs. The Highway Authority are satisfied that the resulting trip 
rates are representative.  

9.113 The predicted number of trips suggest that overall the number of vehicles will be 
reduced in the peak hours following the proposed development, however the 
change of land use (B1 to C3) will mean that different arms of junctions will result 
in an increase and decrease in traffic – in the AM peak for a residential site 
vehicles will predominantly be departing, whereas for a business site vehicles 
would be arriving. Therefore, these changes may affect the operation of local 
junctions and increase (or decrease) queues and delays on certain arms. The 
Highways Authority commented that the impact of this development on the local 
highway network has been assessed and is shown to be acceptable with 
improvement to the public transport. This is to be secured via s106 contributions 
and Travel Plan.  

9.114 In addition to this, the Highways Authority advised that if the application is 
granted planning permission, the access works to the public highway must be 
secured via a s278 agreement. This includes the site access junction on to the 
A1000 Broadwater Road, other possible connections and off-site works. The 
internal highways must remain private ownership and a maintenance plan must 
be submitted. 

9.115 In order to secure the pedestrian and cycle route to the north of the site to 
connect with the Shredded Wheat development a condition is recommended. 
Reason being is this would provide future residents and visitors a more direct 
and convenient route towards the town centre. 

9.116 In addition to this, the applicant has submitted a draft Construction Transport 
Management Plan (CTMP) (HG Construction – Draft CMP). The Highway 
Authority welcomed the draft submission and noted that many of the measures 
will be necessary to mitigate the construction impact of the proposed 
development. In order to cover the full requirements of a CTMP, it is 
recommended by way of condition that a final CTMP is submitted. 

Car Parking Design 

9.117 Whilst the Council is keen to ensure that design is not dominated by roads and 
provision for the car user, it must be remembered that it is unrealistic to design 
out the car and therefore parking provision should be incorporated as an integral 
part of design.  

9.118 In this proposal, the majority of apartment car parking is located within the 
existing basement car park, which will be extended and would be accessible via 
a vehicle ramp. Within the basement car parking will be resident, visitor and 
wheelchair spaces. The layout of the level 1 and 2 basement car parking is 
considered acceptable. Block F will have 4 garage car parking spaces and the 
townhouses will have garages. It is also noted that there is an area at street level 
designated for community car parking and visitor parking. Whilst the car parking 
in this area would be visible within the streetscene, the proposal seeks to soften 
this area by installing climbers to the boundary fencing to the rear of the site.  In 
addition to this, these spaces will be broken up due to the location of cycle 
parking and a refuse store.  Car parking would therefore not appear dominant 
within the streetscene.  
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9.119 A Parking Management Strategy is set out at Section 7 of the Transport 
Assessment and appendix C of the same assessment shows the associated 
parking plans.  Parking permits will be available to all flats via a ‘first come, first 
served’ basis with a maximum of one car parking permit being issued to each 
unit.  Residents with an allocated basement space will be provided with a fob/ 
electronic key to permit vehicular access.  Residents without an allocated space 
will not be provided a fob for vehicular entry.  The spaces within the basement 
will also be numbered and allocated to specific residents. 

9.120 The parking provision includes a 10% visitor parking allocation in the basement, 
a car club space at surface level near to the community hub, and over 20% of 
spaces are equipped with Electric Vehicle Charging Points. Residential blue 
badge parking provision is allocated in the basement close to the respective 
building core for each of the M4(3) dwellings. A visitor blue badge space is 
provided at surface level.  

9.121 The proposal also includes the provision of Electric Vehicle charging at 10% 
active (22 spaces) and a further 10% (22 spaces) of passive provision. As such, 
EV charging will be secured by planning condition. 
 
Car Parking Provision 
 

9.122 In terms of car parking provision, paragraph 107 of the NPPF states that if setting 
local parking standards authorities should take into account the accessibility of 
the development, the type, mix and use of the development, availability of public 
transport, local car ownership levels and the overall need to reduce the use of 
high emission vehicles. Policy M14 of the District Plan 2005 and the Parking 
Standards Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG) use maximums which is not 
consistent with the NPPF and are therefore afforded less weight.  

9.123 In light of the above, the Council have produced an interim Policy for Car Parking 
Standards that states that parking provision will be assessed on a case by case 
basis and the existing maximum parking standards within the SPG should be 
taken as guidance only. This means that higher or lower car parking standards 
than those set out in the SPG can be proposed and determined on a case by 
case basis taking into account the relevant circumstances of the proposal, its 
size context and its wider surroundings. Parking standards should only be 
imposed where there is clear and compelling justification that they are necessary 
for managing the local road network.  

9.124 The Parking SPG (2004) requirements in Zone 2 (which covers the northern part 
of the site) are 0.75 per 1-bed dwelling, 1 space per 2-bed dwelling, 1.5 space 
per 3-bed dwelling, 2 spaces per 4-bed dwelling, and 1 long term cycle space per 
unit (if no storage is provided). Block F and the townhouses are within Zone 3, 
where the SPG requirements are 1.25 for a 1-bed dwelling, 1.5 for a 2-bed 
dwelling, 2.25 for a 3-bed dwelling and 3 spaces for a 4-bed dwelling.  

9.125 The proposal also include 112.4 square metres of community use for a gym/cafe 
(E/F2 use). When referring to the Car Parking Provision SPD, if the space was 
used as a café it would require 1 space per 5m2 floorspace of dining area plus 3 
spaces per 4 employees. As the community space would be non-residential 
development the zonal approach is applied. As the site falls within Zone 2 a 
further reduction of 25-50% of the overall maximum car parking provision applies. 
In that case, if the community space was used as a café the maximum car 
parking provision for the café would be between 5.5-11 spaces.   
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9.126 If the community space was used as a gym it would require 1 space per 15sqm 
gross floor area. When applying the zonal approach, if the space was used as a 
gym the maximum car parking provision would be 2–4 car parking spaces.   

9.127 In this instance, due to the café requiring more car parking spaces this will be 
used when calculating the overall car parking provision on the site, as shown in 
the table below.  

*as it falls within Zone 2 the zonal approach applies of 25-50% of the maximum demand-based standard. 

9.128 The Council’s parking guidance SPG recommends that in this area a maximum 
of 287.25 spaces are provided for residents and 5.5 - 11 spaces for cafes. The 
SPG therefore recommends a maximum of 298.25 car parking spaces are 
provided onsite.  

9.129 In this instance, the proposal includes 197 car parking spaces for residents 
(inclusive of standard and disabled spaces) and 6 spaces for employment uses.  
In addition to this, the proposal includes 22 visitor car parking spaces, 1 car club 
and 15 motorcycle spaces.  The amount of car parking proposed is 86 car 
parking space less than the maximum car parking provision. 

9.130 As previously noted, the Council’s parking guidance SPG is only a guidance and 
parking provision will be assessed on a case by case basis. Therefore, whilst the 
car parking provision proposed for residents is lower than those set out in the 

 Table 1: Car Parking Provision 

 

Zone 

Number of 
bedrooms 

Council’s 
SPG 

Frequency of 
Dwellings 

Council’s 
Guidance 

Proposed 
Car 

Parking  

 
 
 

2 

1 bed 
0.75 129 96.75  

2 bed 
1 123 123 

3 bed 
1.5 24 34.5 

4 bed 
2 0 0 

 
 
 

3 

1 bed 
1.25 0 0 

2 bed 
1.5 3 4.5 

3 bed 
2.25 2 4.5 

4 bed 
3 8 24 16 

 

 Total 
Residential 

 289 287.25 197 

 
Employment 

 

1 space 
per 5sqm 

112 sqm 22* 

5.5-11 

6 (including 
1 disabled) 

 Visitor Car 
Parking 

n/a 0 0 22 

 
Car Club 

n/a n/a 0 1 

 
Motorcycle 

n/a n/a 0 15 

 
Total 

n/a  309.25 226 

Page 28



SPD this is not objected to.  Rather, the onus is on developers to demonstrate 
through transport information submitted alongside their planning applications that 
a greater or lesser level of car parking provision is appropriate. 

9.131 Within the Transport Statement the applicant has submitted justification for the 
car parking provision, including expressing that the site is within a sustainable 
location. There are bus stops located outside the site access on Broadwater 
Road (northbound and southbound circa 50m). These bus stops are served by 
601 Alban Way bus route with a route between Welwyn Garden City and 
Borehamwood via Hatfield and St Albans, and there are two services per hour 
across the weekday. Additional bus stops are located approximately 405m from 
the site on Peartree Lane which are served by the 403 and 404 services. Beyond 
this there are also bus stops on Bridge Road approximately 750m from the site 
(10 minute walk).  In addition to bus services, the site is approximately 900m (11 
minutes) from Welwyn Garden City railway station. There are train journeys 
southbound to London every 2 hours and train journeys northbound to Royston 
every 2 hours and Cambridge every hour. This demonstrates there are public 
transport services highly accessible to the site, thus encouraging sustainable 
travel.  This view is shared with by Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) 
Highways Authority.  

9.132 With regard to the existing bus services HCC Highways Authority commented 
that the number 601 is a contracted service and due to lack of financial fund 
there is no evening or Sat/Sun bus service at the present time. A planning 
contribution has been sought towards the bus service to enable the provision of 
an extra 4 hours evening service and 12 hours Saturday/Sunday service for the 
number 601. It is considered that this is vital to support a residential development 
for this scale. If permission is granted, a bus service contribution (approx. £100k 
for 2 years) is recommended to be secured via S106 agreement. This has been 
agreed with by the applicant.  
 

9.133 The justification also refers to the 2011 Census data. The application site falls 
within the Middle Super Output Area (MSOA) ‘Welwyn and Hatfield 007’, and 
adjacent the boundary of the MSOA 006 (to the west of the railway line). Due to 
the proximity of the site to the latter area the average of both MSOA’s are 
referred to. The Census data reveals that 57% of existing residents travel to work 
by car 57%, with a further 19% walking or cycling and 17% by public transport. 
The data also demonstrates the average car ownership level is 1.11, however 
the average car ownership of residents living in flats reduces to 0.62 car units. 
When considering the number of car parking spaces (181 car parking spaces) 
per residential apartments (281 apartments) proposed in this scheme it would 
equate to 0.64 spaces per unit, thus marginally exceeding the average car 
parking occupancy.  

9.134 The proposal also includes 1 car club, which according to CoMo (a charity 
supporting the introduction of sustainable transport modes) have calculated that 
for every car club vehicle, it leads to a removal of 10.5 private cars from the road 
network as a result of member selling/not replacing private vehicles. Under the 
extant permission (6/2018/0171/MAJ) Shredded Wheat development it was 
concluded that a car club would equate to the equivalent of 6 car parking spaces 
on site. As part of the Travel Plan measures, and during the sales processes of 
the units, future residents will be provided with information regarding the car 
clubs, membership, and benefits.  
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9.135 The proposal equates to an overall parking ratio of 0.76 spaces per dwelling. In 
contrast, the consented Shredded Wheat scheme was approved with a car 
parking ratio of 0.7 spaces. The approved car parking on the south side of the 
Shredded Wheat scheme is arguably more relevant for this scheme given the 
close proximity to the site and also as it was for residential use only. Under the 
extant permission a total of 472 car parking spaces were approved, resulting in a 
ratio of 0.73 spaces per dwelling on the South Side, when including visitor 
spaces and car clubs. This proposal therefore exceeds that approved on the 
Shredded Wheat scheme.  

9.136 Further to this, when disregarding visitor and car club spaces within the south 
side on the Shredded Wheat development, residential permit spaces equated to 
0.57 spaces per unit. As for this proposal, when removing commercial and visitor 
spaces and car clubs the scheme would provide 0.68 spaces per residential unit. 
Again, this proposal would exceed the car parking provision provided on the 
consented Shredded Wheat scheme within the south side.  

9.137 Based on the above justification, it is considered the level of car parking 
proposed is satisfactory given the sustainable location and mitigation measures. 
This view is shared with by the Highways Authority who commented “the 
provision is appropriate on the basis that it is coupled with the improvements to 
the active travel and sustainable transport networks that will encourage a mode 
share shift from private vehicle use”. 

Cycle Parking  
 

9.138 The proposal also includes cycle parking provision for each individual flat and 
each of the town houses will have a private store in their gardens which accords 
with the Parking SPG.  In addition to this, the proposal includes an additional 10 
cycle parking spaces within a secure bike shelter for visitors. 

9.139 As for the community hub, one cycle parking space will be provided within the 
unit for long-stay (employees) and a further eight cycle parking spaces will be 
located adjacent to the community hub within a covered area for visitors. The 
overall cycle parking provision would exceed that required by policy (2 cycle 
parking spaces for a café or 6 cycle parking spaces for a gym). A planning 
condition is recommended to ensure the cycle parking is provided prior to any 
occupation.  

9.140 The HCC Highways Authority noted that the Transport Assessment has stated 
the proposal will also safeguard a potential pedestrian and cycle route to the 
north of the site to connect with the emerging Wheat Quarter development. This 
would provide future residents and visitors a more direct route towards Welwyn 
Garden City railway station and Welwyn town centre for access for additional 
services and facilities. The safeguarding of this route is welcomed and if 
permission is granted recommend that it is secured by planning condition. This 
view is shared by the Highways Authority.  

9.141 In summary, the proposal would provide an acceptable level of on-site car 
parking and therefore no objections are raised in regards to Policy M14 of the 
District Plan; the SPG Parking Standards; the Council’s Interim Policy for Car 
Parking Standards; and the NPPF. 
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7. Other considerations  
 

i) Housing Mix 
 

9.142 As for the housing mix, Policy SP 7 of the emerging Local Plan states that 
proposals for 11 or more new dwellings should demonstrate how the mix of 
tenure, type and size of housing proposed on sites will reflect the Council’s latest 
evidence of housing need and market demand and contribute towards meeting 
the varied needs of different households. The most up to date evidence is found 
in the Technical OAN paper (June 2019) which has been produced in connection 
with the Local Plan examination. This states that the implied size of housing 
required (2013 – 2032) is as follows: 

1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4+ bed 

14% 23%  41% 22% 

 

9.143 This paper also sets out that the implied type of housing required (2013 – 2032) 
is 77% houses and 23% flats. 

9.144 The proposal includes 8 x 4-bed (3%) houses and 281 flats comprising of 129 x 
1-bed (44%); 126 x 2-bed (44%); and 26 x 3-bed (9%). The proposal would not 
therefore meet the requirements of the latest evidence of housing need and 
market demand. The benefits associated with the proposed development 
therefore need to be balanced against the mix of dwellings proposed.  

9.145 Policy H10 of the District Plan requires that all residential developments involving 
5 or more dwellings will be required to provide a proportion of dwellings to be 
built to lifetime homes standards. Policy SP 7 of the emerging Local Plan 
requires that at least 20% of all new dwellings on sites involving 5 or more 
dwellings will be required to meet Building Regulations Part M4(2) standards for 
‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ (or as subsequently amended), the delivery 
of which should be distributed across market and affordable tenures. In 
accordance with WHBC guidance, 10% of the residential dwellings have been 
designed as wheelchair adaptable units based on Building Regulations Part M. 
There are also 29 blue badge parking spaces provided, which are distributed 
around each basement core, along with one at ground level for access to the 
Community Hub. To ensure the requirements of these policies are met, it is 
recommended that a condition is attached to any grant of permission that 
requires a scheme for the delivery of accessible and adaptable homes is 
submitted and approved. 

ii) Ecology 

9.146 Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that the planning decisions should contribute 
to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on 
biodiversity and delivering net gains in bio diversity where possible. Paragraph 
180 of the NPPF goes on to listed principles that Local Authorities should apply 
when determining a planning application. It is stated within Paragraph 180(d) of 
the NPPF that “opportunities to improve biodiversity in and around developments 
should be integrated as part of their design, especially where this can secure 
measurable net gains for biodiversity or enhance public access to nature where 
this is appropriate”. 

 

Page 31



9.147 District Plan Policy R11 seeks to conserve the biodiversity of the borough and 
seek opportunities for enhancement to ensure no net loss of biodiversity. Policy 
SADM 16 of the emerging Local Plan echoes the adopted policy.  
 

9.148 Policy R16 of the District Plan refers to Protection of Species and outlines that 
planning permission will not be granted for and development of use of land which 
would have an adverse impact on badgers or species protected by schedules 1, 
5 or 8 of the 1981 Wildlife and Countryside Act, as amended. 
 

9.149 The existing site is considered to have a very low ecological value, with 
biodiversity features limited to boundary vegetation along the southern edge.  

9.150 The applicant is supported by an Ecological Impact Assessment and Biodiversity 
Net Gain report that outlines wildlife initiatives including, new tree planting, 
biodiverse green and brown roofs, fruiting trees and shrub planting, RHS 
approved pollinator ornamental planting, flowering meadow grassland and native 
hedgerows. Alongside these elements, bird and bat boxes will be integrated into 
the facades of buildings where appropriate, along with hibernacula and 
hedgehog friendly fences to allow their movement across the site, as well as 
including hedgehog hibernation/nesting boxes along the commuting corridors, an 
orchard and insect boxes. All of the above contributes towards a biodiversity net 
gain of over 700% and introduces wildlife into the development. It is 
recommended that the ecological enhancements are secured by way of 
condition.  In addition to this, a condition is recommended to be applied to protect 
breeding birds during the nesting season. 

9.151 As such, there would be no conflict with the NPPF, Policies R11 and R16 of the 
District Plan and Policy SADM 16 of the emerging Local Plan. This view is 
shared with Natural England, Herts & Middlesex Wildlife Trust and Hertfordshire 
Ecology.  

 
iii) Flood risk and sustainable drainage 
 

9.152 The NPPF deals with issues of climate change and flooding and by means of the 
sequential test seeks to steer new development to areas with the lowest 
probability of flooding. The flood zones are the starting point for this approach. 
The EA identifies Flood Zones 2 & 3 and all land outside those zones is in flood 
Zone 1. This site is located within Flood zone 1 i.e. a low probability of flooding.  
 

9.153 Following a review of the Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy report 
prepared by Curtins Consulting Ltd, reference 077090-CUR-00-XX-RP-D-92001, 
revision P02, dated 5 February 2021, the LLFA Response Letter prepared by 
Curtins Consulting Ltd, reference 077090/LT/1, dated 2nd February 2021 and the 
additional information submitted to the LPA, we can confirm that we Hertfordshire 
County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority are now in a position to 
remove our objection on flood risk grounds. 

iv) Sustainability and Renewable Energy 
 

9.154 Policy R3 of the District Plan states that ‘the Council will expect all development 
to (i) include measures to maximise energy conservation through the design of 
buildings…’ Policy SD1 of the District Plan states that ‘development proposals 
will be permitted where it can be demonstrated that the principles of sustainable 
development are satisfied’. 
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9.155 Policy SP10 of the emerging Local Plan sets out the strategic approach to 
promoting more environmentally sustainable development within the borough, 
supported by more detailed criteria set out in SADM 13 and SADM 14. Policy SP 
10 states that proposals that adopt sustainable design and construction 
principles, as set out below, within an integrated design solution will be 
supported. This should be demonstrated via a Sustainable Design Statement and 
associated plans. 

9.156 Section 7 of the Broadwater Road West SPD states that development within the 
Opportunity Area is required to achieve a site target of at least 10% energy use 
to come from renewable or low carbon sources. 

9.157 A Sustainability Statement was submitted highlighting the key opportunities to the 
design and construction teams to enhance the sustainability credentials of the 
scheme. 

9.158 An Energy Strategy report has been submitted by Stroma BE Ltd. (report ref 
EST10-20-84957). The report details a fabric first approach to limit the total 
energy demand for the scheme, throughout its operational life. The net result is 
that the scheme is predicted to save 12.86% from the residential element and 
13.86% from the commercial unit, of the predicted carbon emissions with 
reference to the current building regulations. The proposal would therefore 
exceed the requirements defined within the current and future planning policies, 
including the 10% emissions saving target within the Broadwater Road SPD 
(2008). 

9.159 Affinity Water have been consulted for this application and outline that the 
application site is located within a Government designated ‘water stressed area’.  
A condition is recommended to improve water efficiency.  Having regard to both 
Policy SADM 13 of the emerging Local Plan and the NPPF in terms of 
sustainable development, this measure is both necessary and reasonable and 
can be secured through a grant of planning permission. 

9.160 In addition to a fabric first approach, the scheme includes promotion of 
sustainable transport, water saving design, landscape and ecology 
enhancements, materials, waste management, noise and light pollution 
measures and renewable energy sources.  All these can be secured by 
condition.  The proposal is therefore considered to satisfy Policies SD1 and R3 of 
the District Plan, Policies SP 10 and SADM 13 of the emerging Local Plan and 
the Broadwater Road West SPD.  

v) Contaminated land 
 

9.161 District Plan Policy R2 states that the Council will encourage development on 
land that may be contaminated. Investigations have determined that the land at 
the proposed development site is not contaminated. However, there is a 
possibility that such a discovery could be made during the construction process. 
Therefore an unexpected finds condition is recommended for this application. 
This view is shared with WHBC Public Protection and Health Officer. 

9.162 The Environment Agency have also advised that surface water must not be 
disposed of via direct infiltration into the ground via a soakaway and that piling or 
any other foundation designs using penetrative methods should not cause 
preferential pathways for contaminants to migrate to groundwater and cause 
pollution.  Preventative measures can be secured through a planning condition. 
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9.163 Accordingly, subject to the imposition of the above mentioned condition, the 
proposal would not be contrary to Policy R2 or R7 of the District or the NPPF. 
 
vi) Waste Management  
 

9.164 Policy R5 of the District Plan states that the Council will require applications for 
larger schemes to include details of the measures to be taken in the design, 
construction, operation, occupation and demolition of existing buildings on site to: 

- Minimise the amount of waste generated; 

- Re-use or re-cycle suitable waste materials generated  

- Minimise the pollution potential of unavoidable waste  

- Treat and dispose of the remaining waste in an environmentally 
acceptable manner; and  

- To maximise utilisation of appropriate secondary construction materials, 
including recycled aggregates  

9.165 The NPPF seeks to minimise waste and pollution as part of the environmental 
objective of sustainable development. 

9.166 Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) has been submitted alongside the 
planning application and provides details of waste minimisation opportunities, 
forecast of resource usage and duty of care compliance checks.  It also provides 
space for the recording of actual waste arisings against the forecasted arisings. 

9.167 Hertfordshire County Council’s Minerals and Waste Team have been consulted 
for this application and are satisfied with its content.  A planning condition can 
ensure compliance with this plan. 

vii) Archaeology 
 

9.168 District Plan Policy R29 states that the Council will require developers to 
undertake an archaeological assessment where the proposed development may 
affect remains of archaeological significance, or may be sited in an area of 
archaeological potential. This approach is broadly consistent with the NPPF. 
 

9.169 HCC’s Historic Environment Advisor has been consulted for this application and 
highlights that while the site is circa 250m to the southeast of an Area of 
Archaeological Significance, which contains late prehistoric and Roman remains, 
it is strongly unlikely that any archaeological remains could have survived the 
construction of the existing building which includes two levels of basement. 

9.170 The proposal would be largely within the footprint of the existing building, with the 
exception of the two southernmost blocks. These two southern blocks (Blocks F 
and G) are furthest away from the known archaeology and alone are not 
particularly large in size. This area was historically a playground and a car park.  

9.171 It is therefore considered that the development is unlikely to have an impact on 
heritage assets of archaeological interest and there would be no conflict with 
Policy R29 or the NPPF in this respect.  
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viii)   Environmental Impact Assessment 

9.172 The application was submitted supported with an Environmental Statement. As 
stated within the applicant's Environment Statement, a Screening Direction was 
made to the Secretary of State on the 20th November 2020 (see ES Appendix 
2.3).  The Secretary of State responded on the 4th February 2021 concluding 
that in exercise of the powers conferred on him by regulation 7(5) of the 2017 
Regulations the Secretary of State hereby directs that the proposed development 
described in your request and the documents submitted with it, is not 'EIA 
development' within the meaning of the 2017 Regulations. 

9.173 As the Secretary of State's letter has been received during the determination of 
this planning application it forms part of the assessment. As a result of the 
direction it is considered that the proposed development is no longer considered 
to constitute EIA development.  

ix) Permitted development rights 

9.174 The 8 townhouses would benefit from permitted development rights.  Paragraph 
54 of the NPPF states that planning conditions should not be used to restrict 
national permitted development rights unless there is a clear justification to do 
so.   

9.175 The proposed townhouses have been very carefully designed, in terms of their 
size, scale, height, form and appearance, to respect and relate to the character 
of the immediate suburban form to the east and south-east of their location.  The 
built form to plot ratio is also considered to be adequately proportionate. 

9.176 It is considered that development under Class A could result in overdevelopment 
of each plot and excessively small private rear gardens.  The same could apply 
to outbuildings under Class E.  It is also unclear from the submitted drawings 
whether the undercroft parking areas for each townhouse have open access a 
garage door like opening.  In any case, removal of Class A permitted 
development rights would prevent this opening from being closed off thereby 
eliminating on-site car parking provision. 

9.177 Enlargements under Class AA would be contrary to one of the key design 
intentions of the overall scheme which is to lower the height of the built form 
toward the most sensitive southern location of the site and ensure that the 
development assimilates with the mixed character of the context.  In terms of 
Class B, the erection of dormers on the side roof slopes of the townhouses could 
significantly detract from the design of the townhouses and would be out of 
character with the area.  The same would apply for hip-to-gable enlargements.   

9.178 It is therefore considered reasonable and necessary to remove permitted 
development rights for: development under Class A, AA, B, and E for new 
dwellings.  This can be secured through a planning condition. 

8. Planning obligations 

9.179 The NPPF sets out that Local Planning Authorities should consider whether 
otherwise unacceptable development could be made acceptable through the use 
of conditions or planning obligations. Planning obligations should only be sought 
where they meet all of the following tests set out in Regulation 122 of the 
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 (as amended): 
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• Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms 
• Directly related to the development; and 
• Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 

 
9.180 The Council has not adopted a Community Infrastructure Levy and therefore 

where a planning obligation is proposed for a development, The Community 
Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010, which came into effect from 6 April 2010, 
has introduced regulation 122 which provides limitations on the use of planning 
obligations.   
 
Affordable Housing 
 

9.181 Policy H7 of the District Plan requires that a minimum of 30% subsidised housing 
should be provided on suitable sites. This is echoed within Policy SP 7 of the 
emerging Local Plan, which states that subject to viability, 30% of affordable 
housing will be sought on development sites in Welwyn Garden City.  

9.182 As set out in the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD, the Council recognises that 
in certain market conditions, the overall level of contribution attributed to a 
scheme can affect the financial viability of a development proposal. In these 
circumstances an applicant would be expected to submit a viability appraisal and 
to pay for the Council to have this appraisal independently checked and verified.  

9.183 In the context of this advice and the policy position that it creates, the Council 
was informed by the applicant that the scheme designed is not able to deliver 
any affordable housing and remain viable. A Financial Viability Statement was 
submitted and this was assessed by an independent advisor Aspinall Verdi on 
behalf of the Council. Aspinall Verdi reviewed the Financial Viability Statement 
and concluded that the proposed development would not be viable with 
affordable housing. On this basis, whilst the scheme would not provide affordable 
housing, it would satisfy Policy H7 of the District Plan and Policy SP 7 of the 
emerging Local Plan.    

9.184 Whilst the proposal is unviable, the applicant has agreed to provide 10% 
affordable housing (through shared ownership tenure only) equating to 29 units.  
The Council’s Housing Development Team have been consulted and welcome 
this provision.  

Hertfordshire County Council Contributions 
 

9.185 Hertfordshire County Council request that financial contributions are required to 
fund various Hertfordshire County Council projects in order to mitigate the 
impacts of the development.  These include: 
 

 Primary Education - £872,102 toward new 3FE Peartree Primary School 

 Secondary Education - £138,694 toward the expansion of Ridgeway 
Academy Secondary School, from 7FE to 8FE 

 Childcare Services - £12,200 toward new 3FE Peartree Primary School 

 Library Services - £31,952 toward enhancement and improvement of 
Welwyn Garden City Library 

 Youth Services - £3,668 toward increasing the capacity at Welwyn Garden 
City Young People’s Centre (or its re-provision) 

 Waste Services - £35,902 toward the development of the Tewin Road 
Recycling Centre 
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 Sustainable Travel - £192,772 toward bus service improvement for two 
years and packages PK14 of the South Central Growth and Transport 
Plan 

 
Fire hydrant provision is also requested by Hertfordshire County Council through 
a planning obligation.  However, it is considered that it would be more 
appropriate to secure this by condition. 

 
WHBC Contributions:   

 
9.186 WHBC request that financial contributions are required toward indoor and 

outdoor sports facilities and waste and recycling provision in order to mitigate the 
impacts of the development.  Financial contributions and projects as follows: 

 Indoor Sports Facilities - £210,429 toward a club-led indoor bowls facility 
at King George V Playing Fields in Welwyn Garden City  

 Outdoor Sports Facilities - £194,417 toward one of the following three 
projects: 

a) the development and building of a pump track which is now part of 
the British Cycling development pathway in BMX; 

b) Development and improvement works of the Cycling Velodrom at 
Gosling Sports park; or 

c) Development and improvement work of the athletics track at 
Gosling Sports. 

 Waste and Recycling - £22,336.64 toward the provision of household 
waste bins and mini recycling centres 

 
NHS Contributions  

 
9.187 The NHS request financial contributions are required toward a number of 

services to avoid placing an additional burden on the existing community.  This 
includes:  

 Community Healthcare - £52,607 toward towards a project to increase the 
clinical capacity at Queensway Health Centre in Hatfield (including but not 
limited to the reconfiguration of the facility and the installation of a lift) 

 General Medical Services - £204,612 toward three existing practices 
within the Peartree Group by way of expanding and/or reconfiguring 
and/or creating an additional practice 

 Mental Health Services - £58,306 toward the evolving expansion, re-
configuration and refurbishment of Rosanne House, Welwyn Garden City 
to increase capacity 

9.188 Other obligations include: 
 

 Review mechanism for affordable housing 

 Management Scheme for open spaces 
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 Management Scheme for SUDS 

 Car parking management strategy  

 Travel Plan 

9.189 In accordance with the Council’s Planning Obligations SPD, a monitoring fee of 
£5000.00 will also be required and payment will be required on completion of the 
S106 Agreement.  There would also be a £6,000 monitoring charge for the Travel 
Plan. 
 

9.190 All S106 financial obligations are subject to indexation. 
 

9.191 These requested contributions are considered to be reasonable and to pass the 
necessary Community Infrastructure Levy 122 tests as the works are considered 
necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related to the 
development and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the 
development.    

 
9.192 The applicant and Council have entered into negotiations to address the points 

outlined above and a draft Section 106 Agreement has been agreed in principle. 
If the Development Management Committee resolve to grant planning permission 
subject of the completion of the Section 106 Agreement, this document will be 
completed.   
 

9.193 The proposal, subject to the completion of a Section 106 Agreement, would 
comply with Policy IM2; the Planning Obligations SPD; the NPPF and CIL 
Regulations 2010, as amended. 

 
9. The planning balancing  
 

9.194 The proposed development has been considered by Historic England to result in 
less than substantial harm to the setting of Hatfield House and the Registered 
Parks and Gardens. There would also be a degree of conflict with the 
development plan in terms of design (by virtue of the heritage harm) and non-
policy compliant dwelling mix. 

9.195 Under Paragraph 199-200 of the NPPF, great weight should be given to the 
conservation of designated heritage assets even where the harm would be less 
than substantial, and any harm should require a clear and convincing 
justification. Section 66 (1) of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation 
Areas) Act 1990 requires special regard to be given to the desirability of 
preserving the Listed Building or its setting or any features of special architectural 
or historic interest which it possesses. 

9.196 Paragraph 202 of the NPPF states that where a development will lead to less 
than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this 
harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  

9.197 The PPG provides clear guidance in paragraph 020 on the meaning of ‘public 
benefits’, particularly in relation to historic environment policy in the NPPF. The 
PPG makes clear that public benefits should be measured according to the 
delivery of the three key drivers of sustainable development: economic, social 
and environmental outcomes, all of which are reflected in the objectives of the 
planning system, as per Paragraph 8 of the NPPF. Public benefits do not always 
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have to be visible or accessible to the public in order to be genuine public 
benefits. 

9.198 The public benefits of the scheme are considered to consist of the following: 

Provision of market housing  

9.199 The Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable homes.  The 
shortfall is considerable and significant.  The proposal would therefore boost the 
supply within the area.  

9.200 The conflict with the development plan in terms of housing mix does reduce the 
degree of weight afforded to this benefit.  Notwithstanding this, the provision of 
market housing is afforded significant weight in favour of the proposal. 

Provision of affordable housing  

9.201 There are serious shortcomings in terms of affordable housing delivery in the 
Borough.  While the proposed affordable housing provision would not accord with 
the Council’s latest evidence of need, viability evidence has rendered the 
development unviable in the absence of affordable housing.  The 10% (29 unit) 
shared ownership provision has been offered by the applicant. 

9.202 Taking the above into account, substantial weight is attached to the delivery of 29 
affordable homes in this location in favour of the proposal. 

Ecological enhancements 

9.203 The provision of extensive soft landscaping and green roofs will result in an on-
site biodiversity net gain of over 700%. Given the likely increased provision over 
and above that normally required, moderate weight is attached to this factor in 
favour of the proposal. 

Vitality and employment generation  

9.204 The population increase arising from the development will contribute toward the 
vitality of Welwyn Garden City town centre and support business growth. 

9.205 There would also be employment generation in the short to medium term through 
construction works; long term employment at the community hub and 
management of the buildings and open spaces; and potential need for additional 
employment in nearby shops and commercial premises through additional 
demand and spending.   

9.206 In terms of employment generation relative the existing building and current 
employment land designation, it is noted that the existing building is vacant and 
the marketing evidence indicates that there is no realistic prospect of the BioPark 
reopening for research/development purposes or another commercial led use.  
As such, it is considered that the proposal would likely result in a net employment 
benefit.  Moderate weight is attached to this economic benefit in favour of the 
proposal. 

9.207 Additional public benefits are considered to include: the provision of public open 
space on-site; use of renewable energy sources; and improvement to the quality 
of the townscape as a result of the development.  Moderate weight is attached to 
each of these factors in favour of the proposal. 
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9.208 Taking account of the above, it is considered that the public benefits would 
outweigh the less than substantial harm to the setting of Hatfield House and the 
Registered Parks and Gardens. 

The presumption in favour of sustainable development 

9.209 Paragraph 11 of the NPPF begins by stating that decisions should apply a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development.  Paragraph 11(d) then goes 
on to explain that for decision-taking this means: where there are no relevant 
development plan policies, or the policies which are most important for 
determining the application are out-of-date, planning permission should be 
granted unless: 

i. the application of policies in the Framework that protect areas or assets of 
particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development 
proposed; or  

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this 
Framework taken as a whole. 

9.210 Assets of particular importance include designated heritage assets (Footnote 7). 
Footnote 8 of paragraph 11 states that for applications involving the provision of 
housing, out-of-date policies include situations where the local planning authority 
cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. 

9.211 The Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites 
and, as such, the presumption in favour of sustainable development is relevant. 

9.212 It has been identified that the public benefits of the proposal would outweigh the 
harm to the subject designated heritage assets.  Having regard to this, the 
application of such policies in the NPPF would not provide a clear reason for 
refusing the development proposed. 

9.213 What now remains are the other harms, comprising a degree of conflict with the 
development plan in terms of the dwelling mix and degree of design harm by 
virtue of the identified less than substantial harm to the setting of a designated 
heritage asset.  It is considered that the adverse impacts would not significantly 
and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (as highlighted above), when assessed 
against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole. 

10 Conclusion 
 
10.1 The proposed development comprising 281 flats, 8 townhouses and community 

gym/café with associated car parking, landscaping and amenity space is 
considered to be acceptable subject to the imposition of conditions and a 
planning obligation. Accordingly, for the reasons given, the proposal is 
recommended for approval. 

11 Recommendation   
 
11.1 It is recommended that planning permission be approved subject to: the 

completion of a satisfactory S106 planning agreement; the agreement of any 
necessary extensions to the statutory determination period to complete this 
agreement for the planning obligations set out in section 8 above; and the 
following conditions: 
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PRE-COMMENCEMENT CONDITIONS 
 
1. Development must not commence until a Construction Management Plan 

(CMP) has been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority.  The CMP shall include details of: 

a) Hours of construction works; 

b) Construction vehicle numbers, type, routing; 

c) Traffic management requirements; 

d) Construction and storage compounds (including areas designated for car 
parking, loading/unloading and turning areas); 

e) Siting and details of wheel washing facilities; 

f) Cleaning of site entrances, site tracks and the adjacent public highway; 

g) Timing of construction activities (including delivery times and removal of 
waste) and to avoid school pick up/drop off times; 

h) Provision of sufficient on-site parking prior to commencement of 
construction activities; 

i) Post construction restoration/reinstatement of the working areas and 
temporary access to the public highway; 

j) Where works cannot be contained wholly within the site a plan should be 
submitted showing the site layout on the highway including extent of 
hoarding, pedestrian routes and remaining road width for vehicle 
movements; 

k) Provision of hoarding around the site; 

l) Noise control measures to minimise noise and vibration; and  

m) Dust control measures 

The construction of the development shall not be carried out otherwise than in 
accordance with the approved CMP. 

REASON: In order to protect highway safety and the amenity of other users of 
the public highway and rights of way and the amenity and living conditions of 
the wider public in line with the mitigation measures set out in the 
Environmental Statement and in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

2. Piling or any other foundation designs using penetrative methods shall not be 
carried out other than with the written consent of the local planning authority.  

 
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 
details. 

  
REASON: To protect and prevent the pollution of controlled waters from 
mobilised contaminants, in accordance with Policies R2 and R7 of the 
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Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016 and 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

3. No development above ground (other than works of demolition) and no 
drainage works shall take place until a detailed surface water drainage 
scheme for the site based on sustainable drainage principles has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.   

The scheme shall include: 

a) Full, detailed modelling for the surface water drainage network to 
demonstrate how the system operates during up to and including the 1 
in 1 year, the 1 in 30 year and the 1 in 100 year rainfall event including 
a 40% allowance for climate change. Half drain down times for all 
storage features should be included; 

b) Full, detailed, engineering drawings of any SuDS, surface water 
storage or conveyance features including cross and long sections, 
location, size, volume, depth and any inlet and outlet features. This 
should be supported by a clearly labelled drainage layout plan showing 
any SuDS and pipe networks. The plan should show any pipe 'node 
numbers' that have been referred to in network calculations and it 
should also show invert and cover levels of manholes. Total storage 
volumes provided within each storage feature should be identified; 

c) Detailed engineered drawings of the proposed SuDS features including 
cross section drawings, their size, volume, depth and any inlet and 
outlet features including any connecting pipe runs; 

d) Demonstrate an appropriate SuDS management and treatment train; 

e) Details of final exceedance routes, including those for an event which 
exceeds the 1 in 100 year rainfall event including climate change 
event; 

f) Detailed management plan to include arrangements for adoption and 
any other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme 
throughout its lifetime; and 

g) Details showing how surface water on the site is to be intercepted and 
disposed of separately so that it does not discharge onto the highway 
carriageway 

The approved scheme must be implemented and subsequently maintained, in 
accordance with the timing / phasing arrangements embodied within the 
scheme. 

REASON: To prevent the increased risk of flooding, both on and off site, and, 
in respect of (g), to avoid the carriage of extraneous material or surface water 
onto the highway in the interest of highway safety, in accordance with Policies 
SADM 2 and SADM 14 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local 
Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
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4. The development permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the 
sustainable urban drainage principles and the following mitigation measures: 

 
a) Limiting the surface water runoff generated by the critical storm events so 

that it should not exceed the surface water runoff rate of 1.6 l/s (or a rate 
agreed with the LPA) during the 1 in 100 year event plus a 40% allowance 
for climate change. If an increased discharge rate is required to ensure 
effective drain down times, this must not be greater than 5.3 l/s for up to 
and including the 1 in 100 year event plus a 40% allowance for climate 
change; 

 
b) Providing storage to ensure no increase in surface water runoff volumes 

for all rainfall events up to and including the 1 in 100 year plus climate 
change event plus a 40% allowance for climate change, providing a 
minimum of around 840 m3 (or such storage volume as agreed with the 
LPA) of storage volume in features including; permeable paving with sub-
base storage, an attenuation basin, green roofs, bioretention areas and an 
underground attenuation tank; 

 
c) Discharge of surface water from the private drainage network to be 

directed into the existing Thames Water surface water sewer network on 
Broadwater Road; and  
 

d) Surface water must not be disposed of via direct infiltration into the ground 
via a soakaway. 

 
The mitigation measures shall be fully implemented prior to first occupation of 
the development and subsequently in accordance with the timing / phasing 
arrangements embodied within the scheme. 

 
REASON: To prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage and 
disposal of surface water from the site; and to reduce the risk of flooding to 
the proposed development and future occupants: and to ensure that direct 
infiltration via soakaways will not be used due to the potential presence of 
contaminated land and the risk of groundwater pollution, in accordance with 

Policies R2 and R7 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan, Policies SADM 14 
and SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan 
Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
 

5. Development must not commence (other than works of demolition) until a 
surface water management plan for the construction phase of the 
development is submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

The approved surface water management plan must be fully adhered to from 
start to completion of the development. 

REASON: To prevent the increased risk of surface water flooding, to improve 
and protect water quality, protect natural habitats and the amenity of residents 
during the construction phases of the development, in accordance with Policy 
R7 and R11 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan, Policy SADM 14 of the 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 
August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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6. The submitted Site Resource Management Plan (by HG Construction, 17 
December 2020) must be adhered to from start to completion of the 
development. 

REASON: To minimise waste and pollution from the development, in 
accordance with Policy R5 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy 
SP 10 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework’. 

 
7. The Arboricultural Method Statement contained within the submitted 

Arboricultural Report (by David Clarke Chartered Landscape Architect and 
Consultant Arboriculturist Limited, December 2020) and associated Tree 
Protection Plan (drawing no. TPP/BBRWGCH/010 A) must be adhered to in 
full. 

REASON: To protect retained trees and in the interest of the visual amenity of 
the site and area, in accordance with Policies D2, D8 and R17 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield District Plan; Policy SADM 16 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

 
PRIOR TO ABOVE GROUND DEVELOPMENT 
 
8. Part A - Notwithstanding the details indicated on the submitted drawings, no 

on-site works above slab level shall commence until a detailed scheme for the 
offsite highway improvement works as indicated on drawing number 
ITL16195-GA-005 Rev B (contained within the submitted Technical Note by i-
Transport, 19 February 2021) have been submitted to and approved in writing 
by the Local Planning Authority. 

 
Part B - Prior to the first occupation of the development, the improvement 
works referred to in part A of this condition shall be completed in accordance 
with the approved details.  

 
REASON: To ensure that the highway improvement works are designed to an 
appropriate standard in the interest of highway safety, in accordance with 
Policy SADM 2 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan 
Proposed Submission August 2016 and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
9. No development above ground level (excluding works of demolition) shall take 

place until a scheme for the provision of adequate water supplies and fire 
hydrants, necessary for firefighting purposes at the site, has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  No part of the 
development (including any dwelling) shall be occupied until the scheme has 
been implemented in accordance with the approved details.  

 
REASON: To ensure adequate water infrastructure provision is made on site 
for the local fire service to discharge its statutory firefighting duties, in 
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
10. No development above ground level (other than works of demolition) shall take 

place until samples of the materials to be used in the construction of the 
external surfaces of the buildings hereby granted have been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The development shall be 
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implemented using the approved materials and subsequently, the approved 
materials shall not be changed. 

REASON:  To ensure a satisfactory standard of development in the interests 
of visual amenity in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy SP 9 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 

11. Notwithstanding drawing no. BMD.20.044.DR.P101 Revision C, no 
development above ground level of Block A or Block B shall take place until an 
amended front hard boundary treatment for Plot A008 and Plot B006 has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
approved details must be implemented prior to first occupation of Plot A008 
and Plot B006 

REASON: The current hard boundary treatments, by virtue of its design and 
height would fail to protect the living conditions of future occupiers.  Amended 
details are required to ensure that the living conditions of the future occupier 
are protected, in accordance with Policy D1 of the Welwyn Hatfield District 
Plan 2005, Policy SADM 11 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft 
Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

12. No development above ground level of Block A, B, C, D, E and F shall take 
place until details of the photovoltaic (PV) cells on the roof those Blocks have 
been submitted and to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
The details must be metrically scaled and include: 

- Elevations of PV cells; 

- Elevations of each block inclusive of PV cells; and 

- Roof plan of each block showing final layout of PV cells 

Prior to first occupation of the development, the PV cells must be installed in 
accordance with the approved details and subsequently, must be 
permanently retained in operational use.  

REASON: In the interest of environmental sustainability and high quality 
design, in accordance with Policies SD1 and R3 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
District Plan; Policies SP 1, SP 10 and SADM 13 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016; and 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

13. No development above the uppermost floor slab level of Block A, B, C, D, E 
and F shall take place until details of the green roof for those Blocks have 
been submitted and to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
The details must include: 

- The type and specification of the green roof; and  

- Management and maintenance plan. 

The approved green roof must be carried out in the first planting and seeding 
seasons following first occupation of the development, and any plant which 
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within a period of 5 years from the completion of the development die, are 
removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the 
next planting season with others of similar size and species. 

The approved management and maintenance plan must be fully adhered to in 
perpetuity with the development. 

REASON: In the interest of environmental sustainability and high quality 
design, in accordance with Policies SD1 and R3 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
District Plan; Policies SP 1, SP 10 and SADM 13 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016; and 
the National Planning Policy Framework 

 
14. No development above ground level (other than works of demolition) shall 

take place until details of an external lighting scheme has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.  The details must 
include: 

 - Metrically scaled elevations of the types of external lighting; 

 - A site plan showing the location of the external lighting; and  

- Vertical lux diagrams showing potential light trespass into windows of the 
approved residential units and neighbouring residential properties outside of 
the site. 

The external lighting scheme must meet the requirements within the 
Institution of Lighting Professionals guidance notes for the reduction of 
obtrusive lighting. 

The approved details must be implemented prior to first occupation of the 
development and retained permanently thereafter. 

 REASON: To protect the living conditions of future occupiers and 
neighbouring properties in terms of light spill, in accordance with Policy R20 
of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005; Policy SADM 18 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
15.  No development above ground level (other than works of demolition) shall 

take place until a scheme to protect future occupiers from noise due to 
transport sources has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority, in accordance with the following requirements: 

a) Indoor ambient noise levels in living rooms and bedrooms should meet 
the standards within BS 8233:2014; 

b) Internal LAmax levels should not exceed 45dB more than ten times a 
night in bedrooms; 

c) Detailed façade noise levels should be provided for all areas of the 
development (This can be presented in the form of a noise model); 

d) If opening windows raise the internal noise levels above those within 
BS8233, mechanical ventilation will need to be installed.  Indoor 
ambient noise levels in living rooms and bedrooms must then meet the 
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standards within BS 8233:2014 (with the mechanical ventilation 
system off, on and on maximum boast setting).  Also, ventilation rates 
are required to meet those found within The Noise Insulation 
Regulations 1975; and  

e) Outdoor amenity areas will need to meet the 55dB WHO Community 
Noise Guideline Level. If outdoor amenity areas cannot comply, then it 
must be shown through measurements that a suitable place is 
available within 5 minute walk from the development that complies 
with the amenity noise level. 

In terms of requirements (c) and ventilation, alternative methods (such as 
passive systems) and rates can be considered, however, evidence that 
overheating will not occur will need to be provided in the form of a SAP 
assessment conducted with windows closed, curtains/blinds not being used, 
showing the required ventilation rates to ensure that the medium risk 
category is not exceeded. Details must be provided of the ventilation system 
to be installed and to demonstrate that it will provide the ventilation rates 
shown in the SAP Assessment. 

The approved scheme must be implemented prior to first occupation of the 
development and must be fully adhered to in perpetuity with the 
development. 

 REASON: To ensure that intended occupiers of the development are not 
subject to unacceptable levels of noise due to transport sources, in 
accordance with Policy R19 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy 
SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
16.  No development above ground level (other than works of demolition) shall 

take place until a scheme to protect future occupiers from noise due to new 
plant and equipment has been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority, in accordance with the following requirements: 

a) The impact of new plant and equipment should be assessed in 
accordance with BS4142:2014; 

b) If noise sources show signs of tonality, noise levels need to be 10dB 
below background noise level at the nearest receptor location; and  

c) In instances where the noise source presents no tonality, the noise 
level need to be 5dB below the background noise level at the nearest 
receptor location. 

The approved scheme must be implemented prior to first occupation of the 
development and must be fully adhered to in perpetuity with the 
development. 

 REASON: To ensure that intended occupiers of the development are not 
subject to unacceptable levels of noise due to plant and equipment, in 
accordance with Policy R19 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy 
SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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17. No development above ground level (other than works of demolition) shall 
take place until a scheme to mitigate the noise from nearby commercial 
activities, deliveries, plant and equipment, to ensure that there will be no 
adverse impact to future residents, has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the local planning authority.  The scheme must be in accordance 
with the following requirements: 

a) Assessment for noise from commercial operations must be in 
accordance with BS4142; 

b) If mitigation measures are required, they must ensure that indoor 
ambient noise levels in living rooms and bedrooms from commercial 
noise sources are 10dB below the standards within BS 8233:2014 and 
LAmax levels do not exceed 40dB internally with windows closed; and  

c) Consideration to commercial operating hours and likelihood of 
commercial expansion. 

The approved scheme must be implemented prior to first occupation of the 
development and must be fully adhered to in perpetuity with the 
development. 

 REASON: To ensure that intended occupiers of the development are not 
subject to unacceptable levels of noise from commercial premises, in 
accordance with Policy R19 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy 
SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
18. No development above ground level (excluding demolition) shall take place 

until a scheme for the biodiversity enhancements in the submitted Ecological 
Impact Assessment & Biodiversity Net Gain report (by Green Environmental 
Consultants, report number: 1434/2, August 2020 – updated December 
2020) including: bat roost boxes; swift nesting boxes; hedgehog 
hibernation/nesting boxes and commuting corridors; and insect boxes, has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  
The scheme must include: 

a) A site plan(s) and elevations identifying the location of the biodiversity 
enhancement features; and 

b) Images of the type of biodiversity features to be installed. 

Prior to first occupation of the development, the approved details must be 
implemented and retained in perpetuity. 

 REASON: To contribute positively to and provide net gains for biodiversity, in 
accordance with Policy R11 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy 
SADM 16 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
19.  The development hereby permitted must be constructed in accordance with 

the water saving design measures of Section 3.3 of the Sustainability 
Statement (by Stroma Built Environment Ltd, ref. SUT10-20-84957, 18 Dec 
2020) to achieve compliance with the target of 110/litres/person/day. 
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REASON: To improve the sustainability of dwellings, with particular regard to 
the efficient use of water, in accordance with Policy SADM 13 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016 and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
PRIOR TO OCCUPATION 
 

20. The approved soft landscaping, as shown on approved drawing numbers: 
BMD.20.044.DR.P302 Revision A; BMD.20.044.DR.P303 Revision A; 
BMD.20.044.DR.P304 Revision A; BMD.20.044.DR.P101 Revision C; 
BMD.20.044.DR.P102 Revision B; BMD.20.044.DR.P103 Revision B; 
BMD.20.044.DR.P104 Revision B; and BMD.20.044.DR.P301 Revision A, 
must be carried out in the first planting and seeding seasons following first 
occupation of the development, and any plants which within a period of 5 
years from the completion of the development die, are removed or become 
seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season 
with others of similar size and species.  All landscape works shall be carried 
out in accordance with the guidance contained in British Standards 8545: 
2014. 

REASON: To ensure proper implementation of the agreed landscape details 
in the interest of high quality design, in accordance with Policies D1, D2 and 
D8 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005; Policy SADM 16 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016; and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

21. The approved hard landscaping, structures and street furniture, and boundary 
treatments (excluding the frontage metal railing and gate enclosure of Plot 
A008 and Plot B006), as shown on approved drawing numbers: 
BMD.20.044.DR.P101 Revision C; BMD.20.044.DR.P102 Revision B; 
BMD.20.044.DR.P103 Revision B; and BMD.20.044.DR.P104 Revision B, 
must be implemented prior to first occupation of the development and be 
retained permanently thereafter. 

REASON: To ensure proper implementation of the agreed landscape details 
in the interest of high quality design, in accordance with Policies D1, D2 and 
D4 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy SP 9 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016; and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

22. The communal roof gardens must be made available for use upon first 
occupation of each respective Block and be retained permanently thereafter 
for no other purpose. 

REASON: To ensure that the communal amenity space is implemented for 
use by future occupiers in the interest of high quality design, in accordance 
with Policy D1 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan, Policy SP 9 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

23. Prior to the first occupation the development, vehicular access to and egress 
from the adjoining highway shall be limited to the access position shown on 
approved drawing no.  ITL16195-GA-005 Rev B only which is contained in a 
Technical Note (by i-Transport, ref: NM/MD/ITL16195-007, 19 February 2021. 
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The footway / highway verge shall be reinstated in accordance with a detailed 
scheme to be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority, prior to bringing into use the new access. 

REASON: In the interest of highway safety, in accordance with Policy SADM 
2 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

24. Prior to the first occupation of the development, full details of arrangements 
for future management and maintenance of the proposed streets must be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
streets shall thereafter be maintained in accordance with the approved 
details. 

REASON: To ensure roads are managed and maintained thereafter to a 
suitable and safe standard, in accordance with Policy SADM 2 of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 
2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

25. Prior to first occupation of the development, a metrically scaled plan showing 
a pedestrian and cyclist access on the northern boundary of the application 
site connecting with the emerging Wheat Quarter development must be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. 

The approved connection must be brought into use prior to first occupation of 
the development and retained permanently thereafter. 

REASON: To improve connectivity from the site to services and facilities in 
Welwyn Garden City town centre in the interest of sustainable movement, in 
accordance with Policies M5 and M6 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 
2005, Policies SP 4 and SADM 3 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 
Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 
 

26. Prior to first occupation of the development hereby permitted, the car parking 
spaces must be designated in accordance with the Parking Plans in Appendix 
C of the submitted Transport Assessment (by i-Transport, ref: 
NM/MD/AT/ITL16195-004C, 17 December 2020).  The development shall 
include provision for at least 10% (22 spaces) of the car parking spaces to be 
designated for plug-in Electric Vehicles (EV) and served by EV active 
charging points and at least 10% (22 spaces) of the car parking spaces to be 
designated for passive charging.  The active and passive electric vehicle 
charging points must be installed and made operational at the corresponding 
spaces. 

 All car parking spaces must then be retained permanently for their specific 
purpose in the said Parking Plans. 

REASON: To promote sustainable transport in accordance with Policy SADM 
12 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 

27. Prior to first occupation of the development, all cycle stores (within each 
block) the basement level cycle stores must be implemented in accordance 
with drawing numbers: AB-GA-P-B01-01 rev. PL 1, AB-GA-P-B01-02 rev. PL 
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1, CD-GA-P-L00 rev. PL 2; AB-GA-P-L00 rev. PL 2; E-GA-P-L00 rev. PL 2; F-
GA-P-L00-L01 rev. PL 2.  The type of cycle rack under drawing numbers CD-
GA-P-L00 rev. PL 2 and F-GA-P-L00-L01 rev. PL 2 must be either Sheffield 
or Josta spaces.  Thereafter, the cycle stores must be made available for use 
and retained permanently. 

REASON: To ensure that the development is served by sufficient cycle 
provision and to encourage cycling as a sustainable mode of transport, in 
accordance with Policy M6 and M14 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 
2005, Policies SP 4 and SADM 3 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 
Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

28. Prior to first occupation of the development, details of the secure cycle shelter 
for up to 10 bikes on drawing no. BMD.20.044.DR.P101 Revision C, must be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.  The 
details must include: 

a) Metrically scaled elevations and roof plan of the cycle shelter; and 

b) Confirmation of the type of cycle rack. 

The approved cycle shelter must be implemented prior to first occupation of 
the development, be made available for use and retained permanently 
thereafter. 

The cycle stands within the public realm on the aforementioned drawing 
number, must be Sheffield stands. 

REASON: To ensure that sufficient visitor cycle provision is provided and to 
encourage cycling as a sustainable mode of transport, in accordance with 
Policy M6 and M14 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policies SP 4 
and SADM 3 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan 
Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

29. Prior to first occupation of the development, a final Completion and 
Verification Report to a specification agreed and defined by the local planning 
authority, and signed off by an appropriate qualified person or body, which 
demonstrates that the sustainable urban drainage measures have been 
implemented as per the details approved; shall be submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

It shall include the following: 

a) Provision of a Completion and Verification Report appended with 
substantiating evidence demonstrating the approved construction 
details and specifications have been implemented in accordance with 
the surface water drainage scheme. The verification report shall 
include photographs of excavations and soil profiles/horizons, 
installation of any surface water structure, during construction and final 
make up, and the control mechanism. 

b) Provision of a complete set of as built drawings for site drainage. 
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c) Post-construction surveys including a CCTV survey for any 
underground features and piped networks. 

d) A management, maintenance and adoption plan for the SuDS features 
and drainage network. 

REASON: To prevent the increased risk of surface water flooding, to improve 
and protect water quality, protect natural habitats and the amenity of 
residents, and ensure the future maintenance of the Sustainable Urban 
Drainage System in perpetuity, in accordance with Policy R7 and R11 of the 
Welwyn Hatfield District Plan, Policy SADM 14 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and 
the National Planning Policy Framework. 

OTHER 
 

30. Prior to the construction of the approved site access at the junction of 
BioPark Drive and Broadwater Road, the results of Stage 2 (Detail Design) 
Road Safety Audit must be submitted to an approved in writing by the local 
planning authority. 

 
The site access must be constructed as approved following the approved 
Stage 2 (Detail Design) Road Safety Audit and be retained permanently 
thereafter. 

 
REASON: To ensure satisfactory and safe access into the site, in 
accordance with Policy SADM 2 of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 
Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the National 
Planning Policy Framework. 

 
31. The units marked 'WCH' in the ‘type’ column of the submitted 

Accommodation Schedule (drawing no: SC-AS rev. PL 1) must comply with 
Part M4(3) ‘wheelchair user dwellings’ of the Building Regulations 2010.  All 
other units in this Accommodation Schedule must comply with Part M4(2) 
‘accessible and adaptable dwellings’ of the Buildings Regulations 2010. 

 
Written verification of compliance must be supplied to the local planning 
authority within 30 days of the practical completion [of the block it forms part 
of]. 

 
REASON: To comply with the level of accessible and adaptable housing 
which was applied for and to ensure that suitable housing is provided for 
households in need of accessible and wheelchair housing in accordance with 
Policies D1, and H10 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005; Policy SP 7 
of the Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed 
Submission August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
32. The undercroft parking areas for the eight townhouses (Block G) must be 

provided and retained in accordance with their use as annotated on drawing 
number: G-GA-P-L00-L01 rev. PL 1. 

 
REASON: To ensure that sufficient car and cycle provision is provided for the 
occupiers of each townhouse, in accordance with in accordance with Policy 
M14 of the Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy SADM 12 of the 
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Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 
August 2016, and the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
33. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General 

Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-
enacting that Order with or without modification), no development within 
Classes A, AA, B and E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 shall take place. 

 
REASON:   To enable the Local Planning Authority to fully consider the 
effects of development normally permitted by that order in the interests of 
residential and visual amenity in accordance with Policies D1 and D2 of the 
Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policies SP 9 and SADM 11 of the 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission 
August 2016 and the National Planning Policy Framework’. 
  

34. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the 
approved development that was not previously identified it must be reported 
in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority.  
 
An investigation and risk assessment and, where remediation is necessary, a 
remediation scheme must then be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority and implemented as approved. 
 
The Local Planning Authority must be given two weeks written notification of 
commencement of the remediation scheme works. 
 
Investigation and risk assessment  
 
The investigation and risk assessment must assess the nature and extent of 
any contamination on the site, whether or not it originates on the site and 
must be undertaken by competent persons.  A written report of the findings 
must be produced and the findings must include: 

 
a) a survey of the extent, scale and nature of contamination; 
b) an assessment of the potential risks to: 

- human health; 
- property (existing or proposed) including buildings; 
- crops; 

- livestock; 
- pets;  
- woodland and service lines and pipes; 
- adjoining land;  
- groundwaters and surface waters;  
- ecological systems;  
- archeological sites and ancient monuments. 

 
c) an appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s).  

 
The investigation and risk assessment must be conducted in accordance with 
DEFRA and the Environment Agency’s ‘Model Procedures for the 
Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11’. 
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Remediation Scheme 
 

Following completion of measures identified in the approved remediation 
scheme, a verification report which demonstrates the effectiveness of the 
remediation carried out must be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority. 
 
REASON: To ensure that risks from land contamination to the future users of 
the land and neighbouring land are minimised, together with those to 
controlled waters, property and ecological systems, and to ensure that the 
development can be carried out safely without unacceptable risks to workers, 
neighbours and other offsite receptors, in accordance with Policy R2 of the 
Welwyn Hatfield District Plan 2005, Policy SADM 18 of the Welwyn Hatfield 
Borough Council Draft Local Plan Proposed Submission August 2016, and the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 

 
 DRAWING NUMBERS 

 
35. The development/works shall not be started and completed other than in 

accordance with the approved plans and details: 
 
  

Plan 

Number 

Revision 

Number 

Details Received Date 

CD-GA-E-

03 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Courtyard 

Elevations  

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-P-

L00 

PL 2 Blocks C & D Ground Floor 

Plan  

16 February 2021 

CD-GA-P-

L01-L04 

PL 1 Blocks C & D First to 

Fourth Floor Plan  

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-P-

L05 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Fifth Floor 

Plan  

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-P-

L06 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Sixth Floor 

Plan  

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-P-

L07 

PL 1  Blocks C & D Seventh 

Floor Plan  

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-P-

R08 

PL 1  Blocks C & D Roof Plan  21 December 2020 

CD-GA-S-

01 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Sections 21 December 2020 

CD-GA-S-

02 

PL 1  Blocks C & D Sections  21 December 2020 

    

AB-GA-E-01 PL 1 Blocks A & B Elevations  21 December 2020 

AB-GA-E-02 PL 1 Blocks A & B Elevations  21 December 2020 
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AB-GA-E-03 PL 1  Blocks A & B Courtyard 

Elevations  

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

B01-01 

PL 1  Blocks A & B Basement 

L01 Plan 01  

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

B01-02 

PL 1 Blocks A & B Basement 

L01 Plan 02 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

B02 

PL 1  Blocks A & B Basement 

L02 Plan 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

L00 

PL 2 Blocks A & B, Ground 

Floor Plan 

16 February 2020 

AB-GA-P-

L01-L05 

PL 1 Blocks A & B First to Fifth 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

L06 

PL 1 Blocks A & B Sixth Floor 

Plan 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

L07 

PL 1 Blocks A & B, Seventh 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

L08 

PL 1 Blocks A & B Eighth Floor 

Plan 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-P-

R09 

PL 1 Blocks A & B Roof Plan 21 December 2020 

AB-GA-S-01 PL 1 Blocks A & B - Section 

Sheet 01 

21 December 2020 

AB-GA-S-02 PL 1 Blocks A & B - Section 

Sheet 02 

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-E-

01 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Elevations 

Sheet 01 

21 December 2020 

CD-GA-E-

02 

PL 1 Blocks C & D Elevations 

Sheet 02 

21 December 2020 

S-GA-E-01 PL 1 Proposed North Site 

Elevation 

21 December 2020 

S-GA-E-02 PL 1 Proposed East Site 

Elevation 

21 December 2020 

S-GA-E-03 PL 1 Proposed South Site 

Elevation 

21 December 2020 

S-GA-E-04 PL 1 Proposed West Site 

Elevation 

21 December 2020 

E-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block E Elevations Sheet 

01 

21 December 2020 

E-GA-P-L00 PL 2 Block E Ground Floor Plan 16 February 2021 
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E-GA-P-L01 PL 1 Block E First Floor Plan 21 December 2020 

E-GA-P-

L02-L04 

PL 1 Block E, Second to Fourth 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

E-GA-P-L05 PL 1 Block E Fifth Floor Plan 21 December 2020 

E-GA-P-L06 PL 1 Block E Sixth Floor Plan 21 December 2020 

E-GA-P-

R07 

P 1 Block E Roof Plan 21 December 2020 

E-GA-S-01 P 1 Block E, Sections, Sheet 

01 

21 December 2020 

E-GA-S-02 P 1 Block E Sections Sheet 02 21 December 2020 

F-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block F Elevations Sheet 

01 

21 December 2020 

F-GA-P-

L00-L01 

PL 2 Block F Ground and First 

Floor Plan 

16 February 2021 

F-GA-P-

L02-L03 

PL 1 Block F Second and Third 

Floor Plans 

21 December 2020 

F-GA-P-R04 PL 1 Block F Roof Plan 21 December 2020 

F-GA-S-01 PL 1 Block F Sections Sheet 01 21 December 2020 

GA-EX-L00-

OS 

PL 1 Location Plan  21 December 2020 

GA-LS-01 PL 1 Proposed Long Section 01 21 December 2020 

GA-LS-02 PL 1 Proposed Long Section 02 21 December 2020 

GA-SP-B01 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan  

Basement Level 01 

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-B02 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan  

Basement Level 02 

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-L00 PL 2 Proposed Site Plan 

Ground Floor 

16 February 2021 

GA-SP-L01 PL 2 Proposed Site Plan First 

Floor 

16 February 2021 

GA-SP-L02 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan 

Second Floor  

21 December 2021 

GA-SP-L03 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Third 

Floor  

21 December 2021 

GA-SP-L04 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Fourth 

Floor  

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-L05 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Fifth 

Floor  

21 December 2020 
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GA-SP-L06 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Sixth 

Floor  

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-L07 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan 

Seventh Floor  

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-L08 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Eighth 

Floor  

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-L09 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Roof 

Level  

21 December 2020 

GA-SP-M PL 1 Site Plan Masterplan  21 December 2020 

GA-SP-N PL 1 Proposed Site Location 

Plan  

21 December 2020 

G-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block G, Elevations, 

Section 01 

21 December 2020 

G-GA-P-

L00-L01 

PL 1 Block G Ground and First 

Floor Plans 

21 December 2020 

G-GA-P-

L02-R03 

PL 1 Block G Second Floor and 

Roof Plans 

21 December 2020 

G-GA-S-01 PL 1 Block G, Sections, Sheet 

01 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L09  Building 33 Existing Fourth 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L07  Building 33 Existing 

Second Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L08  Building 33 Existing Third 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L05  Buildings 33, 34 & 35 

Existing Ground Floor 

Plans 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L06  Buildings 33 & 35 Existing 

First Floor Plans 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-B01  Building 30 Existing 

Basement Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L01  Building 30 Existing First 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L04  Building 30 Existing Fourth 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L00  Building 30 Existing Lower 

Ground and Ground Floor 

Plans 

21 December 2020 

BG-EX-L02  Building 30 Existing 21 December 2020 
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Second Floor Plan 

BG-EX-L03  Building 30 Existing Third 

Floor Plan 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P302 

A Planting Plan – Ground 

Floor (Sheet 2 of 2) 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P303 

A Planting Plans – Roof 

Gardens (Sheet 1 of 2) 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P304 

A Planting Plans – Roof 

Gardens (Sheet 2 of 2) 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P401 

A Landscape Sections 

(Sheet 1 of 3) 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P402 

A Landscape Sections 

(Sheet 2 of 3)  

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P403 

A Landscape Sections 

(Sheet 3 of 3) 

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P101 

C Detailed General 

Arrangement – Ground 

Floor (Sheet 1 of 2) 

02 July 2021 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P102 

B Detailed General 

Arrangement – Ground 

Floor (Sheet 2 of 2)  

02 July 2021 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P103 

B Detailed General 

Arrangement – Roof 

Gardens (Sheet 1 of 2) 

02 July 2021 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P104 

B Detailed General 

Arrangement – Roof 

Gardens (Sheet 2 of 2) 

02 July 2021 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P301 

A Planting Plans – Ground 

Floor (Sheet 1 of 2) 

21 December 2020 

41949-01-1 A Topographical Survey 21 December 2020 

41949-01-2 A Topographical Survey 21 December 2020 

41949-01-3 A Topographical Survey  21 December 2020 

41949F-01 A Sub Basement Floor Plan  21 December 2020 

41949F-02 A Basement Floor Plan  21 December 2020 

L 9989/1-6 0 Existing Elevations 6 21 December 2020 

L 9989/1-7 0 Existing Elevations 7 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-8 0 Existing Elevations 8 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-9 0 Existing Elevations 9 21 December 2020 
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L9989/1-10 0 Existing Elevations 10 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-1 0 Existing Elevations 1 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-2 0 Existing Elevations 2 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-3 0 Existing Elevations 3 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-4 0 Existing Elevations 4 21 December 2020 

L9989/1-5 0 Existing Elevations 5 21 December 2020 

104  Existing Sections  21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P001 

C Overall General 

Arrangement Plan  

21 December 2020 

BMD.20.044

.DR.P002 

 Landscape Masterplan  21 December 2020 

    

REASON: To ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the 
approved plans and details. 
 
POSITIVE AND PROACTIVE STATEMENT 

 
The decision has been made taking into account, where practicable and 
appropriate the requirements of paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework and material planning considerations do not justify a decision 
contrary to the development plan. 
 
INFORMATIVES 

 
1. This permission does not convey any consent which may be required under any 

legislation other than the Town and Country Planning Acts. Any permission 
required under the Building Regulations or under any other Act, must be obtained 
from the relevant authority or body e.g. Fire Officer, Health and Safety Executive, 
Environment Agency (water interest etc.) Neither does this permission negate or 
override any private covenants or legal interest (easements or wayleaves) which 
may affect the land. 

 
2. In addition, and separate to your planning permission, for the majority of 

schemes, you are required by law to appoint a building regulator who will inspect 
your property at various stages during the course of your building project.  This is 
to ensure it is compliant with the Building Regulations and the Building Act 1984.    
 
The checks the building regulator will carry out include, but are not limited to, the 
structure, foundations, fire precautions and escape routes, electrical and 
plumbing compliance and other issues such as drainage and insulation.  The 
objective of these checks is to ensure that your building is safe to live in, 
accessible and environmentally sustainable.   
 
Once all build stages are checked and the works are finished, a Completion 
Certificate is issued confirming that these objectives have been met.  You will 
also need the Completion Certificate, should you sell the property, as it will 
confirm to future owners that the work has been carried out in compliance with 
the Regulations. 
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As the owner of the property, you are responsible for Building Regulations 
compliance so we would urge you to decide which regulator to use, as opposed 
to leaving your builder or architect to make the choice.  This is so that you can be 
sure the building regulator is truly independent and working to protect you from 
any breach or omission during the works. 
 
Hertfordshire Building Control Limited are a Company wholly owned by eight 
local authorities in Hertfordshire including Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council.  
Please contact them on 01438 879990 or at 
buildingcontrol@hertfordshirebc.co.uk to discuss the process and all that is 
involved.  Or alternatively refer to the Homeowner Information section on their 
website at www.hertfordshirebc.co.uk 

 
3. The development will involve the numbering of properties and/or the naming of 

new streets. The applicant MUST contact Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, 
Environmental Services (01707 357 000) before any name or number is 
proposed. This is a requirement of the Public Health Act 1875 and Public Health 
(Amendment) Act 1907. 
 

4. Cadent Gas have identified that a low or medium pressure (below 2 bar) gas 
pipes and associated equipment are located in the vicinity of the proposed 
development.  Please contact Cadent Gas on plantprotection@cadentgas.com or 
+44 (0)800 688588 to discuss your requirements before carrying out any work. 

 
5. There are potentially water mains running through or near to part of proposed 

development site. If the development goes ahead as proposed, the developer will 
need to get in contact with our Developer Services Team to discuss asset 
protection or diversionary measures.  This can be done through the My 
Developments Portal (https://affinitywater.custhelp.com/) or 
aw_developerservices@custhelp.com. 

 
In this location Affinity Water will supply drinking water to the development. To 
apply for a new or upgraded connection, please contact our Developer Services 
Team by going through their My Developments Portal 
(https://affinitywater.custhelp.com/) or aw_developerservices@custhelp.com. The 
Team also handle C3 and C4 requests to cost potential water mains diversions. If 
a water mains plan is required, this can also be obtained by emailing 
maps@affinitywater.co.uk. Please note that charges will apply.  It is advised that 
this is done as soon as possible to avoid delays in servicing the new 
development. 

 
6. In relation to the protection of the railway, the developer must liaise with Network 

Rail’s Asset Protection Team prior to the construction phase to discuss the 
scheme, to ensure that it can be delivered safely, and without detrimental impact 
on the safety of the adjacent railway environment. Issues to be discussed and 
agreed will include (but not necessarily be limited to) construction methodology, 
use of scaffolding, use of crane and plant, boundary treatments (including 
landscaping and anti-trespass provision where appropriate) and drainage.  
Generally if excavations/piling/buildings are to be located within 10m of the 
railway boundary a method statement should be submitted for Network Rail 
approval. 
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All operations, including the use of cranes or other mechanical plant working 
adjacent to Network Rail’s property, must at all times be carried out in a “fail safe” 
manner such that in the event of mishandling, collapse or failure, no materials or 
plant are capable of falling within 3.0m of the nearest rail of the adjacent railway 
line, and where the railway is electrified, within 3.0m of overhead electrical 
equipment or supports. 
 
All excavations/ earthworks carried out in the vicinity of Network Rail property/ 
structures must be designed and executed such that no interference with the 
integrity of that property/ structure can occur. If temporary works compounds are 
to be located adjacent to the operational railway, these should be included in a 
method statement for approval by Network Rail. Prior to commencement of 
works, full details of excavations and earthworks to be carried out near the 
railway undertaker's boundary fence should be submitted for the approval of the 
Local Planning Authority acting in consultation with the railway undertaker and 
the works shall only be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 
Where development may affect the railway, consultation with the Asset 
Protection Project Manager should be undertaken. Network Rail will not accept 
any liability for any settlement, disturbance or damage caused to a development 
by failure of the railway infrastructure nor for any noise or vibration arising from 
the normal use and/or maintenance of the operational railway. No right of support 
is given or can be claimed from Network Rails infrastructure or railway land. 
 
Security of the railway boundary will need to be maintained at all times. If the 
works require temporary or permanent alterations to the mutual boundary the 
applicant must contact Network Rail’s Asset Protection Project Manager. 
 
Demolition and/or refurbishment works must not be carried out on the 
development site that may endanger the safe operation of the railway, or the 
stability of the adjoining Network Rail structures. The demolition of buildings or 
other structures must be carried out in accordance with an agreed method 
statement. Approval of the method statement must be obtained from Network 
Rail’s Asset Protection Project Manager before the development can commence. 
 
Where vibro-compaction machinery is to be used in development, details of the 
use of such machinery and a method statement should be submitted for the 
approval of the Local Planning Authority acting in consultation with the railway 
undertaker prior to the commencement of works and the works shall only be 
carried out in accordance with the approved method statement. 
 
Given the scale of the development it is likely use of a crane will be required. The 
developer must bear in mind that crane usage adjacent to railway infrastructure 
is subject to stipulations on size, capacity etc. which needs to be agreed by the 
Asset Protection Project Manager prior to implementation. 

  
All roads, paths or ways providing access to any part of the railway undertaker's 
land shall be kept open at all times during and after the development. 
 

7. Storage of materials: The applicant is advised that the storage of materials 
associated with the construction of this development should be provided within 
the site on land which is not public highway, and the use of such areas must not 
interfere with the public highway. If this is not possible, authorisation should be 
sought from the Highway Authority before construction works commence. 
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Further information is available via the website 
https://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/highways-roads-and-
pavements/business-and-developer-information/business-licences/business-
licences.aspx or by telephoning 0300 1234047. 
 

8. Obstruction of public highway land: It is an offence under section 137 of the 
Highways Act 1980 for any person, without lawful authority or excuse, in any way 
to wilfully obstruct the free passage along a highway or public right of way. If this 
development is likely to result in the public highway or public right of way network 
becoming routinely blocked (fully or partly) the applicant must contact the 
Highway Authority to obtain their permission and requirements before 
construction works commence. Further information is available via the website 
https://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/highways-roads-and-
pavements/business-and-developer-information/business-licences/business-
licences.aspx or by telephoning 0300 1234047. 
 

9. Road Deposits: It is an offence under section 148 of the Highways Act 1980 to 
deposit mud or other debris on the public highway, and section 149 of the same 
Act gives the Highway Authority powers to remove such material at the expense 
of the party responsible. Therefore, best practical means shall be taken at all 
times to ensure that all vehicles leaving the site during construction of the 
development are in a condition such as not to emit dust or deposit mud, slurry or 
other debris on the highway. Further information is available via the website 
https://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/highways-roads-
andpavements/highways-roads-and-pavements.aspx or by telephoning 0300 
1234047. 
 

10.Construction standards for 278 works within the highway: The applicant is 
advised that in order to comply with this permission it will be necessary for the 
developer of the site to enter into an agreement with Hertfordshire County 
Council as Highway Authority under Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 to 
ensure the satisfactory completion of the access and associated road 
improvements. The construction of such works must be undertaken to the 
satisfaction and specification of the Highway Authority, and by a contractor who 
is authorised to work in the public highway. Before works commence the 
applicant will need to apply to the Highway Authority to obtain their permission 
and requirements. Further information is available via the website 
https://www.hertfordshire.gov.uk/services/highways-roads-and-
pavements/business-and-developer-information/development-
management/highways-development-management.aspx or by telephoning 
0300 1234047. 
 

David Elmore (Development Management) 
Date: 27/08/2021
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Mark Westcott
45 Welbeck St
Marylebone
London
W1G 8DZ

Application No:  6/2020/3420/MAJ

Date of Refusal:  16 September 2021

WELWYN HATFIELD BOROUGH COUNCIL, in pursuance of powers under the 
above mentioned Act, hereby REFUSE to permit:

Development: Demolition of existing buildings and construction of 289 residential 
units (Use Class C3) and community hub (Use Class E/F.2), with public realm and 
open space, landscaping, access, associated car and cycle parking, refuse and 
recycling storage and supporting infrastructure.
At Location: Biopark, Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden City AL7 3AX
Applicant: HG Group
Application Date: 22 December 2020

1. The proposed housing tenures and mix (including affordable housing) would fail 
to meet the objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing in the borough and 
would not contribute to creating a sustainable, inclusive and mixed community.  
As such, the application is contrary to Policy SP 7 of the emerging local plan.

2. The application, including the Transport Assessment, fails to provide sufficient 
evidence that the transport impact, car parking and proposed transport 
mitigation strategy shall achieve sustainable transport objectives and shall not 
result in any unacceptable impact.  As such, the application is contrary to Policy 
H2 of the District Plan, the Council's Parking Guidance SPG and interim Policy 
for Car Parking Standards and Policies SP 4, SADM 2 and SADM 3 of the 
emerging local plan.

3. The proposal by reason of its form, height, bulk, scale and massing does not 
achieve high quality design.  The proposed Development also does not respect 
or relate to the character and context of the local area and fails to maintain, 
enhance or improve the character of the existing area.  As such, the application 
is contrary to Policies D1 and D2 of the District Plan and the Broadwater Road 
West SPD, Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the NPPF and Policy SP 9 of the 
emerging local plan.

Notice of Decision
Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Town and Country Planning (Development 
Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015

Refusal of Permission for Development
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REFUSED DRAWING NUMBERS

4.
Plan 
Number

Revision 
Number

Details Received Date

CD-GA-E-
03

PL 1 Blocks C & D Courtyard 
Elevations

21 December 2020

CD-GA-P-
L01-L04

PL 1 Blocks C & D First to Fourth 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

CD-GA-P-
L05

PL 1 Blocks C & D Fifth Floor Plan 21 December 2020

CD-GA-P-
L06

PL 1 Blocks C & D Sixth Floor 
Plan 

21 December 2020

CD-GA-P-
L07

PL 1 Blocks C & D Seventh Floor 
Plan

21 December 2020

CD-GA-P-
R08

PL 1 Blocks C & D Roof Plan 21 December 2020

CD-GA-S-
01

PL 1 Blocks C & D Sections 21 December 2020

CD-GA-S-
02

PL 1 Blocks C & D Sections 21 December 2020

AB-GA-E-
01

PL 1 Blocks A & B Elevations 21 December 2020

AB-GA-E-
02

PL 1 Blocks A & B Elevations 21 December 2020

AB-GA-E-
03

PL 1 Blocks A & B Courtyard 
Elevations

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
B01-01

PL 1 Blocks A & B Basement L01 
Plan 01 

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
B01-02

PL 1 Blocks A & B Basement L01 
Plan 02

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
B02

PL 1 Blocks A & B Basement L02 
Plan

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
L01-L05

PL 1 Blocks A & B First to Fifth 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
L06

PL 1 Blocks A & B Sixth Floor Plan 21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
L07

PL 1 Blocks A & B Seventh Floor 
Plan

21 December 2020

AB-GA-P-
L08

PL 1 Blocks A & B Eighth Floor 
Plan

21 December 2020
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AB-GA-P-
R09

PL 1 Blocks A & B Roof Plan 21 December 2020

AB-GA-S-
01

PL 1 Blocks A & B - Section Sheet 
01

21 December 2020

AB-GA-S-
02

PL 1 Blocks A & B - Section Sheet 
02

21 December 2020

CD-GA-E-
01

PL 1 Blocks C & D Elevations 
Sheet 01

21 December 2020

CD-GA-E-
02

PL 1 Blocks C & D Elevations 
Sheet 02

21 December 2020

S-GA-E-01 PL 1 Proposed North Site 
Elevation

21 December 2020

S-GA-E-02 PL 1 Proposed East Site Elevation 21 December 2020

S-GA-E-03 PL 1 Proposed South Site 
Elevation

21 December 2020

S-GA-E-04 PL 1 Proposed West Site 
Elevation

21 December 2020

E-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block E Elevations Sheet 01 21 December 2020

E-GA-P-L01 PL 1 Block E First Floor Plan 21 December 2020

E-GA-P-
L02-L04

PL 1 Block E, Second to Fourth 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

E-GA-P-L05 PL 1 Block E Fifth Floor Plan 21 December 2020

E-GA-P-L06 PL 1 Block E Sixth Floor Plan 21 December 2020

E-GA-P-
R07

P 1 Block E Roof Plan 21 December 2020

E-GA-S-01 P 1 Block E, Sections, Sheet 01 21 December 2020

E-GA-S-02 P 1 Block E Sections Sheet 02 21 December 2020

F-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block F Elevations Sheet 01 21 December 2020

F-GA-P-
L02-L03

PL 1 Block F Second and Third 
Floor Plans

21 December 2020

F-GA-P-
R04

PL 1 Block F Roof Plan 21 December 2020

F-GA-S-01 PL 1 Block F Sections Sheet 01 21 December 2020

GA-EX-L00-
OS

PL 1 Location Plan 21 December 2020

GA-LS-01 PL 1 Proposed Long Section 01 21 December 2020

GA-LS-02 PL 1 Proposed Long Section 02 21 December 2020

GA-SP-B01 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan 
Basement Level 01

21 December 2020
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GA-SP-B02 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan 
Basement Level 02

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L02 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Second 
Floor

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L03 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Third 
Floor 

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L04 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Fourth 
Floor 

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L05 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Fifth 
Floor 

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L06 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Sixth 
Floor 

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L07 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Seventh 
Floor

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L08 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Eighth 
Floor

21 December 2020

GA-SP-L09 PL 1 Proposed Site Plan Roof 
Level

21 December 2020

GA-SP-M PL 1 Site Plan Masterplan 21 December 2020

GA-SP-N PL 1 Proposed Site Location Plan 21 December 2020

G-GA-E-01 PL 1 Block G, Elevations, Section 
01

21 December 2020

G-GA-P-
L00-L01

PL 1 Block G Ground and First 
Floor Plans

21 December 2020

G-GA-P-
L02-R03

PL 1 Block G Second Floor and 
Roof Plans

21 December 2020

G-GA-S-01 PL 1 Block G, Sections, Sheet 01 21 December 2020

BG-EX-L09 Building 33 Existing Fourth 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L07 Building 33 Existing Second 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L08 Building 33 Existing Third 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L05 Buildings 33, 34 & 35 
Existing Ground Floor Plans

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L06 Buildings 33 & 35 Existing 
First Floor Plans

21 December 2020

BG-EX-B01 Building 30 Existing 
Basement Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L01 Building 30 Existing First 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020
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BG-EX-L04 Building 30 Existing Fourth 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L00 Building 30 Existing Lower 
Ground and Ground Floor 
Plans

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L02 Building 30 Existing Second 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BG-EX-L03 Building 30 Existing Third 
Floor Plan

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P302

A Planting Plan – Ground Floor 
(Sheet 2 of 2)

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P303

A Planting Plans – Roof 
Gardens (Sheet 1 of 2)

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P304

A Planting Plans – Roof 
Gardens (Sheet 2 of 2)

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P401

A Landscape Sections (Sheet 1 
of 3)

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P402

A Landscape Sections (Sheet 2 
of 3) 

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P403

A Landscape Sections (Sheet 3 
of 3)

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P301

A Planting Plans – Ground 
Floor (Sheet 1 of 2)

21 December 2020

41949-01-1 A Topographical Survey 21 December 2020

41949-01-2 A Topographical Survey 21 December 2020

41949-01-3 A Topographical Survey 21 December 2020

41949F-01 A Sub Basement Floor Plan 21 December 2020

41949F-02 A Basesment Floor Plan 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-6 0 Existing Elevations 6 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-7 0 Existing Elevations 7 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-8 0 Existing Elevations 8 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-9 0 Existing Elevations 9 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-10 0 Existing Elevations 10 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-1 0 Existing Elevations 1 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-2 0 Existing Elevations 2 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-3 0 Existing Elevations 3 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-4 0 Existing Elevations 4 21 December 2020

L 9989/1-5 0 Existing Elevations 5 21 December 2020

104 Existing Sections 21 December 2020
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BMD.20.04
4.DR.P001

C Overall General Arrangement 
Plan

21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P002

Landscape Masterplan 21 December 2020

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P104

B Detailed General 
Arrangement – Roof Gardens 
(Sheet 2 of 2)

2 August 2021

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P102

B Detailed General 
Arrangement – Ground Floor 
(Sheet 2 of 2) 

2 August 2021

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P103

B Detailed General 
Arrangement – Roof Gardens 
(Sheet 1 of 2)

2 August 2021

BMD.20.04
4.DR.P101

C Detailed General 
Arrangement – Ground Floor 
(Sheet 1 of 2)

2 August 2021

GA-SP-L00 PL 2 Proposed Site Plan Ground 
Floor

16 February 2021

GA-SP-L01 PL 2 Proposed Site Plan First 
Floor

16 February 2021

AB-GA-P-
L00

PL 2 Blocks A & B Ground Floor 
Plan

16 February 2021

CD-GA-P-
L00

PL 2 Blocks C & D Ground Floor 
Plan

16 February 2021

E-GA-P-L00 PL 2 Block E Ground Floor Plan 16 February 2021

F-GA-P-
L00-L01

PL 2 Block F Ground and First 
Floor Plan

16 February 2021

Informative(s)

1. You are advised that, had the Council been minded to grant planning 
permission, this would have been subject to the completion of an appropriate 
agreement under section 106 of the Town and County Planning Act 1990 (as 
amended) in order to make the development acceptable in planning terms. 

Christopher Dale
Head of Planning
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Town and Country Planning Act 1990

Appeals to the Secretary of State

• If you are aggrieved by the decision of your local planning authority to refuse 
permission for the proposed development or to grant it subject to conditions, then 
you can appeal to the Secretary of State under section 78 of the Town and Country 
Planning Act 1990.

• If this is a decision on a planning application relating to the same or substantially 
the same land and development as is already the subject of an enforcement notice, if 
you want to appeal against your local planning authority's decision on your 
application, then you must do so within 28 days of the date of this notice.

• If an enforcement notice is served relating to the same or substantially the same 
land and development as in your application and if you want to appeal against your 
local planning authority's decision on your application, then you must do so within:
28 days of the date of service of the enforcement notice, or within 6 months [12 
weeks in the case of a householder appeal] of the date of this notice, whichever 
period expires earlier.

• Appeals can be made online at: https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate.
If you are unable to access the online appeal form, please contact the Planning 
Inspectorate to obtain a paper copy of the appeal form on tel: 0303 444 5000.

• The Secretary of State can allow a longer period for giving notice of an appeal, but 
will not normally be prepared to use this power unless there are special 
circumstances which excuse the delay in giving notice of appeal.

• The Secretary of State need not consider an appeal if it seems to the Secretary of 
State that the local planning authority could not have granted planning permission for 
the proposed development or could not have granted it without the conditions they 
imposed, having regard to the statutory requirements, to the provisions of any 
development order and to any directions given under a development order.

In practice, the Secretary of State does not refuse to consider appeals solely 
because the local planning authority based their decision on a direction given by the 
Secretary of State.

Purchase Notices

• If either the local planning authority or the Secretary of State refuses permission to 
develop land or grants it subject to conditions, the owner may claim that the owner 
can neither put the land to a reasonably beneficial use in its existing state nor render 
the land capable of a reasonably beneficial use by the carrying out of any 
development which has been or would be permitted.
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• In these circumstances, the owner may serve a purchase notice on the Council in 
whose area the land is situated.  This notice will require the Council to purchase the 
owner's interest in the land in accordance with the provisions of Chapter I of Part 6 of 
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990.

• If you intend to submit an appeal that you would like examined by inquiry then you 
must notify the Local Planning Authority and Planning Inspectorate 
(inquiryappeals@planninginspectorate.gov.uk) at least 10 days before submitting the 
appeal. Further details are on GOV.UK.
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Annexe K Statement 

An inquiry would be the most appropriate format for this Appeal and it would not be possible to 
address the key aspects of this Appeal either in a hearing or by written representations.   

In line with the Planning Inspectorate Guidance, an inquiry would be appropriate for the following 
reasons: 

1. Complex Issues 

1.1 One reason for refusal of the planning application is transport based. Transport impact is a 
technical area of expertise and the speciality of this evidence base will need to be presented 
to the Inspector. This is particularly the case, as this reason for refusal does not align with the 
views as set out in the officer report or those of the highways authority. This can only be 
adequately achieved via an inquiry.  

1.2 The technicality of the evidence and the detail of the reason for refusal may require direct 
questioning from the Inspector. It is not possible to sufficiently or appropriately address these 
detailed points via a hearing or by written representations.  

1.3 A further reason for refusal of the planning application states that the proposed housing 
tenures and mix would fail to meet the objectively assessed need for housing. The Council does 
not have an up to date Housing Needs Assessment or Local Plan, which continues to be the 
subject of ongoing assessment by the appointed Inspector. In light of the Examining Inspector’s 
letter dated 16 February 2022 [annexed to this Statement], the position on housing mix is a 
technical evidential point which cannot be sufficiently addressed via either a hearing or by 
written representations.  

The Inspector for this appeal may need to direct specific questions to the council on the 
evidential basis for this reason for refusal, particularly in light of the position of the Local Plan. 
The supporting evidence will need to be open to cross-examination and expert evidence at an 
inquiry.  

2. Substantial Local Interest 

2.1 674 objections were submitted in relation to the planning application. Such a substantial level 
of local objection could only be addressed adequately within the format of an inquiry.  

2.2 Likewise, a very large number of people (estimated to be in excess of 200) attended the 
committee meeting which determined this application to the extent that the local authority 
had to hire a theatre to hold the meeting in order to accommodate the number of attendees. 
There was substantial local media coverage of the committee meeting, including via the BBC, 
and the decision to refuse the application. As a result, coupled with the significant level of 



 2 4132-3444-6389.1  

objections received, it is considered very likely that a large number of people would be likely 
to attend the Appeal and participate in the event.  

2.3 It is not appropriate or practically possible for this Appeal to be dealt with or adequately 
managed via the hearing or written representations procedures. The level of local objection 
and therefore very high likelihood of a substantial level of attendance needs to be managed 
via an inquiry.  

2.4 Given the number of objections, it is possible that at least one Rule 6 Party may become 
involved in the Appeal. Whilst at this stage this is not known, it is a significant possibility and it 
would be impractical for this to be managed via any process other an inquiry.  

3. Cross-examination of evidence 

3.1 The scale of the proposed development, providing 289 residential units, merits an Appeal held 
at an inquiry.  

3.2 Likewise, the design of the proposed building which is influenced by the scale of the scheme, 
is cited as a reason for the local authority’s refusal. Design evidence, as a subjective area of 
technical expertise, will need to be tested through cross-examination. This is of particular 
importance in the context of this Appeal given that the reason for refusal of the planning 
application does not align with the conclusions of the both the planning and urban design 
officer as set out in the report. This needs to be tested via cross-examination and the Inspector 
given the opportunity to ask detailed investigatory questions.   

3.3 Within the context of the other significant points noted in this statement, this cannot be 
adequately addressed at a hearing or through written representations.   
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Development Management Committee 
9 September 2021 
 

 
 

WELWYN HATFIELD COUNCIL 
 

Minutes of a meeting of the DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE held on 
Thursday 9 September 2021 at 7.30 pm in the The Theatre (Screen 3) Campus West 
AL8 6BX. 

 
PRESENT: Councillors J.Boulton (Chairman) 

B.Fitzsimon (Vice-Chairman) 
 

  S.Elam, C Juggins, J.Ranshaw, D.Richardson, 
J.Skoczylas, T.Travell, R.Trigg, L.Chesterman, 
M.Holloway, R.Lass and G.Ganney 
 

 
ALSO 
PRESENT: 

Councillors R. Platt 
T. Jackson-Mynott 
 

OFFICIALS 
PRESENT: 

C. Dale (Head of Planning) 
D. Elmore (Principal Major Development Officer) 
D. Lawrence (Development Management Services Manager) 
S. Tiley (Planning & Policy Implementation Manager) 
J. Hollingsworth-Biggs (Team Leader Environmental Health) 
R. Walker (Trowers, Legal Advisors) 
M. Olive (Aspinall Verdi Viability Consultants) 
P. Dosanjh (Aspinall Verdi Viability Consultants) 
A. Proietti (Growth and Place Services, Hertfordshire County Council) 
S. Tearle (Highways Development Management, Hertfordshire County 
Council) 
P. Dawson (Place Services) 
J. Anthony (Principal Governance Officer) 

 
 
 

 
26. SUBSTITUTIONS 

 
The following substitution of a Committee Members had been made in 
accordance with Council Procedure Rules: 
 
Councillor L. Chestermann for Councillor P. Shah 
Councillor G. Ganney for Councillor N. Pace 
Councillor L. M. Holloway for Councillor J. Weston 
Councillor R. Lass for Councillor S.Tunstall 
 

27. APOLOGIES 
 
Apologies for absence was received from Councillors Pace, Shah, Tunstall 
and Weston. 
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Development Management Committee 
9 September 2021 
 

 
 

 
28. MINUTES 

 
The Minutes of meeting held on 12 August 2021 were approved as a correct 
record and noted by the Chair. 
 

29. BIOPARK BROADWATER ROAD WELWYN GARDEN CITY AL7 3AX - 
6/2020/3420/MAJ - DEMOLITION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS AND 
CONSTRUCTION OF 289 RESIDENTIAL UNITS (USE CLASS C3) AND 
COMMUNITY HUB (USE CLASS E/F.2), WITH PUBLIC REALM AND OPEN 
SPACE, LANDSCAPING, ACCESS, ASSOCIATED CAR AND CYCLE 
PARKING, REFUSE AND RECYCLING STORAGE AND SUPPORTING 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
 
Report of the Corporate Director (Public Protection, Planning and 
Governance) on the planning permission to demolish the former BioPark 
buildings and erect 6 apartment blocks (Blocks A&B, C&D, E and F) and 8 
townhouses ranging from 2 storeys to 9 storeys. This would consist of 289 
residential units and 112.4 square meters of community use. 10% of the units 
would meet wheelchair user standards. The site is approximately 1.24 
hectares in size and located to the south east of Welwyn Garden City town 
centre and train station. The irregular shaped parcel of land comprised a 
Research and Development (B1b use) complex comprising of laboratory and 
associated office space.  
 
There was only one vehicular entrance to the site which was via the existing 
access road (BioPark Drive). The proposal includes improvements to BioPark 
Drive, including a 4.8m carriageway and 3.1m wide footpath/cycleway. There 
would be a 197 parking spaces for the residential properties (168 standard 
and 29 disabled) and 22 visitor spaces.  The community hub would have 6 
associated parking spaces (5 standard and 1 disabled).  Over 20% of spaces 
would have electric vehicle charging provisions and there would be 1 car club 
bay with active electric vehicle charging. 
 
Outdoor amenity space would be provided in a number of different locations 
across the site. This included a community lawn area, orchard hideaway, 
outdoor dining area with edible planting, amphitheatre feature with dual 
attenuation drainage basin use; three doorstep play spaces, communal roof 
terraces, formal play areas and green and brown roofs. In total 3,023sqm of 
public open space was proposed. Each residential unit would also have 
access to public amenity space. 
 
This application was presented to the Development Management Committee 
because the application was called-in by the former Councillor Malcolm 
Cowan in January 2021. Whilst it is noted that Malcolm Cowan was no longer 
a councillor, the current Ward Councillor had confirmed this call-in. 
Furthermore, the application is referred to the committee given the strategic 
importance of the development proposal. 
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Development Management Committee 
9 September 2021 
 

 
 

Mr M. Westcott (on behalf of the applicant) spoke in favour of the application. 
It was noted that the proposals had gone through three rounds of pre-
application cycles as well as a public engagement exercise.  This had 
resulted in a well-considered planning proposal in response to the urban 
context and brown field site circumstances. The proposal would also make a 
significant contribution to the council’s proposed housing target. No 
objections to planning permission being granted had been raised by any of 
the experts employed to review the proposal. 
 
Mr M Norman (Keep the G in WGC) and Mr C Wilson (Welwyn Garden City 
Society) spoke against the application. It was noted that the proposal 
included buildings which be more than the 5 storeys height suggested in the 
2008 Broadwater Road West Supplementary Planning Document as being 
generally suitable for the area. Concerns were expressed on the density of 
the proposal, absence of private gardens, the ratio of parking spaces to the 
number of dwellings, impact on views from protected areas and sustainability 
measures. Ms J Watson (resident) spoke in support of the application. 
Concerns were expressed on the impact any rejection of the application 
would have on villages and green belt in the borough which may have to 
accommodate additional housing. 
 
Ward councillors, Councillor Russ Platt and Councillor Tamsin Jackson-
Mynott, spoke against the application. Additional concerns were expressed 
about potential overlooking of existing housing and that only two years’ worth 
of funding would be provided under a Section 106 agreement to support the 
local bus network. 
 
Members discussed the fact that this was a semi derelict brown field site 
which the Planning Inspectorate had found as being sound for residential 
development. It was noted that the Council did not have a 5-year housing 
supply, and that Welwyn Hatfield’s lack of housing supply is deemed to be 
considerable. Members were advised that they would need to give 
substantial weight to market housing, and significant weight to the affordable 
housing proposals which had been brought forward. The inability of Welwyn 
Hatfield to demonstrate a 5-year housing supply meant there must be a 
presumption in favour of sustainable and this means granting planning 
permission unless the application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas 
or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the 
development proposed, or any adverse impacts of doing so would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 
the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. Furthermore Officers 
confirmed that the impact on local amenity would not be at harmful levels. 
 
Whilst the proposal would result in the loss of employment land, it had been 
accepted that the existing employment use was no longer required. The 
previous planning application granted for the Wheat Quarter would also need 
to be considered. Members noted that there would be an impact on views, 
including from Hatfield House. However Historic England and the council’s 
own Heritage consultant had not objected to the application.  
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Height, scale and massing was deemed by officers to be appropriate in the 
context of the site, in accordance with relevant design policy and guidance. 
Officers also confirmed that they were satisfied that the design was of a high-
quality design. The proposal conformed to the national space standards. The 
proposal also included private balconies for each property and three play 
areas. Whilst there were concerns about a lack of garden space, officers 
confirmed that the design proposed acceptable amenity space for each 
dwelling. It was noted that the proposed housing mix did not comply with the 
council’s objectively assessed housing need (OAN). 
 
Members expressed concerns on the impact new residents would have on 
the local health and education services. Members noted that there would be 
NHS and Hertfordshire County Council contributions made towards a number 
of services aimed at avoiding placing an additional burden on the existing 
community.  
 
Members discussed affordable housing and viability. It was noted that the 
council’s own experts had reviewed the viability assessment and agreed that 
the proposal would not be viable with affordable housing.  It was noted that 
the developers had included ten percent affordable housing as part of their 
proposals. 
 
Members discussed parking facilities.  Officers advised that parking guidance 
sets out a maximum, whilst the national planning policy framework 
encouraged flexibility with high density development which were adjacent to 
transport hubs. Experts at both borough and county level considered this to 
be a sustainable location with regards to transport provisions, subject to the 
Section 106 contributions being made. Officers advised that conditions could 
be attached to any planning permission granted to ensure appropriate cycle 
security and electric charging spaces for disabled parking spaces would be 
included in the proposed development. 
 
With regards to Climate Change Members noted that there was a significant 
biodiversity gain of 700% from the proposal. There would also be renewable 
energy and water saving design features in the development which exceeded 
expectation set out in the 2008 Broadwater Road West Supplementary 
Planning Document. Officers also confirmed that recycling facilities had been 
proposed within the development, and Members would be able to seek 
additional comfort by including this in any conditions attached to permission 
being granted. 
 
The Chair gave an overview of the main points raised throughout the 
discussion. Officers confirmed their assessment that the proposal met 
relevant policies. 
 
Following discussion, it was proposed and seconded by Councillors S. Elam 
and L. Chesterman.  
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RESOLVED: 
(10 in favour, 3 against, 0 abstentions)  
 
That planning permission be REJECTED due to the following reasons: 
 

- The proposal is contrary to policy SP7 of the emerging local plan as 
the proposal does not reflect the Council’s latest evidence of 
housing need and market demand including the need for affordable 
housing 

 
 

- The proposal is contrary to Policy H2 of the District Plan and the 
Council’s Parking Guidance SPG in that the parking provision is 
lower than the number of residents and local public transport is not 
good enough to justify deviating from this guidance.  In addition, the 
proposed transport mitigation proposed through the section 106 
agreement shall not achieve sustainable transport objectives. 

 
 

- The proposal is contrary to District Plan Policies D1 and D2 which aim to 

ensure high quality of design and ensure that development respects and 

relates to the character and context of the locality maintaining and where 

possible enhancing the character of the existing area.  

 
 
Meeting ended at 9.52 pm 
JA 
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APPENDIX 5 - LOCAL PLAN PROPOSED ALTERATIONS - ADDITIONAL 
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Refer to CD B5 

Local Plan Proposed Alterations – Additional Sites (January 2020) 
 



 

 
HG Group 
Broadwater Gardens Page 48 of 54 

APPENDIX 6 – HERITAGE AND TOWNSCAPE VISUAL IMPACT 
ASSESSMENT (STEPHEN LEVRANT HERITAGE ARCHITECTURE)  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Town & Country Planning Act 1990 

Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 

 

Appeal by 

HG Group 

BROADWATER GARDENS,  

BIOPARK,  

BROADWATER ROAD,  

WELWYN GARDEN CITY,  

AL7 3AX 

Council Reference: 6/2020/3420/MAJ 

REPORT 

OF  

STEPHEN LEVRANT 

RELATING TO TOWNSCAPE AND  

BUILT HERITAGE MATTERS 

March 2022 

 

 

Heritage Architecture Ltd 

62 British Grove London W4 2NL 

T 020 8748 5501; F 020 8748 4992; 

E slevrant@heritagearchitecture.co.uk 



Broadwater Gardens – Heritage and Townscape Report                                                  March 2022 
by Stephen Levrant       

 
©Stephen Levrant: Heritage Architecture Ltd                                                                                    p2 of 30 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

A. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY .............................................................. 4 

B. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE OF WITNESS ............................... 6 

C. SCOPE OF REPORT ................................................................................... 8 

D. LOCATION AND PLANNING CONTEXT .................................................... 9 

E. SUMMARY OF HERITAGE MATTERS ..................................................... 10 

F. SUMMARY OF TOWNSCAPE MATTERS ................................................ 15 

G. RESPONSE TO THE REASON FOR REFUSAL ....................................... 18 

H. CONCLUSION ............................................................................................ 27 

I. EXPERT DECLARATION .......................................................................... 28 

J. APPENDICES LIST .................................................................................... 30 

 

 

 



Broadwater Gardens Heritage and Townscape Report                                              March 2022 
by Stephen Levrant       

 

 
©Stephen Levrant: Heritage Architecture Ltd                                                                                    p3 of 30 

1. I, Stephen Levrant, understand the rules in “The Town and Country Planning 

(Inquiries Procedure) (England), Rules 2000 (Statutory Instrument 2000/1624)1 

and I comply with them. 

2. I believe that the facts stated in this report are true and that the opinions 

expressed are correct. 

 

 

 

1 As amended by The Town and Country Planning (Hearings and Inquiries Procedures) (England) 
(Amendment) Rules 2009 (Statutory Instrument 2009/455) and by The Town and Country 
Planning (Hearings and Inquiries Procedure) (England) (Amendment) Rules 2013 (Statutory 
Instrument 2013/2137). 
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A. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

3. I was appointed by H G Group on 14th October 2021 to provide an independent 

Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (‘TVIA’) of the Appeal Scheme. This is 

referred to in documentation as SLHA document. I have utilised my extensive 

experience gained from advising on architectural design, townscape and built 

heritage matters. Therefore, this appraisal has been written from my point of view 

as a trained and experienced architect.  

4. This report deals with the townscape issues arising in the appeal by HG Group 

(the ‘Appellant’) against the Welwyn Hatfield Council (‘the ‘Council’) for refusal 

of planning permission (6/2020/3420/MAJ) in respect of the proposed residential 

development at Biopark, Broadwater Road, Welwyn Garden City Al7 3AX (the 

‘Appeal Site’). 

5. The information contained herein should be read with the other documents that 

support the appeal case, including the documents submitted with the planning 

application and the planning evidence presented by HGH Consulting Planning 

Consultants. The scope of this report is to provide an independent appraisal of 

the Appeal Scheme and potential impacts on the townscape in the vicinity of the 

Appeal Site. 

6. A Design and Access Statement (‘DAS’) by Alan Camp Architects, a Heritage 

and Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (‘Bidwells HTVIA’) and an 

Addendum HTVIA (the ‘Addendum’) by Bidwell’s were provided as part of the 

application documentation. A Planning Committee Report (‘PCR’) was issued 

by the Council officers dated 31st August 2021. The DAS, the Bidwells HTVIA, 

the Addendum and the PCR will be referred to in this report. 

7. The proposal comprises: Demolition of existing buildings and construction of 

289 residential units (use class c3) and community hub (use class e/f.2), with 

public realm and open space, landscaping, access, associated car and cycle 

parking, refuse and recycling storage and supporting infrastructure. 

8. The application was refused by the Council on 16th September 2021, and the 

third reason for refusal (‘RfR’) will be addressed herein.  

9. The first and second RfRs concern housing tenure and transport matters and will 

be addressed in the Statement of Common Ground (‘SoCG’) and Statement of 

Case (‘SoC’) and statements by other witnesses. 
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10. In order to provide a satisfactory response to the RfR, it is recognised, a 

comprehensive overview of the existing context of the Appeal Site and 

surrounding area must first be presented. My “SLHA” HTVIA which is submitted 

with this report, provides a detailed overview of the history and development of 

the Appeal Site and its immediate context. My HTVIA is summarised in 

subsequent sections of this report. 
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B. QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERIENCE OF WITNESS 

11. I am a chartered architect and principal of Heritage Architecture Ltd, a practice 

specialising in matters concerned with the historical and cultural environment. I 

have obtained wide experience in all matters relating to built heritage and 

townscape, with over 40 years of experience.  

12. I attained membership to the Royal Institute of British Architects in 1977, having 

graduated from the Architectural Association School of Architecture in 1975. I 

attained a further Diploma in Conservation from the Architectural Association in 

1979 and have been a member of the Institute of Historic Building Conservation 

since its inception, having previously been one of the relatively few private 

practice members of the Association of Conservation Officers, which preceded 

it. I have been elected a Fellow of the Royal Society of Arts, and of the 

Association for Studies in the Conservation of Historic Buildings and served on 

the latter committee for many years.  

13. I was elected to Design:SE, the South East design review panel in 2019. 

14. I have spent my professional career working on the conservation and 

regeneration of the built environment, in both the public and private sectors of the 

profession.  

15. Initially, I was at the Directorate of Ancient Monuments and Historic Buildings, 

where I worked in the Crown Buildings Advisory Sections, which included many 

of the country’s finest public buildings and was seconded to the Property Services 

Agency to establish and run the PSA Conservation Unit responsible for the 

Government’s historic estate.  

16. I then joined the Frizzell Partnership (established c1948) in 1984 and after taking 

over the practice, the work evolved to include planning and legislative matters 

including important commissions in the realm of urban planning and 

regeneration.  

17. The work of Heritage Architecture Ltd includes conservation projects of 

architectural and heritage and townscape consultancy work. We work across a 

broad range of projects in both the private and public sectors, from finely detailed 

conservation work and architectural projects to heritage and townscape 

assessments for large new developments in sensitive contexts. I have been 
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called upon to provide specialist professional conservation opinions and 

evidence at many appeal hearings and public inquiries.  

18. Heritage Architecture Ltd has carried out innumerable appraisals within various 

legislative environments since commencing practice and have made a particular 

speciality of addressing the requirements of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and the National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) as well 

its predecessors. 

19. We have previously provided heritage consultancy services in relation to the 

Grade II listed Roche office building (now residential ‘Griffin Place’, which is 

located within the setting of the Appeal Site. 
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C. SCOPE OF REPORT 

20. I have been appointed to write an independent HTVIA of the Appeal Scheme. 

This appraisal has regard to, and relies on where appropriate, upon the 

information I have received from the design and planning team and from 

reviewing the DAS and the Bidwell’s HTIVA. I have utilised my extensive 

experience gained from advising on townscape matters.  

21. LOCATION AND CONTEXT I will consider the location of the Appeal Site in 

relation to its existing context making reference to the Townscape Character 

Assessment provided in my HTVIA (Section 6, Appendix 2). 

22. SUMMARY OF TOWNSCAPE MATTERS I will consider townscape matters in 

detail in the TVIA (provided as Appendix 2) and summarise the salient matters 

and conclusions in this report. 

23. RESPONSE TO REASON FOR REFUSAL: I will examine the 3rd RfR and 

associated salient issues with respect to townscape. This section shall cross-

refer to the impact as cited in relevant views in the TIVIA (Appendix 2) and 

consider relevant characteristics from the National Design Guide 2021. 

24. STEPHEN LEVRANT “SLHA” HTVIA (APPENDIX 2): I will consider the 

heritage matters that are applicable to the Appeal Site by conducting a heritage 

assessment. This will make reference to the Bidwells HTVIA and shall assess 

and respond to the conclusions reached. I will also consider the location of the 

Appeal Site in relation to its existing context, referring to the character appraisal 

already undertaken in the Bidwells HTVIA. I will assess the potential impact of 

the scheme in the visual impact assessment, with a set of Accurate Visual 

Representations (‘AVRs’). This HTVIA was compiled and formulated with 

assistance of my specialist staff, and has been edited throughout, directed and 

presented in its final form by myself.  
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D. LOCATION AND PLANNING CONTEXT 

25. The Appeal Site is located to the east of the railway in Welwyn Garden City, to 

the south east of Welwyn Garden City station. 

26. To the north of the Appeal Site is the construction site for the housing 

development N6/2015/0294/PP and 6/2018/0171/MAJ, some of which has been 

completed. To the east of the site in the Broadwater Road, with residential 

housing to its east. To the south are a series of small residential streets and cul-

de-sacs with 20th century housing including Broadwater Gardens and Coral’s 

Mead, to the west of the Appeal Site is the railway. 

27. The large redevelopment of the site to the north of the Appeal Site represents the 

changing nature of this part of the town, with what was formerly industrial land 

transforming into residential areas of a new, apartment block typology. 

28. The position of the Appeal Site between the two parallel pieces of infrastructure 

which run north to south, namely, Broadwater Road and the railway. This location 

tends to contain the site and limits the views towards the buildings in the Appeal 

Site from locations to the east. From the west the buildings on the subject site 

are somewhat more visible, across the low-lying railway and low-rise buildings of 

the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area which stands to the west of the 

railway and acts as the main Welwyn Garden City town centre. 
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E. SUMMARY OF HERITAGE MATTERS  

29. This section refers to the findings of the SLHA HTVIA which can be found in 

Appendix 1. 

30. The HTVIA by Bidwells provides an assessment of the heritage issues 

applicable to the Appeal Site. The Committee Report (2021) highlights the 

principal concerns raised by Historic England relating to the potential impact on 

Hatfield House (Grade I) and its associated parkland (Hatfield Park Registered 

Park and Garden, also registered at Grade I), both of which are situated 

approximately 4km south of the Appeal Site.  

31. Following a request for additional information from Historic England, Bidwell’s 

provided an Addendum (February 2021), which sought to provide further detail 

on the relative visual impact of the development on Hatfield House (Grade I) 

and the Registered Park and Garden (Grade I). The views within the addendum 

were represented as wirelines only and did not provide any detail with regards 

to the expression of materiality. It is also noted some of the existing and 

proposed views represented within the addendum report were magnified and 

were taken from different ground levels, and thus, not aligned with the standard 

guidelines for producing accurate, AVR images.  

32. Based on the Figures 1 and 3 as presented within the Addendum report Historic 

England concluded the proposals would incur a low level of “less than 

substantial harm”. These views are taken from the roof of Hatfield House (1) 

and from the southern approach within Hatfield House Park and Garden (3). A 

subsequent, independent review of the addendum report was undertaken by a 

Senior Built Heritage Consultant as Place Services, who conversely determined 

the proposals would result in an overall neutral impact.  

33. As stated within Para.9.49 of the Committee Report, ‘there is disagreement 

between them that there would be harm to the heritage assets. One expert 

identifies less than significant harm and the other identifies a neutral impact’.  

34. As such, SLHA advised the two key views from Hatfield House should be 

scoped into the revised set of AVR images, which have been commissioned by 

the client to support the Appeal (provided by Rockhunter). These fully rendered 

set of visuals intend to better illustrate the visual impact of the Appeal Site upon 

the wider townscape and allow for a greater understanding on the relative 
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impact on Hatfield House and the Registered Park and Garden (Grade I).  

These views are identified within Appendix I of the SLHA HTVIA report, with 

Views 12 and 13 specifically relating to Hatfield House.    

35. The proposed views illustrate that the appeal scheme will be only be discernible 

from very specific points within the Registered Park and Garden, replacing the 

white, BioPark building with a more subtle backdrop comprising of darker 

roofline materials. The appeal site will sit below the line of the horizon and would 

become completely obscured in kinetic views travelling towards Hatfield House, 

and would thus not impede on the ability to understand or appreciate the 

significance of the Grade I listed building to any material degree. The HTVIA 

thus concluded a ‘neutral’ impact which in turn, would equate to ‘no harm’ upon 

the designated heritage assets in question.  

36. SLHA therefore concur with the assessment of neutral impact, previously 

expressed by Place Services. It will be clear, therefore, the visuals presented 

within the addendum report were not sufficient to understand the true impact of 

the proposals upon Hatfield House and the Registered Park and Garden.  

37. Regarding the methodology on assessment of significance, the HTVIA refers 

to what are now considered to be outdated definitions utilising ‘evidential’; 

‘aesthetic’; ‘historic’ and ‘communal’ ‘significance’ (Para 3.12 in HTVIA), first 

promulgated in 2008. There has since been a more recent guidance note; 

Historic England Advice Note 12: Statements of Heritage Significance’, 2019 

(‘HEAN 12’) which utilises the terms ‘artistic and architectural’, ‘historic’, and 

‘archaeological’ ‘interest’ – wording which is more aligned with the NPPF.2  

38. As such, SLHA have updated the assessment utilising the current criteria from 

HEAN 12 to ensure the assessment of heritage assets and resulting impact is 

in accordance with the most recent guidance, namely; Historic Environment 

Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’, 2015 

(‘HEAN 3’). Whilst the HTVIA does refer to this guidance with regards to the 

ability of heritage assets to absorb change, it does not utilise this document as 

the main means of assessment. 

 

2 These two sets of definitions derive from Historic England (formerly English Heritage) 
‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance’, 2008, and Historic England Advice 
Note 12: ‘Statements of Heritage Significance’, 2019. 
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39. HEAN 3 provides specific guidance in how to assess heritage assets in 

consideration of the policy objectives set out in the PPG and NPPF (para 194), 

regarding the twin roles of setting and how it can contribute to the significance 

of a heritage asset and how setting can allow that significance to be 

appreciated. 

40. The potential for the appeal scheme to impact on the setting of heritage assets 

is of particular relevance for this scheme. As such, this report  re-assesses the 

heritage assets using the criteria in HEAN 3. 

41. The appeal site does not contain any statutorily listed buildings or any non-

designated heritage assets and does not stand within any conservation areas. 

42. Section 4 of my HTVIA assessed the historic background and architectural 

design of the appeal site within its developmental context. It found that the 

appeal site and the BioPark building which stands on it, is not a lasting relic of 

the former industrial activity in the area, moreover it is a poor quality 

approximation of the finer quality industrial buildings that did once exist (with 

some still existing) on the east of the railway. My HTVIA found that the building 

on the appeal site was of no significance. 

43. Section 4 of my HTVIA also considered the contribution that the appeal site 

made to each of the heritage assets scoped-in for assessment, and it found 

that in most cases the appeal scheme made a negative contribution to the 

setting and significance of the heritage assets, with all others experiencing no 

impact as a result of a greater intervening distance between the appeal scheme 

and the relevant heritage asset. 

44. The Bidwells HTVIA concluded that “the existing structure is of indifferent 

design, demonstrably post-dating the majority of the fabric within the 

conservation area with no appreciable relationship to the conservation area in 

terms of materials, aesthetic or massing “and that “the site presently makes a 

negative contribution to the wider setting of the conservation area.” Following 

my own independent assessment I concur with this assessment of the baseline 

conditions relating to the appeal site and its current impact on the conservation 

area. 

45. The Heritage Assessment (Section 6 of my HTVIA) has assessed all the nearby 

heritage assets, two listed buildings (Shredded Wheat Factory and the former 
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Roche Offices both Grade II), two conservation areas (Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation and Peartree Conservation Area), and four NDHAs (The Free 

Church, St Bonaventure’s, Focolare Unity Centre and the former Cottage 

Hospital) in accordance with the NPPF and Historic England Guidance.  

46. Two heritage assets further afield (Hatfield House and Hatfield House Park and 

Garden, both Grade I) have also been assessed in this report. My assessment 

was based on the heritage sensitivities particularly with regards to setting, this 

Heritage Assessment has followed Steps 1 – 3 of Historic Environment Advice 

Note 3, Historic England (‘HEAN 3’). 

47. My assessment in the HTVIA agrees with the conclusions of Bidwells HTVIA, 

in that the appeal scheme will have  a positive impact on the three heritage 

assets in the vicinity of the appeal site (Shredded Wheat Factory, former Roche 

Offices and Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area).  

48. The appeal scheme will allow the former Roche Offices building (Grade II) and 

the Shredded Wheat Factory (Grade II) to have greater primacy in the 

townscape than presently, where the BioPark building tends to dominate. In the 

case of the Roche Building, the appeal scheme does this by offering a different 

material character, so that it provides a notably different backdrop - unlike 

BioPark which was very similar in material character and detracted from the 

aesthetic and legibility of the heritage asset when viewed from Broadwater 

Road. The appeal scheme provides the Shredded Wheat Building with greater 

presence through its by reduced and articulated massing. The different 

elevational treatment ensures that the form of the new building will no longer 

compete with the heritage asset in the skyline. 

49. The appeal scheme benefits the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area by 

improving its setting and the appeal scheme will enhance and improve the 

character and context of the existing area. This is because of the nature of the 

BioPark building on the appeal site, particularly its roofscape is visible in 

numerous points in the conservation area and is a detracting feature. The 

appeal scheme has been influenced in its design from the surrounding 

character of the area, such as red clay tile mansard roofs, which are the most 

visible and obvious design feature. They have a direct affinity with the kinds of 

roof forms found on the taller, larger footprint blocks in the commercial area.  



Broadwater Gardens Heritage and Townscape Report                                              March 2022 
by Stephen Levrant       

 

 
©Stephen Levrant: Heritage Architecture Ltd                                                                                    p14 of 30 

50. Further to this, the appeal scheme provides elevations with a fine grain, 

evidenced by the balconies, fenestration and street-level opening, which relate 

to human scale and make the scheme comprehensible as a domestic 

residential scheme.  

51. The Bidwells HTVIA found the impact on the three nearby heritage assets (the 

Bidwells HTVIA did not assess the Peartree Conservation Area), to be 

moderate beneficial. The impact on former Roche Offices was updated to being 

minor beneficial in the Addendum HTVIA. The heritage assessment in my 

HTVIA agrees that the appeal scheme would have a positive impact but that it 

was minor beneficial overall.  

52. The findings of the Heritage Assessment in my HTVIA concluded that there 

would be a minor beneficial or negligible impacts on the significance and sett 

of all heritage assets, thus constituting no harm. It was also found that the 

appeal scheme would sustain and enhance the special interest of both the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and the Peartree Conservation Area. 

53. The positive impact on the heritage assets was largely due to the detrimental 

impact that the current BioPark building (particularly the roof level) has on the 

setting and significance of most of the heritage assets. Whilst this was often a 

relatively low degree of detrimental impact, the replacement of this unattractive 

roofscape with a more positive roofscape which responds better to the 

townscape features in its surroundings, represents an improvement.  

54. The Bidwells HTVIA found the impact on Hatfield House and Hatfield House 

Park and Garden to be no impact, and this was maintained in the subsequent 

Addendum HTVIA.  

55. My assessment in the HTVIA agrees that the impact would be no impact and 

therefore the appeal scheme would cause no harm to these two high value 

heritage assets.  

56. The Bidwells HTVIA did not include an assessment of the NDHAs. The SLHA 

assessment has included an assessment of NDHAs where relevant. The SLHA 

assessment has identified the impact on the NDHAs would be resoundingly 

positive, (ranging from negligible to minor beneficial).  
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F. SUMMARY OF TOWNSCAPE MATTERS  

57. This section refers to the findings of my HTVIA which can be found in Appendix 

1. 

58. The TVIA provided by Bidwell’s selected a set of viewpoints based on a detailed 

analysis of the character of Welwyn Garden City. The viewpoints were agreed 

with Place Services (who represent the Council on these matters) during the pre-

application process (agreed by email on 13 July 2020). 

59. The majority of the views provided in the Bidwell’s TVIA were not carried out to 

the standard required by Guidelines of Landscape Visual Impact Assessment 3 

(‘GLVIA3’) for verified views. As such, it is considered that they were not 

sufficient in demonstrating the design intent or the impact on the surrounding 

townscape.  Therefore, a revised set of AVRs, utilising the same viewpoints as 

agreed with Place Services, were commissioned and a revised TVIA is included 

in Appendix 2 of this report. The summary of the findings is set out in this 

section. 

60. This TVIA (in Appendix 2) has utilised a methodology based on the GLVIA3 by 

the Landscape Institute, to assess impact on visual effects (views) and 

townscape effect (townscape character areas).  

61. A set of AVRs were provided by Rock Hunter, taken in January 2021. 

62. The AVRs have not replicated all the views identified in the Bidwells HTVIA. 

Instead, a set of eight views that are considered to be the most helpful in 

understanding the context have been re-commissioned. In addition to these 

eight, additional views have been added: View 3A from the corner of Church 

Street and Fretherne Road, View 11 from Barleycroft Road, View 12 from Hatfield 

House and View 13 from Hatfield House Park and Garden.  

• 01 - The Campus, looking south  

• 03 – Church Road Looking South East  

• 04 – Parkfields Looking East   

• 05 – Longcroft Lane Looking East  

• 06 – Coral’s Mead looking North  

• 07 - Railway Bridge at the A6129 looking north  
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• 09  - Broadwater Road looking West (capturing front of Grade II Listed Roche 

Building)  

• 10 – Bridge Road Looking South   

• 11 - Barleycroft Rd looking East  

• View 12 Hatfield House 

• View 13 Hatfield House Park and Garden 

63. The TVIA section of my HTVIA (Sections 6 – 8) has utilised a methodology 

based on the GLVIA3 to assess impact on visual effects (views) and townscape 

effect (townscape character areas). 

64. The Bidwells HTVIA found that townscape impacts range from neutral to 

substantial beneficial. My assessment found that townscape impacts ranged 

from neutral to minor beneficial. This is broken-down in the Summary of 

Townscape Effect (Section 9.13) which concluded that the appeal scheme 

would have a negligible effect on all TCAs, apart from TCA J (negligible-minor 

beneficial) and TCA K (which contains the appeal site), which would experience 

a minor beneficial effect. This was due to the overall low townscape value 

provided by the BioPark building and the positive improvement offered by the 

appeal scheme. 

65. The Summary of Visual Effect (Section 9.14 in my HTVIA) found that the appeal 

scheme would have a beneficial effect (either minor beneficial or negligible) 

on all views, except for Views 4a, 12 and 13, which experienced a neutral 
overall effect. 

66. Despite the differences in outcome for individual TCAs and Views, this 

assessment agrees with the overall townscape conclusions of the Bidwells 

HTVIA, that the appeal scheme would result in an overall minor beneficial 
impact, largely due to the fact that it appears cohesive with the consented 

development to the north and in views from the conservation area. This 

beneficial effect was concluded because of the low townscape quality in the 

baseline view, combined with the improvement that appeal scheme would 

make particularly at roof level.  

67. In summary, the SLHA assessment of the appeal scheme has identified “no 

harm” upon any designated heritage assets or their settings and has further 
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identified the proposals would result in an overall minor beneficial townscape 

effect.  
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G. RESPONSE TO THE REASON FOR REFUSAL  

68. This response to the RFR has had regard to the following policies (these can 

be found in full in Appendix 1): 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2021) 
• Para 126 

• Para 130 (formerly Para 127) (a-e)  

• Para 134 (former Para 130) 

• Para 190 

• Paras 199 - 202 

• Para 203 

National Design Guide (2021) 

• NDG Paras 20 – 22 on Components for Good Design 

• These principles largely correspond with Policies D1 and D2 within Welwyn’s 

Local Plan. As these Policies were listed within the RfR, they are of relevance 

and will be addressed in tandem with the National Design Guide’s components 

for ‘Good Design’.  

Reason for Refusal 

69. The Council issued their refusal letter on 16th September 2021. There was one 

RfR that relates to townscape and visual impact matters to which this section will 

respond RfR 3:  

70. “The proposal by reason of its form, height, bulk, scale and massing does not 

achieve high quality design. The proposed Development also does not respect 

or relate to the character and context of the local area and fails to maintain, 

enhance or improve the character of the existing area. As such, the application 

is contrary to Policies D1 and D2 of the District Plan and the Broadwater Road 

West SPD, Paragraphs 130 and 134 of the NPPF and Policy SP 9 of the 

emerging local plan.” 

71. The two key aspects of RfR 3 will be dealt with in turn, and with reference to the 

cited policies. 
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RfR 3a: The proposal by reason of its form, height, bulk, scale and massing does 
not achieve high quality design. 

72. The Bidwells HTVIA Conclusion makes the following statements (amongst 

others) regarding the appeal scheme:  

• “[the appeal scheme] responds to the material and architectural character 

of the conservation area” and that “whilst a contrast in height is maintained, 

this is reflective of the historic character of the site and its location within 

the old industrial quarter.”  

• “[the appeal scheme is] considered to respect and enhance the town 

centre’s distinctive townscape character and historic environment, 

responding to local context, scale and character” 

• “[provides] a responsive development that seeks to create a resolved sense 

of place which will establish a high quality architectural development that 

appears cohesive with the consented development to the north.” 

73. I concur with these statements and endeavour to demonstrate why I believe 

these to be true descriptions of the appeal scheme in the following section. 

Design Quality 

74. The National Design Guide (2021) is the key tool in national guidance for 

assessing quality of design.  

• Context – enhances the surroundings.  

• Identity – attractive and distinctive.  

• Built form – a coherent pattern of development.  

• Movement – accessible and easy to move around.  

• Nature – enhanced and optimised.  

• Public spaces – safe, social and inclusive.  

• Uses – mixed and integrated.  

• Homes and buildings – functional, healthy and sustainable.  

• Resources – efficient and resilient.  

• Lifespan – made to last. 
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75. Of the National Design Guide characteristics, there are five definitions that will 

not be covered in this report because they either do not concern townscape 

and visual impact matters, or because they are not applicable to the Appeal 

Scheme. These are: Nature, Uses, Homes and buildings, Resources and 

Lifespan (refer to Appendix 1 for further detail). The other five definitions are 

examined in the following paragraphs (70-88).  

76. The following response to the RfR 3a has been informed by the statements 

outlined within the Design and Access Statement (Dec, 2020) submitted for the 

original application (6/2020/3420/MAJ)  and further informed by the Broadwater 

Road West SPD (2008) and the Committee Report (August 2021):  

77. Context - enhances the surroundings: The National Design Guide (Context, 

pg.10) states that well-designed places are based on a sound understanding of 

the features of the site and the surrounding context, using baseline studies as 

a starting point for design; integrated into their surroundings so they relate well 

to them; influenced by and influence their context positively; and responsive to 

local history, culture and heritage.  

78. The Bidwells HTVIA submitted with the application presents a thorough and 

coherent analysis of the Proposals (Para.10.10 – 10.20) and how they have 

been developed to respond to the existing area but also pay due homage to the 

area’s historic character. In particular, the report highlights that “the SPD directs 

that redevelopment should retain the dominance of the Shredded Wheat 

Factory as well as views of Roche Products Factory Building from Broadwater 

Road, both Grade II listed buildings”. The massing of the proposals was 

therefore developed to be stepped across the site, creating a sense of 

permeability in long and medium distance views. As such the proposals can be 

seen to retain the prominence of the Shredded Wheat Factory as primary 

structure within the historic industrial ‘zone’ as well as the preserving the quality 

of the formal vistas within the conservation area to the west.  

79. Further to this, the report highlights the height across the site reflects the 

intensification of development consistent with the consented redevelopment to 

the north. This creates a sense of definition to the old industrial quarter as a 

whole, as well as a sense of aesthetic cohesiveness. 

80. It will be clear the final design has been reached through various pre-application 

discussions with the council. The original design proposed blocks ranging from 
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3-15 storeys in height, featuring large apartment blocks to the west of 

Broadwater Crescent. This was perceived as too overbearing, and the council 

further advised the Garden City aesthetic should be developed into the design 

e.g. mansard roofs. In response to the council’s initial advice, the design was 

amended, with the overall height reduced to 2 to 9 storeys; and townhouses 

introduced in place of the apartment blocks. The design presented for the 

second pre-application meeting also included contextual references to 

materiality (red brickwork) and art deco features to Block E and F.  The revised 

design was praised for the high-quality design and greatly improved massing 

and scale (pre-application workshop 2, Design and Access Statement, pg.49). 

Following this, yet further improvements to the design were introduced, 

including glazing to Block E which took precedent from the Roche building. 

These design improvements were reportedly welcomed and supported by 

Planning Officers in the final pre-application meeting.  

81. The responses during pre-application discussions indicate the design intent 

was perceived to be of suitability high-quality and had been developed in direct 

response to the historic context of the site and existing surroundings. This is 

further highlighted within the committee meeting minutes, in which it was noted 

that the proposals had gone through ‘three rounds of pre-application cycles as 

well as a public engagement exercise. This had resulted in a well-considered 

planning proposal in response to the urban context and brown field site 

circumstances. The proposal would also make a significant contribution to the 

council’s proposed housing target’. The meeting minutes also state that ‘Height, 

scale and massing was deemed by officers to be appropriate in the context of 

the site, in accordance with relevant design policy and guidance. Officers also 

confirmed that they were satisfied that the design was of a high-quality 
design’ (my emphasis). This statement is entirely contrary to the conclusions 

of the RfR 3a and 3b.  

82. Identity - attractive and distinctive: The National Design Guide indicates that 

both context and identity are intrinsically interlinked with local heritage and local 

character. In order to be successful, new developments must seek to be 

distinctive whilst taking cues from the local vernacular; and suits the existing 

context. Ultimately, the key objective for new development is to be identifiable 

to the local community through use of appropriate form, scale, proportions, 

design, materials, details and patterns.  
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83. Point 59 within the National Design Guide (Identity) states that ‘larger scale new 

developments, such as garden villages or urban extensions, may benefit from 

a variety of characters so that different areas or neighbourhoods each have 

their own identity’. The Proposed Development has sought to consolidate the 

aesthetic and historic identity of the surrounding area, taking cues from the 

varied character around the Appeal Site. In particular, the proposals have 

sought to retain the sense of industrial character through appropriate scale, 

massing and design.  

84. Paragraph 10.16 (Bidwells HTVIA) states that the design was developed with 

regard to the consented development to the north of the Grade II listed former 

Roche Office, creating a strong sense of place through the use of a mix of 

building typologies. This includes a terrace house with a gable end to 

Broadwater Lane, in front of a taller art-deco inspired structure which responds 

to the quality of the Roche Building, enabling a transition from the residential 

suburban surroundings to the denser consented development west of 

Broadwater Road.  

85. The black framed windows, glazed white brick and curved returns to portions 

of the development, has sought to respond to the architectural identity of the 

area, principally from the nearby Roche building, which forms a prominent 

Listed Building from the 1930s era.  In this regard, the Proposed Development 

demonstrably draws upon the existing architectural precedents within the local 

area whilst ensuring a contemporary approach.  

86. Paragraph 10.16 goes on to say that the massing within the site was orientated 

west to ‘create a more open quality between the existing residential housing 

and the buildings within the site. Height builds towards the railway line to the 

west and north, reflecting the transition between residential areas to the south 

and east to the historic industrial zone to the north’. The goal being to create a 

sense of identity and differentiation within the site. The proposed massing of 

the Appeal scheme was developed sequentially following pre-application 

advice and workshops with the council. The result is a well-conceived response 

which mirrors the integrity and authenticity of Welwyn as a place. 

87. Built Form: Within the National Design Guide, ‘built form’ is described as the 

three-dimensional pattern or arrangement of development blocks, streets, 

buildings and open spaces. The guidance goes on to state that ‘well-designed 
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places use the right mix of building types, forms and scale of buildings and 

public spaces for the context and the proposed density, to create a coherent 

form of development that people enjoy’.  

88. Within the Committee Report (refer to para.9.67), it is noted that the Principal 

Urban Designer from Place Services (representative of the Local Planning 

Authority) identifies that the proposal would ‘alter what is currently a large, 

monolithic block on the skyline to one which is considerably more interesting 

through a series of heights with regular breaks between’. The Committee 

Report goes on to state that the ‘use of the mansard roofs with their angled roof 

forms will also help to reduce the perception of bulk and height through creating 

more of a slim-lined approach to the tops of the buildings’.  

89. The Principal Urban Designer concluded that the scheme now sits comfortably 

within its context, particularly in light of the extant planning permission for the 

Shredded Wheat Quarter to the immediate north. It is also their view that whilst 

being taller than the stated heights within the Broadwater Road West SPD, the 

development would conform with the overarching principles of this design 

guide.  

90. The comments outlined within the Committee Report are entirely in favour of 

the Proposed Development, especially in regard to proposed massing and 

distribution of built form across the Appeal Site. It will be clear, therefore, that 

the RfR 3a in relation to form, height, bulk, scale and massing, are entirely 

contradictory to the conclusions of the Committee Report (August 2021) and do 

not bear critical scrutiny.   

91. Movement: As noted within the Bidwells HTVIA, the retention of open-space 

and attention to the quality of the street front has also been considered, with 

the creation of a new avenue through the development running north-south. 

This strong linear approach reflects a characteristic grain seen within the 

Garden City to the west, creating a sense of place with the design of formal 

vistas and sight lines through the site. 

92. Public Spaces:  The landscape strategy has conceived flowing space, rather 

than individual areas which enhance legibility and wayfinding through the 

appeal site. This space will further enhance the area’s positive townscape 

impact by relating well to the suburban, cul-de-sac streets to the south of the 

appeal site. and the larger footprint buildings to the north and east of the appeal 
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site. Within the main part of the appeal scheme, the blocks are located around 

amenity space providing space that is easily accessible to all residents. A large, 

communal lawn area in the centre of the scheme will provide a public space at 

the heart of the development which also enhances its setting. 

93. A continuity of frontages is presented particularly on the townhouses. They 

have a regular rhythm which relates well to the linear street that they embrace. 

The two areas of the appeal scheme are bridged by the corner art-deco inspired 

building. Refer to the DAS page 87 to view their ‘entrance studies’. 

94. Further details of landscape strategy can be found from page 134 of the DAS. 

RfR 3b: The proposed Development also does not respect or relate to the character 
and context of the local area and fails to maintain, enhance or improve the 
character of the existing area  

95. Further to the points on ‘character’ and ‘context’ identified above, this is 

expanded upon below in order to address the RFR 3b. It will be clear this RfR 

is not in alignment with comments and opinions made by the Council officers 

within the Committee Report and the Development Management Committee 

Minutes (September 2021).  

96. Within the Committee Report (refer to para.9.72), the Principal Urban Designer 

(representing the LPA) commented that the elevational treatment is of ‘high 

quality’ and include distinctive elevations. The Principal Urban Designer also 

states that ‘The material palette for the apartment block and townhouse 

elevations are considered to be a positive response to the traditional materials 

used in Welwyn Garden City. The proposed mansard roofs (as a dominant 

architectural feature in the Garden City) are also positive and well-articulated, 

and it remains the view that this treatment will offer something unique and 

represents a high level of design aspiration and intent’. I would agree with this 

statement, which is a direct contrast to the RfR 3b and illustrates the RfR 3b 

are largely unsubstantiated.  

97. I consider the Proposed Development strikes a successful and carefully 

considered balance between the industrial and residential aesthetics 

representative of the Appeal Site location, it being within the historic industrial 

area of Broadwater Road West; and yet neighbouring a number of residential 

developments. This is achieved through the architectural features which 
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include, industrial black framed windows and art deco curves and contrasting 

domestic mansard roofs and bronze dormers. 

98. The proposed height and scale of the Appeal Site responds to the historic 

precedent of large, industrial buildings to the outside edge of the residential 

core, just west of the Railway. A continuation of development in a more 

domestic scale to the immediate east of the railway line, would be more harmful 

to the adjacent WGC Conservation Area, by diluting the experience of a clear 

differentiation of character and a backdrop of larger buildings to the periphery 

of the town, as per Howard’s original design concept. The industrial built form 

in this part of Welwyn Garden City has left a legacy of larger footprint buildings. 

The present cultural context demands that use of the Appeal Site be evolved to 

accommodate residential dwellings, yet it would be appropriate to continue the 

legacy of the larger footprint buildings so that Howard’s original design intent is 

continued in a revived form. This preserves to a degree the “archaeology” of 

Howard’s town planning ethos. 

99. The adjacent Shredded Wheat masterplan development illustrates a successful 

and forward-thinking approach to reimagining the former industrial zone at 

Welwyn. The recently approved masterplan ensures the significant Listed 

Building remains the focal point of the area, whilst accommodating residential 

development which compliments modern needs and does not detract from the 

character-defining components of the designated heritage asset. The Shredded 

Wheat Quarter sets a precedent for the opportunities the industrial zone 

presents, in which large footprints of new development would be deemed 

appropriate despite the change in use as residential. 

100. One of the key issues identified within the Broadwater Road West SPD (2008), 

is the site is not well integrated into the wider area. This is symptomatic of the 

area being located within the former industrial park which has been subject to 

a substantial decrease in activity over the past few decades, resulting in an 

area of poorly defined character and activity. The proposals for the Appeal Site, 

together with the approved proposals for the Shredded Wheat Quarter will 

enliven this area with activity and integrate the land to the east of the railway 

line with Welwyn town centre.  

101. Further to this, the Proposed Development would not intrude on the agricultural 

land which encloses the Garden City, thereby maintaining its authenticity and 
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integrity. Instead, the proposals are in direct accordance with Howard’s 

principle on growth and development, which asserts that ‘growth shall not 

lessen or destroy, but ever add to its social opportunities, to its beauty, to its 

convenience’.3 

102. Therefore, the Appeal Scheme clearly accords with the established and 

emerging character and appearance of the area, would not cause a detrimental 

impact and would be wholly appropriate for this site. 

103. The Committee Report concludes the assessment on ‘character’ in para.9.92, 

which found the massing of the development to be ‘appropriate’ and ‘would 

respect the evolving character of the area’. I would concur with this statement 

and consequently, disagree with the RfR which are contradictory to the 

Committee Report.  

 

 

 

3 Howard, E. (1902). Garden Cities of To-Morrow. Second Edition. Page 93. 



Broadwater Gardens Heritage and Townscape Report                                              March 2022 
by Stephen Levrant       

 

 
©Stephen Levrant: Heritage Architecture Ltd                                                                                    p27 of 30 

H. CONCLUSION  

104. As has been demonstrated within the HTVIA conclusions (SLHA), the appeal 

scheme offers a considerable improvement in relation to the existing buildings 

on the Appeal Site. In summary, the SLHA assessment of the appeal scheme 

has identified “no harm” upon any designated heritage assets or their settings 

and has further identified the proposals would result in an overall minor 

beneficial townscape effect. 

105. The positive impact on the heritage assets is largely due to the detrimental 

impact that the current BioPark building (particularly the roof level) has on the 

setting and significance of most of the heritage assets. Whilst this was often a 

relatively low degree of detrimental impact, the replacement of this unattractive 

roofscape with a more positive roofscape which responds better to the 

townscape features in its surroundings represented an improvement.  

106. The appeal scheme offers a form that is appropriate for the site and responds 

to the local character of the area. It will be clear, therefore, that the RfR is not 

justified.  

107. I therefore conclude that the appeal scheme offers ‘good design’ as defined by 

the National Design Guide (January 2021). 

108. Overall, I consider the appeal scheme to be an appropriate response that will 

have a positive impact on the Welwyn area and views from the Welwyn Garden 

City Conservation Area. 

109. I therefore respectfully recommend that this scheme is allowed at appeal.  
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I. EXPERT DECLARATION  

110. I, Stephen Levrant, understand that my duty is to help the Inspector on matters 

within my expertise and that this duty overrides any obligation to the 

Respondent from whom I have received instructions and by whom I am paid, 

and I have complied with this duty. 

111. I believe that the facts stated in this report are true and that the opinions 

expressed are correct. 

 

 

Signed……

…………………………………… 

 

Stephen Levrant RIBA, AA Dip, FRSA, Dip Cons (AA), IHBC, ACArch 

 

Dated     2nd March 2022 
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Part 1: Introduction & Methodology 
1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Aim of this Report 

1. This Heritage Assessment and Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (‘TVIA’) has been prepared on behalf of HG 

Group to act as an independent assessment of the impact of a scheme (referred to hereafter as the ‘appeal 

scheme’) on the heritage and townscape, and to accompany the appeal statement of Stephen Levrant. The site 

(referred to hereafter as the ‘appeal site’).  

2. The proposals by Alan Camp Architects, are summarised as follows: Demolition of existing buildings and 

construction of 289 residential units (use class c3) and community hub (use class e/f.2), with public realm and open 

space, landscaping, access, associated car and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage and supporting 

infrastructure. 

3. There are two listed buildings, two conservation areas and four non-designated Heritage Assets (‘NDHAs’) in the 

vicinity of the appeal site. The significance of these heritage assets and two assets further afield (Hatfield House 

and Hatfield House Park and Garden, both Grade I), , have been assessed in Section 5 as they are considered to be 

of high and high-very high significance respectively.  

4. The characterisation appraisal (Section 7) considers the surrounding area, as a means of informing and assessing 

the appeal scheme within its building context. This assessment resulted in the recommendation of several key 

views that have been developed by Rock Hunter, and these form the basis of the visual impact assessment in 

Section 9. 

5. The assessment methodology for the assessment of significance of heritage assets, of townscape and visual impact 

assessment is set out in Section 2. 

6. This document is to be read in conjunction with the architectural drawings and design and access statement (‘DAS’) 

prepared by Alan Camp Architects, for and on behalf of HG Group.  

1.2 Planning Background 

7. The application was subject to extensive pre-application consultation (x3 pre-application meetings and on design 

workshop) with Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) officers, supplemented by engagement with several 

statutory consultees, which informed the final scheme submitted for determination. Engagement with WHBC 

officers continued while the application was under determination. The planning application was submitted on 18th 

December 2021 and received the decision notice (refused) on 9th September 2021 by the Development 

Management Committee. The Decision Notice was published on 16th September 2021. 

8. Heritage Architecture’s involvement began following this, for the reasons set out above. 

1.3 Authorship 

9. This Heritage Assessment and TVIA has been prepared by the following staff members at Stephen Levrant Heritage 

Architecture Ltd, which specialises in built environment consultancy issues. 

• Stephen Levrant RIBA, AA Dip, IHBC, Dip Cons (AA) FRSA – Principal Architect 

• Sarah Stirling BA (Hons), MA – Built Heritage Consultant 

• Cath Layton MA (Edin), MA, PGDip – Historic Building Consultant 

2 METHODOLOGY 
2.1 Introduction 

10. This section explains the methodologies employed for both assessment of the baseline conditions and the effects 

of the appeal scheme on heritage, townscape and visual receptors. This assessment has been carried out using 

desk-based data gathering and fieldwork. Detail on the visual impact assessment methodology can be found in the 

section (2.3) of this chapter. 

2.2 General Methodology  

11. This assessment has been carried out using a combination of desk-based data gathering and on-site investigations. 

The methods used in order to undertake the study were the following: 

2.2.1 Literature and Documentary Research Review 

12. The documentary research was based upon primary and secondary sources of local history and architecture, 

including maps, drawings and reports. The documentary research was based upon primary and secondary sources, 

including maps, drawings and reports. Dates of elements and construction periods have been identified using 

documentary sources and visual evidence based upon experience gained from similar building types and 

construction sites. 

2.2.2 Site Investigations  

13. A site investigation has been carried out on Monday 22nd November 2021 by visual inspection to analyse the site 

and its built environment context. We have used photography to demonstrate our findings. 

2.3 Heritage Assessment Methodology 

14. The HTVIA by Bidwells provides an assessment of the heritage issues applicable to the Appeal Site. Following a 

request for additional information from Historic England, Bidwell’s also provided an Addendum, providing further 

detail on the relative impact of the development on Hatfield House (Grade I).  

15. Regarding the methodology on assessment of significance, the HTVIA refers to what are now considered to be 

outdated definitions utilising ‘evidential’; ‘aesthetic’; ‘historic’ and ‘communal’ ‘significance’ (Para 3.12 in HTVIA), 

first promulgated in 2008. There has since been a more recent guidance note; Historic England Advice Note 12: 
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Statements of Heritage Significance’, 2019 (‘HEAN 12’) which utilises the terms ‘artistic and architectural’, ‘historic’, 

and ‘archaeological’ ‘interest’ – wording which is more aligned with the NPPF.1  

16. As such, we have updated the assessment utilising the most updated criteria from HEAN 12 to ensure the 

assessment of heritage assets and resulting impact is in accordance with the most recent guidance.  

17. The methodology in the Bidwell’s HTVIA follows that of Historic England, attributing a level of value/significance 

that is ‘high’, ‘medium’ or ‘low’ and then determining the sensitivity to change’. It then assesses the Magnitude of 

Impact on a scale of Very High to Minor-Low (with either beneficial or adverse effects) and can also allow for the 

impact to be neutral or negligible.2  

18. Regarding the assessment of impact, Bidwell’s Methodology refers to ‘Conservation Principles’ (Historic England, 

2008) with regards to setting. Whilst this is an extant and important document, there is more recent guidance 

relating to the assessment of the setting of heritage assets published by Historic England, namely; Historic 

Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’, 2015 (‘HEAN 3’). Whilst the 

HTVIA does refer to this guidance with regards to the ability of heritage assets to absorb change, it does not utilise 

this document as the main means of assessment. 

19. HEAN 3 provides specific guidance in how to assess assets in consideration of the policy objectives set out in the 

PPG and NPPF (para 194), regarding the twin roles of setting and how it can contribute to the significance of a 

heritage asset and how setting can allow that significance to be appreciated. 

20. The potential for the appeal scheme to impact on the setting of heritage assets is of particular relevance for this 

scheme. As such, this report shall re-assess the heritage assets using the criteria in HEAN 3. 

2.4 Methodology 

21. HEAN 3 follows a stages approach to assessment, covering 5 Steps.  

22. Step 1 requires the identification of the heritage assets and their settings which might be affected by the proposed 

development. As part of this step, a ‘Zone of Theoretical Visibility’ is usually established in order to identify heritage 

assets that have the potential to experience an impact, and in order to establish a set of verified views. 

23. Step 2 requires the assessment of setting of each heritage asset. This is to ascertain the degree to which the setting 

of each heritage asset contributes to its significance, or the degree to which the setting allows the significance to 

be appreciated. This step includes an assessment of the significance of the heritage asset itself, and then utilises 

the checklist of potential attributes of setting in order to determine the contribution of the setting to the heritage 

assets significance and ability to be understood. For each asset the checklist is set-out in full, but only those of 

 
1 These two sets of definitions derive from Historic England (formerly English Heritage) ‘Conservation Principles, Policies and 
Guidance’, 2008, and Historic England Advice Note 12: ‘Statements of Heritage Significance’, 2019. 

relevance are elaborated on (refer to checklist in Appendix 2). A summary of the pertinent issues is provided in the 

main body text. 

24. Step 3 is the assessment of the effects of the appeal scheme on the significance of the heritage asset and its ability 

to be appreciated. HEAN 3 provides a non-exhaustive checklist of attributes which are important to consider in 

order to understand the impact on the significance of the heritage asset. For each asset, the checklist is set-out in 

full, but only those of relevance are elaborated on (refer to checklist in Appendix 2). A summary of the pertinent 

issues is provided in the main body text. HEAN 3 does not provide a grading scale for impact, but in accordance 

with Historic England’s other guidance notes the magnitude of impact is graded on a scale of Substantial (high) to 

Minor-(low), with either beneficial or adverse effects. 

25. Step 4 incorporates the exploration of ways to maximise or minimise harm. As the assessment in this document is 

an impartial assessment as part of an appeal, whereby the design of the appeal scheme can no longer be subject 

to alterations, it is not applicable to carry out Step 4 of the assessment.  

26. Step 5 requires the assessment to make and document the decision and monitor outcomes. The assessment set 

out in this document in Sections 3 - 6 (inclusive) satisfies the requirements of para 41 of Step 5 in HEAN 3. Para 42 

is concerned with the future success of the scheme once the development has been implemented. Whilst this step 

is also out-of-scope for this phase of work, we recommend that a review of the scheme is carried out following 

construction (should the appeal be allowed) to identify any lessons learned. 

2.4.1 Significance Assessment 

27. There are several sets of statutory criteria that have been used in recent years, in order to assess the significance 

of the heritage asset. Those set out in the former Department for Culture, Media and Sport ‘Principles of Selection 

for Listing Buildings’ (2010), are based on architectural and historic interest, age and rarity, aesthetic merits, 

selectivity and national interest.  

28. Historic England’s criteria outlined in ‘Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance,’ (2008) also provides a set of 

criteria, but the most recent guidance to have been published is Historic England Advice Note 12: “Statements of 

Heritage Significance: Analysing Significance in Heritage Assets” (2019). As such, it is “Statements of Heritage 

Significance: Analysing Significance in Heritage Assets” (October 2019) has formed the basis of the significance 

assessment of heritage assets in Section Error! Reference source not found. utilising ‘archaeological’, ‘architectural 

and artistic’ and ‘historic’ interest as the components of significance, which align more closely with the wording in 

the NPPF (refer to quote in Section Error! Reference source not found.). 

29. Historic England Advice Note 7: ‘Local Heritage Listing’ (2016) has also been considered in the assessment of 

NDHAs and Locally Listed Buildings. 

2 This follows the recommended approach to evaluating heritage impact derived by ICOMOS (2011) and the tests set by 
Historic England in the 2017 guidance on the evaluation of: “The Setting of Heritage Assets” (Historic Environment Good 
Practice Advice in Planning. Note 3). 
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30. There is no one set of criteria provided in Historic England documentation which provides guidance for the different 

grading of heritage assets in significance assessments. One set of guidance that we use on occasion, is the guidance 

provided by ICOMOS in Appendix 3A of, ‘Guidance on Heritage Impact Assessments for Cultural World Heritage 

Properties’. Yet, as this grading scale is designed for World Heritage Sites, it is recognised that this can be read as 

a reductive approach when assessing the impact on non-designated assets, with many of them being identified as 

being of comparatively ‘low’ interest.  

31. Bidwell’s HTVIA utilised an alternative grading system has been provided by the Highways Agency in the Design 

Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB: HA208/13). This grading scale has been widely used in the heritage sector 

and has been subject to scrutiny in the UK planning system, including Public Inquiries. It is, however, the only 

hierarchy to be published by a government department and we agree that this scale is the most useful tool for 

assessing the level of significance in designated and non-designated heritage assets. The table below sets-out this 

grading scale which, in our experience, provides a tool for appropriate assessment. 

Heritage 

significance 

Description 

Very high 

World heritage sites, listed buildings, scheduled monuments and conservation areas of 

outstanding quality, or built assets of acknowledged exceptional or international importance, 

or assets which can contribute to international research objectives. 

Registered parks & gardens, historic landscapes and townscapes of international 

Sensitivity. 

High 

World Heritage Sites, Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Conservation Areas and built 

assets of high quality, or assets which can contribute to international and national research 

objectives. 

Registered Parks & Gardens, historic landscapes and townscapes which are highly preserved 

with excellent coherence, integrity, time-depth, or other critical factor(s). 

Good 

Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Conservation Areas and built assets (including 

locally listed buildings and non-designated assets) with a strong character and integrity which 

can be shown to have good qualities in their fabric or historical association, or assets which 

can contribute to national research objectives. 

Registered Parks & Gardens, historic landscapes and townscapes of good level of interest, 

quality and importance, or well preserved and exhibiting considerable coherence, integrity 

time-depth or other critical factor(s). 

Medium/ 

moderate 

Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Conservation Areas and built assets (including 

locally listed buildings and non-designated assets) with a strong character and integrity which 

can be shown to have good qualities in their fabric or historical association, or assets which 

can contribute to national research objectives. 

Registered Parks & Gardens, historic landscapes and townscapes of good level of interest, 

quality and importance, or well preserved and exhibiting considerable coherence, integrity 

time-depth or other critical factor(s). 

Low 

Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and built assets (including locally listed buildings and 

non-designated assets) compromised by poor preservation integrity and/or low original level 

of quality of low survival of contextual associations but with potential to contribute to local 

research objectives. 

Registered Parks & Gardens, historic landscapes and townscapes with modest sensitivity or 

whose sensitivity is limited by poor preservation, historic integrity and/or poor survival of 

contextual associations. 

Negligible 

Assets which are of such limited quality in their fabric or historical association that this is not 

appreciable. 

Historic landscapes and townscapes of limited sensitivity, historic integrity and/or limited 

survival of contextual associations. 

Neutral / none 
Assets with no surviving cultural heritage interest. Buildings of no architectural or 

Historical note. 

 

Table 1: Grading Scale for Assessing Value of Heritage Assets (from Highways Agency Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 
(DMRB: HA208/13)) 

 

2.5 Visual Impact Assessment Methodology 

32. The methodology for assessing townscape and visual effects is based on the principles set out in the third (2013) 

edition of Guidelines for Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (GLVIA3), produced jointly by the Landscape 

Institute and the Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment. It is noted, however, that these 

principles were created to assess natural landscapes, rather than urban townscapes. Given the fact that there are 

some aspects of the Appeal Site’s context which have some significance in heritage terms (namely, several 

statutory listed buildings and two conservation areas), the following guidance is also of relevance to this 

assessment: 
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• The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 – 2nd edition 
(Historic England, 2017) 

• Seeing the History in the View (Historic England, 2011) – superseded by the above guidance but still remains a 
useful tool. 

• Conservation Principles, Policies and Guidance (English Heritage, 2008).  

33. The two components of TVIA are: 

1. Assessment of townscape effects: assessing effects on the townscape as a resource in its own right; and 
2. Assessment of visual effects: assessing effects on specific views and on the general visual amenity experienced by 

people. 

34. Whilst the assessment has been informed by a series of criteria which is set out in the Tables that follow below, it 

is important to note that these criteria are intended as a guide to inform professional judgement. 

2.5.1 Townscape Character Assessment 

35. Article 2 of the European Landscape Convention defines landscape to include urban areas. The GLVIA3 states that 

assessment work needs to respond to the particular context in which it takes place. It expresses townscape as 

being “areas where the built environment is dominant… townscape means the landscape within the built-up area, 

including the buildings, the relationships between them, the different types of urban open spaces, including green 

spaces, and the relationship between buildings and open spaces.” (Para. 2.7).  

36. An assessment has been made of the appeal site and its surroundings in their existing state. This analyses the 

physical features and characteristics of the townscape and considers the current status of the appeal site. The 

objective of identifying the existing context is to provide an understanding of the townscape in the area that may 

be affected by the appeal scheme – it’s constituent elements, overall character, condition, how it is experienced, 

the value attached to it and its susceptibility to change. This process is referred to as ‘townscape character 

assessment’.  

37. Townscape character is assessed through the identification of a number of geographical areas which have readily 

identifiable characteristics in common. The physical characteristics of townscape may include: topography; 

patterns of land use and open space; development patterns and scale, including architectural styles and periods, 

density, massing, building types and materials; heritage assets including listed buildings, conservation areas and 

registered parks and gardens; vegetation patterns, including types of green space and their relationship to build 

form; permeability and linkages; public realm; and transport routes, including roads, railways, footpaths and 

waterways.  

38. Consideration of these townscape elements were used to identify Townscape Character Areas (TCAs), defined as 

areas with broadly homogenous characteristics. The TCAs are based upon a combination of desk-based research, 

studying historic maps, OS maps and aerial images. Existing character assessments (HTVIA, Bidwells; 2020) have 

also been reviewed and have informed this assessment where applicable.  

39. This desktop analysis was supplemented by site visits undertaken by Heritage Architecture Ltd in November 2021 

to finalise an assessment of the existing townscape character. The study area for the baseline townscape character 

assessment was determined by the immediate visual envelope of the appeal site and where the appeal scheme 

was considered to potentially influence local townscape character and local views.  

40. The TCAs have been mapped with boundaries and their key characteristics described within the baseline 

assessment (Section 3 of this report). This section has been heavily informed by the previous assessment 

undertaken by Bidwells (2020).  

41. The GLVIA3 uses the term ‘receptor’ to mean both elements of the physical townscape, and people who will see 

the development. ‘Viewers’ are taken to be the general public affected by development, considering the differing 

interests and expectations likely to be found in residents, visitors or people who work in a place. The assessment 

recognises that people are generally more sensitive to change in the area where they live than elsewhere; and that 

they are generally more sensitive to change which affects recreational environments such as parks and open spaces 

rather than streets, whether designated or non-designated.  

42. The TCA assessment includes identifying the value of each area. The consideration of value is initially based on, 

and takes into account, whether it is covered by a townscape designation at a national, regional or local level. This 

is also informed by designated heritage assets. An assessment of the value of each townscape character area is 

informed by the criteria set out in Table 2a:  

Value Description 

High Sites, features or areas of national importance with settings of high quality such as World Heritage Sites, 
AONB, National Parks, Grade I and Grade II* Listed Buildings and Registered Parks and Gardens. A high value 
townscape comprises well-designed/well-proportioned buildings with a strong sense of place. Buildings 
relate well to streets, spaces and landscape elements. Few detracting elements. 

Medium Sites, features or areas of local or regional importance with intact character such as Grade II* and Grade II 
listed buildings, Registered Parks and Gardens, Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, local nature 
sites and long-distance recreational route. Tree Preservation Orders (TPO) and local designations that exhibit 
wider geographic, cultural or townscape significance.   

A medium value may equate to locally valued townscape, conservation areas that contribute significantly to 
its historic character, some listed buildings or locally listed buildings which are well represented in the 
townscape. 

Low Areas or features of local importance such as Tree Preservation Orders (TPO), Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
and locally listed buildings. A low value townscape character may include some positive features and 
buildings worthy of conservation at a local level. Lacking a sense of place and identity with detracting 
features. Possibly including some areas that are identified for improvement. 

Table 1a: Value of townscape character 

43. The TCA assessment also considers each area’s susceptibility to change which is assessed as being high, medium 

or low. The less likely that the townscape receptor can accommodate the appeal scheme without undue 

consequences to the baseline condition, the higher its susceptibility to change. 
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44. The value and susceptibility to change is then combined to judge the sensitivity of each TCA. The assessment of 

sensitivity takes into account the heritage assets and their settings, including listed buildings, conservation areas, 

world heritage sites, scheduled ancient monuments, registered parks and gardens, non-designated heritage assets, 

locally listed buildings and townscape landmarks.   

45. The assessment of the sensitivity of the receptor under consideration may be moderated to take into account a 

judgement about its quality, relative importance and significance. For example: a World Heritage Site or a listed 

building may have a good or a poor setting, and a good quality setting is more sensitive to change than a poor-

quality setting. Similarly, a listed building or a part of a conservation area may be a prominent aspect of a view, or 

it may be present in the view but only incidentally. Conservation areas include within them areas of greater and 

lesser quality; and so on. Thus, there is not necessarily a direct link between the different categories of heritage 

assets and their relative importance, and the assessment of sensitivity as high, medium or low. Table 2b outlines 

the general criteria to inform judgements on townscape sensitivity: 

Susceptibility Description 

High Townscape with distinctive components and characteristics, often including designated townscapes 
and/or important designated heritage assets; susceptible to small changes of the type of development 
proposed. 

Medium Townscape with local value, of relatively common components and characteristics and may include 
heritage assets such as conservation areas and locally listed buildings; reasonably tolerant of changes of 
the type of development proposed. 

Low Townscape of limited value and relatively inconsequential components and characteristics, including few 
or no designated and/or non-designated heritage assets; the nature of which is potentially tolerant of 
substantial change of the type proposed. 

Table 2b: Susceptibility of townscape character 

 

46. The magnitude of a townscape effect is assessed in terms of its size or scale, the geographical extent of the area 

influenced by that effect, its duration and degree of reversibility and the impact these are likely to have on the 

baseline character of the townscape element. Impact of the appeal scheme upon the townscape character may be 

described as beneficial, neutral or adverse. 

47. The magnitude of change in the townscape takes into consideration the following factors: 

• The extent/proportion of townscape elements lost or added;  
• The of that element to townscape character and the degree to which aesthetic/perceptual aspects are altered; 

and  
• Whether the effect is likely to change the key characteristics of the townscape, which are critical to its distinctive 

character.  

The criteria used to assess magnitude of townscape effects are described in Table 2c, below.  

Category  Criteria  

Major adverse townscape 
impact 

The proposals will result in a total change in the key characteristics of townscape 
character; will introduce elements totally uncharacteristic to the attributes of the 
receiving townscape; and/or will result in a substantial or total loss, alteration or 
addition of key elements/features/characteristics. 

Moderate adverse townscape 
impact 

The proposals will result in a partial change in the key characteristics of townscape 
character; will introduce elements partially uncharacteristic to the attributes of the 
receiving townscape; and/or will result in partial loss, alteration or addition of key 
elements/features/characteristics. 

Minor adverse townscape 
impact 

The proposals will result in a small change in the key characteristics of townscape 
character; will introduce elements that are not uncharacteristic to the attributes of 
the receiving townscape; and/or will result in a minor loss, alteration or addition of 
elements/features/characteristics. 

Negligible townscape impact The proposals will result in a just discernible change to townscape 
character/elements/features/characteristics.  

No change  The proposals will not result in any change to townscape 
character/elements/features/characteristics, Resulting in a neutral effect.  

Minor beneficial townscape 
impact 

The proposals will achieve a degree of fit with the townscape 
character/elements/features/characteristics and go some way towards improving 
the condition or character of the townscape. 

Moderate beneficial 
townscape impact 

The proposals will achieve a good fit with the townscape 
character/elements/features/characteristics, or would noticeably improve the 
condition or character of the townscape 

Major beneficial townscape 
impact  

The proposals will totally accord with the townscape 
character/elements/features/characteristics, or would restore, recreate or 
permanently benefit the condition or character of the townscape 

Table 2c: Magnitude of Townscape Impact  

 

2.5.2 Viewpoints 

48. The visual impact assessment considers how views will change as a result of the appeal scheme and how this will 

affect people and visual amenity at different places. Visual receptors relate to people but are defined according to 

use e.g., residential, business, road, footpath etc, rather than townscape features.  

49. The GLVIA3 defines the following visual receptors as being likely to be the most susceptible to change residents; 

people engaged in outdoor recreation including users of public rights of way or whose attention is likely to be 

focused on particular views; and visitors to heritage assets or key attractions, particularly where views of the 

surroundings are important to the experience. The assessment is limited to publicly accessible viewpoints and does 

not comprise a residential amenity assessment (which considers private viewpoints from residential properties), 

as this is separate from a TVIA (refer to GLVIA3, paragraph 6.17). 

50. The views assessed in this assessment are the same as those that were identified by Bidwells, who identified the 

set of viewpoints following an examination of the visual baseline, which was based on the area in which the appeal 
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scheme was likely to be visible, and the groups of people who may experience views of the appeal scheme. As this 

set of viewpoints have been agreed with Place Services, Welwyn Hatfield Council’s Urban Design representatives, 

it was considered appropriate to re-consider this same set, but to commission them as fully rendered Level 03 

accurate visual representations (AVRs) so that they could fully demonstrate the impact of the appeal scheme.  

51. Two views from the previous set identified by Bidwells have been excluded from this assessment, because it was 

felt that the Bidwells HTVIA sufficiently demonstrated that there would be no impact from these two views. These 

are, View 08 and View 02. Two new views have been added in this assessment, View 3a was added because it was 

felt that the viewpoint from Church Street (View 03) was not located in the optimum location to capture the change 

that would be incurred as a result of the appeal scheme, and View 11 because a view across Parkway, the most 

important throughfare in the conservation area (and large expanse of open land), had not been included in the 

previous HTVIA. 

52. A total of 12 AVRs provide the basis for the assessment of the appeal scheme and its effect on the identified views. 

The AVRs have also informed an assessment of the likely effects on townscape and heritage receptors. Each 

viewpoint is reproduced in the subsequent sections of this report this report and includes the view ‘as existing’, 

‘as consented’ and ‘as proposed’. Additionally, the previously consented Shredded Wheat Quarter Scheme 

(6/2018/0171/MAJ) on the neighbouring site has also been represented as a verified ‘cumulative’ view’, and is 

marked in pink in the AVRs, some buildings that are part of this scheme are already under construction and nearing 

their maximum height, whilst construction work on others has yet to commence. The methodology for the 

compilation of AVRs prepared by Rock Hunter is provided in Appendix 3.  

53. It is acknowledged that the proposals may be visible from some locations beyond those that have been selected, 

however, it is considered that the selected representative viewpoints cover an appropriately broad area of visibility 

and will provide the most significant views as well as an idea of the likely potential impact of the appeal scheme 

beyond these locations. 

2.5.3 Visual Impact Assessment  

54. The baseline visual assessment considers the value of each view. This is informed by the criteria in Table 3a: 

Value Description 

High Views from townscapes/viewpoints of national importance, or highly popular visitor attractions where the 
view forms an important part of the experience, or with important cultural associations. An example may 
be where the viewpoint features a nationally important designated asset as the main focus of the view.  
 

Medium Views from townscapes/viewpoints of regional/district importance or moderately popular visitor 
attractions where the view forms part of the experience, or with local cultural associations. The viewpoint 
may be a good location to view and appreciate a designated heritage asset of regional or local importance, 
or where a high grade asset is not the main focus of the view.  

Low Views from townscapes/viewpoints with limited designations, not particularly popular as a viewpoint and 
with minimal or no cultural associations. The view is not associated with designated heritage assets or 

important townscape. It might be across ordinary or poor-quality townscape with detracting or common 
elements.  
 

Table 3a: Value of a view 

55. The susceptibility to change within a view has been judged on a case-by-case basis, taking account of the 

occupation or activity of the people experiencing the view and the extent to which their attention or interest is 

focused on the view; this is assessed as being high, medium or low. The higher the importance of the visual receptor 

and the more open the view of the appeal scheme is, the higher its susceptibility to change. 

56. Visual receptors have been assigned a category of sensitivity based on a combination of the value of the view and 

their susceptibility to the type of change proposed. Table 3b outlines the general criteria on which professional 

judgements on the sensitivity of visual receptors has been informed. 

 

Sensitivity Description 

High Users of public space, including users of public rights of way, whose attention is likely to be focused on the 
townscape and on particular views; 

- Visitors to heritage assets or other attractions where views of the surroundings are an important 
part of the experience and/or a view of national value (e.g., designated/protected views or 
important views within conservation areas); 

- Communities where views contribute to the townscape setting enjoyed by residents; 
- Travellers on scenic routes  

A low ability to accommodate the specific proposed change. 

Medium General interest or appreciation of the view, including people engaged in outdoor recreation that does not 
focus on an appreciation of the townscape; and/or a view of local or limited value of (e.g., suburban 
residential areas or areas outside of conservation areas). 

- Travellers on road, rail or other transport routes where the view is moderately important to the 
quality of the journey; and 

- Users of public space, where the view is part of the wider experience of the place.  

A medium ability to accommodate the specific proposed change. 

Low Interest, appreciation or period of exposure to the view is limited, including people at work or motorists 
travelling through the area; and/or a view of limited value (e.g., industrial areas or derelict land). 

- People at their place of work, where the view is not important to the quality of working life; and 
- Travellers on road, rail or other transport routes where the view is fleeting and incidental to the 

journey; and 
- People engaged in outdoor sport or recreation, or users of public space which does not involve / 

benefit from a particular view. 

A high ability to accommodate the specific proposed change. 

Table 3b: Sensitivity of view/visual receptors 

57. The magnitude of impact results from a combination of the degree of change, the extent over which the changes 

will be visible and the period of exposure to the view. Table 3c outlines the criteria against which an assessment 
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of the magnitude of impact in each view has been informed. This incorporates magnitude of impact on the view 

itself, any heritage assets within the view, and on the townscape character. Impact has been determined through 

a consideration of the size, scale and intensity of the proposed change, the geographical extent of the area 

influenced, the type of development and the level of integration of new features with existing elements.  

58. Impacts may be beneficial or adverse. If the proposed changes will enhance heritage values or the ability to 

appreciate them, or enhance townscape character and views within an area, as expressed in the baseline 

assessment, then the impact on heritage significance and townscape character within the view will be deemed to 

be beneficial; however, if they fail to sustain heritage values or impair their appreciation, or if they detract from 

townscape character, then the impact will be deemed to be adverse. 

Magnitude of Impact Description 

Major adverse or 
beneficial visual impact   

The proposals will cause a dominant or complete change or contrast to the view, resulting 
from the loss or addition of substantial features in the view and will substantially alter the 
appreciation of the view. 

Moderate adverse or 
beneficial visual impact   

The proposals will cause a clearly noticeable change or contrast to the view, which would 
have some effect on the composition, resulting from the loss or addition of features in the 
view and will noticeably alter the appreciation of the view. 

Minor adverse or 
beneficial visual impact   

The proposals will cause a perceptible change or contrast to the view, but which would not 
materially affect the composition or the appreciation of the view 

Negligible adverse or 
beneficial visual effect 

The proposals will cause a barely perceptible change or contrast to the view, which would 
not affect the composition or the appreciation of the view. 

Imperceptible/None  

 

The proposals will cause no change to the view. The appeal scheme results in limited or barely 
perceptible changes to the existing view. 

Table 3c:  Magnitude of Visual Impact  

59. To determine the overall effect the magnitude of impact is assessed against the sensitivity score using the 4. 

Sensitivity of 
receptor  

Major Impact  Moderate Impact   Minor Impact   Negligible 
impact  

No change  

High   Major 
significance  

Moderate 
significance 

Moderate 
significance 

Minor 
significance  

Negligible / 
neutral  

Medium   Moderate 
significance  

Moderate 
significance 

Minor significance Negligible Negligible / 
neutral  

Low   Moderate 
significance  

Minor significance Negligible  Negligible Negligible / 
neutral  

Table 4: Overall Effect 

 

60. Limitations and assumption: In considering the effects of the appeal scheme upon built heritage assets, townscape 

character and representative viewpoints, the assessment is based on the material that accompanies the planning 

application, including the Accurate Visual Representations (AVRs) by Rock Hunter and the Design and Access 

Statement and scheme drawings prepared by Alan Camp Architects 

61. The visual analysis is based on views from external spaces within the public domain and not from inside buildings 

or private spaces. The GLVIA3 outlines that public views are generally attributed greater value than views from 

private property due to the number of visual receptors being greater.  

62. The assessment was carried out through a combination of desk-based study and site visits; however, this 

experience can only be demonstrated in the TVIA through the use of photographs, AVRs, plans and maps. The 12 

AVRs that are included within the TVIA do not cover every possible view of the appeal scheme but are a selection 

of representative viewpoints from publicly accessible places or from points where there are particular townscape 

or heritage sensitivities.  

63. The AVRs are two-dimensional and cannot fully capture the complexity of the real visual experience. They form an 

indication of the true three-dimensional visual experience. Neither do the AVRs capture transient significant effects 

arising from noise or traffic. The text accompanying each view seeks to contextualise. A visit to the location from 

which the photographs were taken is strongly encouraged to better appreciate and understand the visual impact. 

64. The AVRs do not give an appreciation of kinetic views. None of the views of the appeal scheme are likely to be 

views where viewers will be stationary to appreciate the view but are likely to be views where the viewer is in 

motion. Again, a visit to the location from which the AVRs were taken as part of a kinetic experience (for example 

walking towards, through and past the viewpoint) is strongly encouraged to better appreciate and understand the 

visual impact.   
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Part 2: Baseline and Heritage Assessment 
3 HISTORIC CONTEXT: CHARACTER OF WELWYN GARDEN CITY 
65. This section should also be read in conjunction with Section 5 of the Bidwells HTVIA which provides some 

background on the development of Welwyn Garden City. 

66. The Appeal Site is located within Welwyn Garden City, the significance of which derives from it being one of the 

earliest and most complete examples of a ‘Garden City’ in England. In what came to be known as the ‘Garden City 

Movement’, these idyllic towns were designed to provide relief to the increasing issue of poverty, pollution and 

acute social problems of towns and cities where over half the population lived in the latter part of the 19th century. 

67. In 1898, the founder of the movement, Ebenezer Howard, authored his pioneering ‘Tomorrow: A Peaceful Path to 

Social Reform’ (re-issued four years later as ‘Garden Cities of Tomorrow’). Howard’s work paved the way to a new 

approach to urban planning, which sought to combine all the beneficial components of town and country life 

(referred to as ‘The Three Magnets)’ and create a utopian approach to England’s new towns.  

68. Welwyn was identified by Howard in 1919 as a prime location for a Garden City development. The principal 

architect assigned to carry out the project was French-Canadian architect, Louis de Soissons.  

69. In Howards vision, each Garden City would be circular with a great garden area at its heart, enclosed by civic and 

cultural institutions. Six boulevards would extend outwards, crossing concentric rings of tree-lined avenues. There 

would be parks and open spaces between the residential areas, with industry and commerce located to the outer 

perimeter, beyond the railway line.  

70. Soissons generally adhered to and applied Howard’s vision when drawing up the plans for Welwyn, with the central 

garden component being the ‘Parkway’, enclosed by civic buildings, with pockets of residential cul-de-sacs 

complete located in the surrounding area and industrial buildings just beyond. The whole city was encircled by an 

agricultural belt,  this layout ensured civilians benefited from quick access to a central railway station and the 

countryside but were also self-sufficient with local industrial works which were designed to be accessible by foot, 

as per Howard’s original concept.  

71. One of the elements (or zones) of the garden city was that of a factory belt to attract non-polluting industries and 

where the quality of the conditions for the workforce would be a key consideration. In Welwyn Garden City the 

site at Broadwater Road was from the outset recognised as the best site for industry due to the fact that the site 

was level and the goods yards and sidings were also established early in the site’s history.  

72. As described in English Heritage’s (which became ‘Historic England’ in 2015) book ‘English Garden Cities: An 

Introduction’ (2010), “Industry bordered the east of the railway, initially with private sidings. Further east still were 

 
3 ‘English Garden Cities: An Introduction’, English Heritage (2010) p 33  

residential neighbourhoods, creating the impression of a ‘wrong side of the tracks.’”3 

73. As discussed within the HTVIA, the area identified by Soissons as the ‘industrial zone’ has experienced piecemeal 

phases of demolition as the need for such building types became increasingly obsolete by the turn of the 21st 

century. The Shredded Wheat Factory (Grade II) and the former Roche Office Block (Grade II) are consequently the 

only remaining early 20th century examples of nationally significant industrial works to the east of the railway line, 

recognised by their designated status. 

74. It is noted by English Heritage that, “All of the communities discussed in this book have some listed buildings: some 

have many…by contrast, only a few buildings from the garden city era at Welwyn Garden City are listed…the 

conservation area at Welwyn Garden City is confined to the west of the railway, perhaps reinforcing the 

longstanding impression that the east was the wrong side of the track.”4 

75. There are just ten listed buildings within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area boundary, three of which long 

pre-date the Welwyn Garden City development (the Barn Theatre 17th Century, Old Cottage, 17th Century and Hand 

Side Farm House, early 19th Century), all Grade II.  

76. The other seven designations recognise buildings that were part of the Welwyn Garden City vision: Knightsfield 

Flats (under four designations, all Grade II), Templewood School (Grade II*) and Digswell Lodge (Grade II) all date 

from 1950s. 26 Pentley Park is a Modernist 1930s building (Grade II), which dates from 1930s.    

77. The other most notable listed buildings in Welwyn Garden City (Roche Offices and Shredded Wheat Factory, both 

Grade II), sit outside of the conservation area, but have an important connection with the history of the town and 

the Shredded Wheat Factory has a strong presence in the setting of the conservation area. 

78. The need to reimagine and adapt to the current climate has already been recognised within the Council’s 

‘Broadwater Road West’ SPD (2008), which identifies the growing residential population and concentration of large 

family homes within the town. In tandem with this, the industrial zone comprises of numerous derelict buildings 

of a specialist nature e.g. laboratories, and do not meet the demands of modern day industry. The SPD highlights 

the new business park at Hatfield in Hertfordshire has become the main distribution/ warehousing location, further 

exacerbating the loss of activity in Welwyn’s industrial zone. 

79. The Appeal Site is located within the ‘industrial zone’ and is currently occupied by a large, purpose-built laboratory 

building which is no longer fit for purpose. There is consequently an opportunity to redevelop the Appeal Site and 

provide residential development for future generations, whilst avoiding any impact upon the Listed Buildings which 

provide a much-needed sense of the areas former industrial character.  

80. Although it is recognised that the original intent for the Appeal Site was to retain the Biopark buildings (SPD, 2008), 

the former occupier (University of Hertfordshire) has since sold the specialist site because the existing buildings 

are no longer fit for purpose (Feb, 2020). 

4 English Garden Cities: An Introduction’ p93 
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81. The original intention for the ‘Garden City’ was intended to accommodate up to 32,000 residents only. This 

quantum is no longer suitable for the growing population of Welwyn and thus, current development proposals 

must seek to accommodate the need for housing whilst minimising the relative impact upon the character defining 

appearance of Welwyn Garden City. As stated within the Design and Access Statement (Dec, 2020), the Garden 

City Principles are: 

• Land value capture for the benefit of the community. The site has been private land for a long time however 

community value will be raised through its openness and integration with surroundings. 

• Strong vision, leadership and community engagement. 

• Mixed-tenure homes and housing types that are genuinely affordable. 

• Beautifully and imaginatively designed homes with gardens, combining the best of town and country to create 

healthy communities, and including opportunities to grow food. 

• Development that enhances the natural environment, providing a comprehensive green infrastructure 

network and net biodiversity gains, and that uses zero-carbon and energy-positive technology to ensure 

climate resilience. 

• Strong cultural, recreational and shopping facilities in walkable, vibrant, sociable neighbourhoods. 

• Integrated and accessible transport systems, with walking, cycling and public transport designed to be the 

most attractive forms of local transport. 

82. The urgent need for redevelopment of this area, for the benefit of the town and the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area, is also set out by English Heritage in ‘English Garden Cities’:  

“Welwyn Garden City had already faced up to far-reaching change as a first generation new town…Much of 

the land between the railway and Broadwater road had been cleared and both factories [Roche and Shredded 

Wheat] stood empty by spring 2009….Refusal of housing development and the proposed conversion of the 

Roche building into a church were considered on appeal in February 2010: the inspector subsequently dismissed 

the appeal solely on the ground of insufficient affordable housing and found the design matters and impact on 

the listed Roche building acceptable. Implementation would regenerate an area of dereliction close to the town 

centre and could act as a stimulus to bringing forward redevelopment of the rest of the Broadwater Road West 

area”.5 

83. In summary, whilst the identity of Welwyn is firmly rooted in Ebenezer Howard’s core pillars of Garden City design, 

the original design intent (that being the segregation of industrial and residential) has to be flexible to 

accommodate modern demand and secure the future of Welwyn.  

  

 
5 English Heritage, ‘English Garden Cities: An Introduction’, p100 - 102  
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4 APPEAL SITE: BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE 
84. This section should also be read in conjunction with Section 7 of the HTVIA which provides a brief assessment of 

the BioPark building on the appeal site.  

Site Background 

85. The HTVIA (Bidwells, 2020) notes some history of the appeal site in the early – mid 20th century inferring that a 

film studio had been previously on the site and that the site was acquired by the chemical company ICI (‘Imperial 

Chemical Industries’) in 1938 (Figure 2).  

86. Yet the investigation of some historic maps calls this into question. Furthermore, the site assessment is somewhat 

brief and does not continue to include the construction of the building presently on the appeal site. As such, the 

site background has been re-considered in the following section. 

87. The map dating from 1946 (Figure 3, below) shows that the area where the appeal site stands was undeveloped 

land, tucked between the railway and the Roche Products site (which is being developed at this time). The Grade 

II listed former Roche Office building is already in existence (refer to green arrow).  

 

Figure 1: 1922 Map (published 1925) approximate site location marked in red location of former Roche Office 
building indicated with green arrow (Source: National Library of Scotland) (annotations by Heritage Architecture 
Ltd). 

 

 

Figure 2: 1938 – 39 Map (published 1948) approximate site location marked in red location of former Roche Office 
building indicated with green arrow (Source: National Library of Scotland) (annotations by Heritage Architecture 
Ltd). 
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Figure 3: 1946 Ordnance Survey Map, approximate site location marked in red location of former Roche Office 
building indicated with green arrow (map published 1950, source: National Library of Scotland) (annotations by 
Heritage Architecture Ltd). 

  

Figure 4: Map from 1956 (1:25,000) approximate site location marked in red location of former Roche Office 
building indicated with green arrow (source: National Library of Scotland) (annotations by Heritage Architecture 
Ltd). 

 

Figure 5: Detail from map showing ICI cites circa 1970, the green arrow indicates the Grade II former Roche Office Building, 
which still stands today, and the red square indicted the approximate site location (annotations added by Heritage 
Architecture Ltd) (source: G I Barnett and Sons) 
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88. The map dating from 1970s (Figure 5) shows that the appeal site was still vacant, still sitting behind the former 

Roche Office building, as it does today.  

89. This series of maps shows that the appeal site was not under the ownership of ICI, despite their extensive 

ownership of land to the east of the railway, and that this section of land had remained undeveloped into the latter 

half of the twentieth century.  

 

Figure 6: Photograph of the ‘New buildings for Roche Products, Welwyn Garden City’ 1970 – 1973 (photographer: Hilda and 
Rusty Bernstein) 

 

Figure 7: Photograph of the ‘New buildings for Roche Products, Welwyn Garden City’ 1970 – 1973 (photographer: 
Hilda and Rusty Bernstein) 
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Figure 8: Photograph of the ‘New buildings for Roche Products, Welwyn Garden City’ 1970 – 1973 (photographer: 
Hilda and Rusty Bernstein) 

 

90. Historic photographs dated 1970 -1973 indicate that the building (appeal site, Figure 8) must have been 

constructed just after the publication of the 1970 map (Figure ). The building was known to have been built as part 

of the Roche Pharmaceuticals company for research and was at times referred to as the ‘Roche Products Building’.  

91. The Roche Products Building ceased operations in 2002, resulting in the loss of several hundred jobs6. It was shortly 

after this that, with the assistance of grant money from the East of England Development Agency, the University 

of Hertfordshire (formerly Hatfield Polytechnic) acquired the site and in February 2006 and it was reported that 

the University was developing a new bio science park on the site7. This bio science site, ‘BioPark’ was opened later 

in 2006 and offered laboratory, conference and office space for the region’s bioscience and healthcare industries, 

and start-up companies.8 

92. In 2019 the Welwyn Hatfield Times reported that BioPark was operating “at a loss” and that a University of 

Hertfordshire spokesperson had confirmed that it is closing BioPark in January 2020.9 

 
6 https://www.stalbansreview.co.uk/news/427362.planners-give-thumbs-up-for-new-roche-hq/ 
7 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/england/beds/bucks/herts/4683188.stm 

93. In addition to the BioPark building, there are two other buildings associated with Roche Pharmaceuticals in the 

area, which share some commonality. .  

94. Figure 9, below depicts the first Roche Products building, which stood directly next to the BioPark site. It was 

constructed in 1961 to the design of James Cubitt (Cubitt & Partners). The BioPark building, constructed in the 

years following the completion of the Roche Products building (which was completed in 1969) shows a clear 

resemblance, although the Roche Products building is not only designed by a renowned and credible architect, but 

also is also of superior design quality with notable features such as the transparent, feature-staircase. This is not just 

in elevational treatment, and the overall form and mass, but even in the arrangement of the blocks – a linear 

overall form apparently broken up into two blocks, with one side predominantly white rendered with small 

windows, and the other side with a much higher proportion of glazing, set in long horizontal bands. The Roche 

Products building was demolished in 2008 and a series of photographs Figures 10-12 show the process of the 

building being demolished and the subsequent building which replaced it. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 9: Roche Products Building, viewed from Broadwater Road, constructed 1961 – 1969 (demolished 2008) Cubitt & 
Partners (source: Newtown Herts blog) 

 

8 https://www.herts.ac.uk/about-us/the-history-of-our-university 
9 https://www.whtimes.co.uk/news/biopark-for-sale-for-redevelopment-5626614 
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Figure 10: Roche Products building during demolition in October 2008 (source: Google Maps) 

 

 

Figure 11: Former Roche Products building site, now cleared in October 2010, showing the proximity to the BioPark 
building (source: Google Maps) 

 

 

Figure 12: Site of the former Roche Products building with replacement buildings in September 2014 (BioPark 
building is still visible at the end of the street to the left of the view) (source: Google Maps) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: 1977 Roche Office Building, constructed in 1977 Cubitt, Atkinson & Partners (east side of Broadwater 
Road) 

 

95. The second is another Roche office building (referred to henceforth as ‘1977 Roche Office Building’) building on 

the east of Broadwater Road, also built by Roche as their offices and also designed by James Cubitt’s practice in 

1977. This stands directly almost opposite the Grade II listed former Roche Offices building, and, of all the former 

and current factory buildings in the area, is the most responsive in its design and has the most integrity in its 
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architectural character. The building which faces Broadwater Road is particularly interesting in architectural terms. 

It responds to the Roche Offices building with its overt horizontality – defined by the horizontal bands of white 

render with two layers of in-set bands of windows. The ground floor is partially set-back with the floors above 

supported by pilotti, a clear reference to Le Corbusier and the Roche Offices opposite. The square-profile of the 

pilotti (instead of the true Le Corbusier circular-profile) offers a hint of post-modernist playfulness, set at an oblique 

angle to the rear building when viewed from the north; the front building and main building have a strong sense 

of synergy (Figure 14).  

96. The design of the rear building of the 1977 Roche Office Building does not have the same pervasive appeal, with 

the brown glazing appearing rather aged and stayed. Although when looking directly towards the building from 

Broadwater Road, this less appealing aspect of the building is largely concealed. 

97. Whilst the 1977 Roche Office Building and BioPark were built almost concurrently, the buildings have completely 

different architectural standard with the quality of BioPark much inferior to that of the 1977 Roche Office Building 

in its conception and execution. The more striking similarity is evidently with the, now demolished Former Roche 

Products building. 

98. Today, the Roche offices are still located in Welwyn, at 6 Falcon Way, Shire Park. The company has expanded into 

a large, commercial organisation which requires contemporary office space to meet modern demands. The number 

of office and factory buildings associated with the company are numerous and are not specifically centred around 

Broadwater Way.   

99. The main elevations of the modern-day BioPark building appear unremarkable and generic. Part of the east-facing 

block has been extended upwards with white-clad, featureless levels, undermining its attempts at horizontality 

and diminishing the verticality of the brick stairwell. Further to this, the building has accumulated additional plant 

rooms at roof level, further undermining any amount of architectural integrity that it once may have had, and has 

also accumulated various paraphernalia such as louvres, grills and aerials which further degrade the already 

mediocre aesthetic of the building. Other detracting features include the highly-reflective glazing on the northern 

sections which appear quite outdated and degenerated (refer to Figures 20, 24, 26 and 27 in Bidwells HTVIA). 

100. The design of BioPark is evidently a response to the buildings in the area, chiefly the former Roche Offices, to which 

it was originally linked in its operations. This has been executed chiefly with the white rendered elevations 

referencing those of the former Roche Offices. There has been an attempt to emphasize the horizontality of the 

building with linear glazing the verticality of the stairwell, clad in dark-brick, offering an interesting counter-

balancing effect. 

101. The former Roche Building is a true example of early Modernism and is accordingly ambiguous in its function.  

BioPark by contrast, is a far cry from the finesse of the former Roche Offices building, despite the responsive white-

clad elevations. It is a large-mass building and rather than having a fluid ambiguity in terms of legible function, it is 

evidently serving a large-scale commercial operation. 

102. Now that commercial and production operations have ceased and that the surrounding context has become 

residential in typology, the commercial monolith is anomalous in its surroundings. We also now know that the only 

historic links of interest are those with the Roche Pharmaceuticals company. This is not, however, a long-standing 

history as the site was undeveloped prior to the construction of the BioPark building itself and whilst some jobs 

were lost when the building was transferred to the University of Hertfordshire, the links with Roche in Welwyn 

have not been severed or lost, as the company established a new research facility just outside of the town, which 

opened in 2005.  

103. As such, we find that there is limited historical and architectural and artistic interest in the appeal site (as per the 

HEAN 12 definitions), and as the building on the current site was the first to be developed here, there is limited 

scope for below-ground archaeological interest either. As a 1970s building of no real architectural merit with 

tenuous historical associations with the Roche building, we consider the BioPark building to be of no heritage 

significance. 

 

Figure 14: Excerpt from a ‘Roche in War-Time’ pamphlet showing the Grade II listed former Roche Office building 
(Source: Welwyngarden-heritage.org) 
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5 THE APPEAL SCHEME 

5.1 The Appeal Scheme Proposals 

 

Figure 15: Aerial CGI of the appeal scheme (visualisation produced by Rock Hunter) 
 

The proposals for the appeal scheme have been developed by Alan Camp Architects and propose six residential apartment 

blocks plus a seventh block that takes the form of a terrace of town houses. These unified, but separate blocks are visually 

broken-down further due to the elevational treatment – a mix of light and dark brickwork on different elevations and applied 

in vertical panels.  

As shown in the aerial CGI (Figure 15), the appeal scheme fits comfortably within the context of residential buildings. The 

different elevational treatments respond well to the different material treatments on the different developments in its 

surroundings. The fine urban grain found in the residential buildings in the area is carried across the site with features such 

as fenestration and balconies, finely detailed and providing the appeal scheme with a sense of human scale. The clay tile 

mansard roofs honour the prevailing form in Welwyn Garden City more generally, and in this way the appeal scheme acts as 

a mediator between the more boxy, flat-roofed residential buildings to the east on Penn Way, and the mansard and sliding 

roof typology found in the 20th century buildings around Welwyn Garden City. 

Blocks A and B to the north of the site are the tallest, at 29.45m, with the blocks stepping down to five and six storeys at the 

south of the site. The row of terraced houses are two and three storeys. Whilst evidently taller in height than some of the 

other residential buildings, the appeal sites location, abutting the railway is able to accommodate a slightly denser form of 

development. 

The appeal scheme proposals and the evolution that the proposals underwent throughout the pre-application process is 

discussed in detail in the DAS. The impact of the appeal scheme in heritage, townscape and visual impact terms is assessed in 

Sections 6, 7 and 9. 
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6 HERITAGE ASSESSMENT 
6.1 Significance Assessment  

 

Figure 16: Listed buildings within a 500m radius of the appeal site, appeal site marked with red outline, listed buildings 
marked with blue triangle (source: Historic England) 

 

104. The listed buildings captured within this 1km radius are as follows: 

• The Nabisco Shredded Wheat Factory, (Grade II) (‘Shredded Wheat Factory’) 

• Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) to Roche Products Factory, Grade II (‘former Roche Office’) 

105. The three listed outside of the 500m radius, but visible to the west of the site are: 

• The Barn Theatre (Grade II) 

• Hand Side Farmhouse (Grade II) 

• The Old Cottage (Grade II) 

106. A site visit conducted on Monday 22nd November included a visit to all the listed buildings set out above. It was 

considered that, due to the distance from the subject site, the orientation of the buildings on the street layout and 

the intervening townscape, that the appeal scheme would not be visible in the setting of The Barn Theatre (Grade 

II), Hand Side Farmhouse (Grade II), or The Old Cottage (Grade II). Due to this, and their relative distance from the 

appeal site, these heritage assets have been scoped-out of the assessment. 

107. By contrast, the close proximity of both the former Roche Office building and the Shredded Wheat Factory and the 

fact that both of these stand on the same side of the railway as the appeal site, this mean that there is higher 

chance of visibility and impact within the setting of these two heritage assets. As such, the former Roche Office 

building and Shredded Wheat Factory have been scoped-in to this assessment. 

108. Section 8 of the HTVIA also included Hatfield House (Grade I) sits over 4km south of the appeal site, and the closest 

edge of Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden, (Grade I), which occupies a much larger area over an 

undulating area of land, is over 3km south of the appeal site. It is agreed that, given the highly sensitive nature of 

Hatfield House and the registered park and garden, and the long views from the house which contribute greatly to 

its significance, that assessment of impact on its significance and setting should be considered, also. 

 

Figure 17: Map showing the appeal site in the context of nearby conservation area. Welwyn Garden City 
Conservation Area lies to the east, Peartree Conservation Area lies 500m to the southwest. Site marked in red 
(Source: Welwyn Hatfield Council) 
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Figure 18: Extract from the 2007 Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area Appraisal showing the existing Town Centre 
Conservation Area and proposed extensions. Site outline marked in red, to the east of the Conservation Area Boundary, 
approximate 500m radius overlaid in blue dashed line (source: Welwyn Hatfield Council) 

 

109. The Addendum provides additional background information on Hatfield House (Grade I) and the Hatfield House 

Registered Park and Garden (Grade I). 

110. It has been established in communication with Welwyn Hatfield Council that there is no local list, either adopted 

nor in draft form. The buildings identified in 18 as “buildings recommended for statutory listing” are to be 

considered non-designated heritage assets for the purposes of this assessment, and those identified as ‘key 

unlisted buildings’ are considered to the equivalent of positive contributors (as per the definitions set-out in HEAN 

1: ‘Conservation Area Appraisal, Designation and Management, 2016).  

111. It is understood the buildings identified within the Conservation Area Appraisal as suitable for “statutory listing” 

have not yet been included on the NHLE. Following a search on the Historic Environment Record (HER), there is no 

evidence to suggest any of the buildings have been assessed / rejected for listed by Historic England. The ‘positive 

contributors’ form part of the distinctive character and appearance of the WGC conservation area, and any impact 

on these will be considered in line with the impact on the conservation area as a whole. 

112. As such, the four buildings recommended for statutory listing (within the Council’s 2007 Conservation Area 

Appraisal) which fall within the 500m radius are: 

• Free Church on Church Road 

• The former Cottage Hospital on Church Road (now, ‘Doctor’s Tonic Public House’) 

• The St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church (no. 81) on Parkway 

• The Focolare Unity Centre (No. 69) on Parkway 

6.2 Nabisco Shredded Wheat Factory 

Significance of the Nabisco Shredded Wheat Factory, (Grade II) (‘Shredded Wheat Factory’) 

113. Archaeological interest: this site does not fall within an archaeological priority area. There have been relatively few 

archaeological finds in the Welwyn Garden City area generally, with some Celtic artefacts discovered in Valley Road 

to the west of the town centre. It is thought that the Romans did not have a presence in Welwyn. The area around 

the site continued to be farmland into medieval and modern history. The fact that the factory building remains 

standing might result in some potential for above-ground archaeology, yet the buildings have been stripped of 

their content and machinery, so there is relatively low potential for above-ground archaeological interest, also. 

The overall archaeological interest is still considered to be low. 

114. Architectural and Artistic Interest: there is undoubted architectural interest in the Shredded Wheat Factory, 

particularly in the main factory building with its distinctive 18 grain silos providing definite landmark qualities. An 

early example of modern, large-scale silo architecture in the UK with modernist features such as the windows in 

the ranges and attic storey. Architectural and artistic interest is high. 
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115. Historic interest: the historic interest in the heritage asset is found in the links to the notable architect Louis de 

Soissons and, as one of the first ones built in Welwyn Garden City, its importance as part of the execution of 

Ebenezer Howard’s vision. Historic interest is high. 

116. The heritage asset is considered to be overall of high significance. 

Impact of the current appeal site on the significance and setting of the former Shredded Wheat Factory 

117. The appeal site has some intervisibility with this heritage asset, particularly in views north and south along the 

railway. In these views it competes in the skyline, as another form of comparative proportions and scale, but it 

lacks the design integrity. Given the landmark features of the heritage asset and the fact that the appeal scheme 

distracts and diminishes the extent to which the heritage asset stands out from its surroundings, the current impact 

of the appeal site on the heritage asset is negative. 

Summary of contribution of setting to significance  

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the Shredded Wheat Factory makes to its significance, using the 

HEAN 3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

118. Views towards the main silo building, enhance its prominence as a focal point, complementing its existing landmark 

qualities. 

119. Shredded Wheat Factory retains its legibility as a former industrial building and has always been a landmark 

structure. Whilst the loss of the factory or industrial function to the east of the railway has seen its setting altered, 

it always had landmark status and stood apart from its surroundings, and this aspect of its significance is retained. 

120. From certain location as at elevated points around Welwyn Garden City (from Bridge Road, a replicated in View 10 

in the TVIA) the BioPark building has a visual presence in the setting of the Listed Building. Standing at a similar 

overall size, BioPark appears to compete with the Shredded Wheat Factory in the skyline.  

121. There is limited direct intervisibility between the Shredded Wheat Factory and other heritage assets of its kind. 

The Former Roche Offices building to the south can be considered to be in the wider setting and has some 

commonality in by being a 1920s building as it also had an associative factory function and similar, white-rendered 

treatment and modernist features. The significance of these industrial buildings is recognised through their 

designated status. The wider setting of these assets has been in a state of flux over the past few decades, resulting 

in a fragmented character of low-quality industrial buildings and new residential which positively responds to the 

qualities of the significant, industrial buildings to the east of the railway.   

122. The Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area does fall within the setting and there is direct intervisibility – whilst it 

incorporates buildings of a quite different character and function, there are intrinsic historic links as the industrial 

quarter of the town was part of Ebenezer Howard’s original vision and this can be said to contribute to the setting 

of the heritage asset. 

6.3 Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) to Roche Products Factory, Grade II (‘Former Roche Office’) 

Significance of the Former Roche Office 

123. The former Roche building was designed in 1934 by Otto R Salvisberg in association with C Stanley Brow. Originally, 

the buildings comprised mixed uses: factory, administration, laboratory and even accommodation, composed as 

three blocks of different scale, it was designed to be allowed to be extended and adjusted to the needs that the 

company might have. The building was Listed Grade II in 1980. 

124. Archaeological interest: this site does not fall within an archaeological priority area and the area around the site 

continued to be farmland into medieval and modern history. The site of the former Roche Offices remained 

undeveloped land until the buildings in question were constructed. As such, the archaeological interest in this site 

is relatively low. 

125. Architectural and Artistic Interest: the building is a fine early example of the Modernist style in the UK. Its 

architectural interest is comprised in its simplistic elegance, with a projecting flat roof that emphasises the 

horizontality of the building, the reinforced concrete and steel framed factory buildings and white rendered 

exterior, hallmarks of Le Corbusian design principles with metal casement windows set in long horizontal bands. 

In accordance with Le Corbusier’s – famed mantra of 1927 “A house is a machine for living in”, the building could 

be ambiguous in its function and could be interpreted as just as easily as offices or residential Architectural and 

artistic interest is high. 

126. Historic interest: Otto R Salvisberg was an important early 20th century Swiss modernist architect who worked 

extensively in Germany. He championed an “inside out approach” in his design process which prioritised the 

proportions of rooms and usability of spaces. Beyond the importance of the architect the other aspect of historic 

interest is in the role that the building played in Ebenezer Howard’s overall vision for Welwyn Garden City, with 

the industrial buildings on one side of the railway, and residential area on the other. Good historic interest. 

127. The heritage asset is considered to be overall of high significance. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the former Roche Offices 

128. The appeal site has some intervisibility with this heritage asset, particularly when viewed from the front of the 

heritage asset from Broadwater Road. From here, the reflective glazing detracts from the material quality of the 

heritage asset, and it fills a gap between the main building of the heritage asset and other adjoining buildings, 

creating a small but monolithic backdrop of a similar colour in the opening thus detracting from the significance of 

the heritage asset. The presence of the hulking form of the Biopark building in the setting of the heritage asset 

further detracts as it is notably different form the emerging townscape character which is residential houses and 

low to mid-rise blocks, thus acting as an unattractive focus of attention. The current impact of the appeal site on 

the heritage asset is negative. 
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Summary of contribution of setting to significance  

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the former Roche Offices makes to its significance, using the HEAN 

3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

129. As this heritage asset is a low-rise, horizontal building the flat topography has little bearing on its visibility or 

understanding. The buildings in the heritage asset’s setting (chiefly those that comprise of the same site), either 

match or surpass the heritage asset in height. Instead of framing and showcasing the heritage asset, the relatively 

similar aesthetic treatment of the new buildings – white render with fenestration that matches the windows on 

the listed building and roughly similar heights and plot size – are too similar to contrast and frame the listed 

building. 

130. Due to the low-rise nature of the heritage asset and the buildings interspersed around it, there are no particular 

views towards the building, so it only becomes visible at relatively close proximity when passing along Broadwater 

Road. 

131. As with the Shredded Wheat Factory, the former Roche Office building has a visual relationship with other factory 

buildings in the wider aera, chiefly the Shredded Wheat Factory itself. Despite the different size, there is evidently 

a cohesion in the 1930s architecture with similar, white-rendered treatment and has shared modernist features 

such as fenestration. The previous commonality in their function is now lost, as it has been converted into flats.  

6.4 Hatfield House (Grade I) 

132. For further background on Hatfield House, refer to HTVIA (Bidwells). 

Significance of Hatfield House 

133. Archaeological: there may be some potential for below-ground archaeological finds due to the longstanding use 

of the park and garden in the medieval and Tudor period. This potential is considered to be relatively low. There is 

a degree of standing archaeological value in Hatfield House found in the craftsmanship and execution of the 

architectural design. Medium-high. 

134. Artistic and architectural: the building is an E-shaped ground plan and a very fine example of a 17th century house, 

albeit with some later alterations (the west wing was partially destroyed by fire in 1835 and saw subsequent 

alterations). The building has three storeys and attic over basement, a grand entranceway on the north with a 

three storey porch bay and a nine window loggia in ashlar limestone on the south elevation. There are numerous 

architectural features of considerable architectural quality such as square projecting turrets with leaded cupolas,  

a three-stage wooden clock tower in the centre of the house and an arched octagonal turret with leaded cupola 

(thought to be by Inigo Jones). Very high. 

135. Historic: Built for Robert Cecil in 17th century and with other renowned residents including the second and third 

Marquess of Salisbury. The property was designed by Robert Liming (or Lyminge) and is believed to have input 

from Simon Basyll and Inigo Jones giving it further historic interest. High 

136. The significance of Hatfield House is high - very high. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of Hatfield House 

137. From the publicly accessible ground-level at the property there is no visibility of BioPark, so the buildings on the 

current site have no impact. 

Summary of contribution of setting to significance  

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of Hatfield House makes to its significance, using the HEAN 3 checklist, 

refer to Appendix 2. 

138. The Grade I listed building is located in an elevated position, upon a gently undulating landscape, with the 

placement of the building within its parkland and the aspect it benefits form enhancing its prominence and 

significance. The openness of the parkland allows for clear and unobstructed views of the heritage asset, with a 

number of ‘key views’ identified within the setting of the asset, designated to ensure change over time can be 

appropriately assessed.  

139. The most profound aspect of the property’s setting is the Hatfield House Park and Garden, the property obtains a 

considerable amount of its significance from this park and garden, with long views towards the property along the 

1.2km drive, and from all points surrounding it. Further to this, the numerous listed buildings which exist Woodland 

to the northeast of the property means that it retains clear legibility in its context.  

 

6.5 Hatfield House Park and Garden (Grade I) 

Significance  

140. Archaeological: There may be some potential for below ground archaeological finds due to the longstanding 

historic use of the area as parkland, but this interest is considered to be relatively low. There is above ground 

archaeology held in the craftsmanship and execution of the garden designs which represent several evolutions of 

garden design history and style. Medium-high. 

141. Architectural and Artistic: the Cecil family became the owners of the parkland in the early 17th century, and from 

this time it was gradually transformed from a medieval park and forest to an established and designed garden and 

parkland with numerous areas including a formal Italianate walled garden by Thomas Chaundler. A long drive 

accesses the house, running 1.2km south to the Great North Road and the park and garden frames the property 

on all sides. The gardens were further elaborated in 18th century when waterworks and plant collections were 

introduced, again in the 19th century where terraces surrounding the house were created and again in the 20th 

century where sunken gardens and courtyards were re-created. Very high architectural and artistic interest. 

142. Historic: The Hatfield House Park and Garden has a longer history than that of Hatfield House, having previously 

been associated with monastic function and owned by the with the Bishopric of Ely until the Reformation. 

Following this, the land became a retreat for the Tudor crown including Henry VIII and Elizabeth I, and there are 

apocryphal stories of Elizabeth I having have learnt of her accession to the crown whilst sitting under an Oak Tree 

in the park. In early 17th century it was passed to the Cecil’s, from when it became adjoined to Hatfield House. The 
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numerous aspects of historic interest even prior to the association with Hatfield House gives the park very high 

historic interest. 

143. The significance of Hatfield House Park and Garden is very high. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of Hatfield House Park and Garden 

144. From ground level in the parkland there is no visibility of BioPark building, so the building on the current site has 

no impact. 

Summary of contribution of setting to significance  

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of Hatfield House – Park and Garden makes to its significance, using 

the HEAN 3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

145. As a landscape/parkland asset itself, this heritage asset does not derive much of its significance from its own 

setting, which is largely contained by modern urban development such as Hatfield to the West, the Great North 

Road to the south, and agricultural land to the east. The designated Park and Garden derives significance from 

Hatfield House, which stands within the park, and the numerous heritage assets which stand on the Park’s western 

edge near Old Hatfield, that are linked to the history of Hatfield House and the Hatfield House Registered Park and 

Garden. 

6.6 Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area 

Significance of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area  

146. Archaeological interest: as has already been discussed, Welwyn Hatfield has not identified the Welwyn Garden City 

area as being an archaeological priority area. As there have been relatively few archaeological finds. The area was 

in use as farmland throughout medieval and modern history and into twentieth century when the planned garden 

city started construction. Only the railway and some of the roads, pre-date this time. Despite the presence of these 

communications routes, the scant occupation of the area means that the overall archaeological interest is 

considered to be low. 

147. Architectural and Artistic Interest: as has been discussed in para 67 to para 81,  Whilst Welwyn Garden City was 

certainly one of the best conceived garden cities with regards to its layout and overall urban plan, the standard of 

architectural quality in the individual buildings is not as high as in other garden cities or garden suburbs. This is 

reflected in the relatively few numbers of listed buildings within the conservation area boundary, with only seven 

dating from the Welwyn Garden City development period (there are three others that pre-date it and whilst 

important buildings in their own rights, do not necessarily make a strong contribution to the overall character of 

the garden city).  

148. The conspicuous lack of designations amongst the residential streets of the conservation area is indicative of the 

somewhat mediocre architectural quality and lacking in craftsmanship, exceptional design or details and flourishes. 

The architectural quality of the place is as a result of the group value of the buildings overall so that there is higher 

quality in the conservation area as a sum of its parts, than if the parts were individually recognised. In this way it 

could be considered that the area is loyal to Howard’s vision of the garden city as a democratising force with its 

greatest asset being in the spaces between buildings and the public, open, green space that can be shared by all. 

Architectural and artistic interest is medium. 

149. Historic interest: as has been examined in Section 3 of this report, Welwyn Garden City was part of an important 

movement in the early 20th century which aimed to improve the lives of ordinary working people. This movement 

had great implications in the social policy and planning in the UK and Welwyn Garden City has a lasting legacy as 

an early experiment in the execution of these ideals. Historic interest is high. 

150. The heritage asset is considered to be overall of Good significance. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation 

Area 

151. The appeal site has numerous points of intervisibility with the conservation area. Whilst it is perhaps at too greater 

distance to be considered to ‘loom’ over the conservation area (thanks to the separating space provided by the 

railway), its unattractive roofscape, light in colour and reflective with unattractive paraphernalia such as plant, 

flues, grills and louvres is an unpleasant beacon visible form some distance in places. In some areas the upper 

floors of the monolithic block are visible too. The impact on the setting of the conservation area is undoubtedly 

negative, with the main focus and understanding of the building not relating to its design, but rather to its bulk 

and unattractive roof form. The current impact of the appeal site on the heritage asset is negative. 

Summary of contribution that the setting of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area makes to its 

significance, using the HEAN 3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

152. To the south north and east, there is a continuation of the residential streets which follow a broadly similar overall 

pattern and take architectural cues from the design of the buildings within the conservation area. These fringe 

developments are generally of a poorer design quality and the streetscape has much less emphasis on good quality 

green open space and long sweeping views, but the overarching continuation of garden city principles in the setting 

of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area positively contributes to its setting. 

153. The conservation area designation consciously follows the line of the railway making this boundary edge the most 

strongly defined. The modern residential typology which is emerging on the east side of the railway, has larger 

footprint buildings of taller heights, similar to those of the former industrial commercial and factory buildings in 

the area. These buildings to the east of the railway do stand in the setting of the conservation area, but the area is 

evidently separate and has always designed to be so. The exclusion of the industrial zone from the Conservation 

Area recognises this, and this is evidence of this area being considered a much less ‘significant’ part of the overall 

Welwyn Garden City concept – always designed to be separate enough, so as not to impede too much on the quiet, 
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domestic character of the central, residential area. As such, it is considered that the conservation area does not 

derive a great degree of its significance from this area of built form. 

154. The former Shredded Wheat Factory is an exception to this. It has a clear presence in the setting of the conservation 

area to the east of the railway, with landmark qualities which set it apart from almost all other townscape (this is 

especially the case due to its size and scale). It has a powerful symbolic impact on the significance of Welwyn 

Garden City Conservation Area as is an inextricable and legible reminder of the former function of the eastern 

zone.   

6.7 Peartree Conservation Area  

The Peartree Conservation Area was adopted as a conservation area in January 2020.  

 

Figure 19: Holwell Road in the Peartree Conservation Area 

 

Significance of Peartree Conservation Area 

155. According to Place Services Character Appraisal of the Peartree Conservation Area (March 2019): 

156. “An initial assessment of this area, completed by Place Services in December 2018, concluded that the Peartree 

Area was worthy of designation due to its special architectural and historic interest. As one of the first developments 

to be laid out to the east of Welwyn Garden City, the Peartree area benefits from a distinct character and 

appearance which also contributes to the understanding of the development of Welwyn Garden City as a whole. 

Much of the area’s architectural language, landscape and streetscape remains largely intact, providing an insight 

into an area planned to accommodate lower income housing, comparative to the larger homes built in the west.” 

157. Archaeological interest: there is thought to be some potential for medieval archaeological remains, but that these 

will likely have been disturbed by the original construction of the Peartree development. Excavations in the area 

in 2002 indicated no significance activity. The archaeological interest is considered to be low. 

158. Architectural and artistic interest: the overall architectural and artistic interest is derived from the material palette 

(red brick, red clay tiles, timber detailing such as fenestration and other features such as porches), the uniformity 

of the buildings, the planned-in greenery which is typical of the garden city principles and the quiet, suburban 

ambience set around quiet streets and cul-de-sacs. The area has more runs of terraces than the modern-day 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area, appropriate to the denser housing model. There are some buildings which 

can be considered NDHAs (The Peartree Inn, The Woodhall Shopping Parade, The Woodhall Community Centre (all 

dating from 1938) and Our Lady Queen of Apostles (1959-60)), but there are no listed buildings in the area. 

Medium. 

159. Historic interest: the historic interest in the Peartree area stems from its formation as part of Louis de Soissons 

original 1920s plan for Welwyn Garden City (refer to Figures 2 and 3 in Bidwell’s HTVIA, pages 24 and 25) and, as 

stated above, it was planned for lower income housing in comparison to those within the modern-day Welwyn 

Garden City Conservation Area. Medium. 

160. Overall significance is medium. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the Peartree Conservation Area 

161. The appeal site has extremely limited intervisibility with this conservation area (if any). The only way in which the 

appeal site impacts this conservation area is in its wider setting, as a disused and vacant site which lacks vitality. 

The lack of vitality in the wider setting of this conservation area is not keenly felt so the current impact of the 

appeal site on the heritage asset is neutral.  

Summary of contribution that of the Peartree Conservation Area makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the Peartree Conservation Area makes to its significance, using the 

HEAN 3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

162. The main aspects of significance that the Peartree Conservation Area derives from its setting is the continuation 

of the quiet, suburban residential streets in the areas nearby which help to re-enforce the semi-rural / suburban 

tranquillity that characterise this neighbourhood. 

163. There has always been a lack of natural intervisibility between this residential area and the former industrial area 

that sits just to the east of the railway. There is a historic link between the two places, in that it provided a source 

of employment for local residents, is similar to the connection that Welwyn Garden City conservation area. Yet the 

relationship with the former industrial area in terms of setting is also quite different. Welwyn Garden City, as an 

urban centre has a much more profound relationship with the former industrial area that sits just on the east of 

the railway, a sort of twinning of two zones. The fact that the buildings from the former industrial area to the east 

of the railway are visible from the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area are visible form the area to the west 
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makes this connection legible and impacts on the significance of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. This 

connection has never been openly legible in the streetscape of the Peartree Conservation Area. Peartree 

Conservation Area has always been an out-of-town quiet suburb, set further southeast from Broad water Road 

and much of the industrial activity, and this characteristic aspect of its significance is upheld.  

6.8 Non-designated Heritage Assets (‘NDHAs’) 

Ecclesiastical Establishments 

164. Of the four non-designated heritage assets scoped-in for assessment, three are ecclesiastical. These are some of 

the many churches and ecclesiastical establishments in Welwyn Garden City which abound due to the visionary 

and alternative utopianism embodied in Howard’s vision. “Garden city lifestyle quickly became identified with 

liberal movements and cult religions of the early 20th century…many garden city pioneers, sceptical of orthodox 

religions, sought alternative”.10  

165. Land was intentionally set-aside for ecclesiastical developments (by contrast there was only provisions made for 

one pub). St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church was the first to be constructed.  

6.9 Free Church on Church Road (NDHA) 

 

Figure 20: Free Church, Church Road, Louis de Soissons (1929) 

 

 
10 English Heritage, ‘English Garden Cities: An Introduction’, p67-72 

Significance of the Free Church 

166. Archaeological interest: as with most of Welwyn Garden City there is little potential for archaeological interest, as 

has been established in previous section. Low. 

167. Architectural and artistic interest: the contemporary interpretation of stepped Dutch Gables by Louis de Soissons 

1929, elevates the Free Church to arguably the most interesting of the three ecclesiastical establishments 

discussed in this section, architecturally and artistically. It is positioned on Church Road rather (unlike the Focolare 

Centre and St Bonaventure which stand on the eastern side of Parkway, St Francis of Assisi which is on the west 

and Christchurch Baptist Church which is at the southwest corner) but retains a sense of similar prominence within 

the townscape. Medium. 

168. Historic interest: its design by Soissons as part of the original Welwyn Garden City plan gives it a degree of historic 

interest. Medium. 

169. The heritage asset is considered to be overall of medium significance. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the Free Church 

170. There is intervisibility between the appeal site and the Free Church, despite the relative distance. The main 

experience of the appeal site in the setting of the Free Church is of the unattractive roofscape of the BioPark 

building, light in colour and reflective with unattractive paraphernalia such as plats, flue, grills and louvres is an 

unpleasant beacon visible form some distance in places. The impact on the setting of the Free Church is 

undoubtedly negative, with the main focus and understanding of the building not relating to its design, but rather 

to its bulk and unattractive roof form. The current impact of the appeal site on the NDHA is negative. 

Summary of contribution that the setting of the Free Church makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the Free Church makes to its significance, using the HEAN 3 checklist, 

refer to Appendix 2. 

171. The main aspects of significance that the Free Church derives from its setting are those aspects which typify the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and the commonality found between this NDHA and the townscape and 

buildings which surround it. Such aspects of commonality which contribute to the significance include the design 

language, an early-20th century Free Style (although in this case the stepped Dutch gables are somewhat 

idiosyncratic), the materials and application such as clay tiles and sweeping roofs, its relationship with the street 

and location within the plot, set-back from the road and with generous greenery in the form of grassy verges, 

hedges and mature trees.  
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6.10 The St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church (no. 81) on Parkway (NDHA) 

 

Figure 21: St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church, Parkway (1926 by T.H.B Scott) 

 

Significance of St Bonaventure 

172. Archaeological interest: as with most of Welwyn Garden City there is little potential for archaeological interest, as 

has been established in previous section. Low. 

173. Architectural and artistic interest: St Bonaventure’s Roman Catholic Church is described as being conservative in 

English Heritage’s book, ‘English Garden Cities: An Introduction’ (2010). Whilst this might be true, its commonality 

and shared features and the notes of early Modernism distinguishable in its pared-back design, does offer a degree 

of architectural interest. Its location on Parkway, and the positive contribution it makes to this central part of the 

conservation area is undeniable, with its gable protruding above much of the townscape and built form. Medium. 

174. Historic Interest: this building was not designed by de Soissons, although it does benefit from small degree of 

interest in being part of the original (or early) layout of Welwyn Garden City. Its design by THB Scott, who designed 

several other churches in the early 20th century, primarily in London, is worthy of note, also. Low-medium. 

175. The significance of the NDHA is medium. 

 

 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of St Bonaventure NDHA 

176. There is intervisibility between the appeal site and St Bonaventure when standing on Parkway – the BioPark 

building is visible through the trees and across the railway. The main experience of the appeal site in the setting of 

the NDHA is of the unattractive roofscape of the BioPark building, light in colour and reflective with unattractive 

paraphernalia such as plats, flue, grills and louvres is an unpleasant beacon visible form some distance in places. 

The impact on the setting of the NDHA is undoubtedly negative, with the main focus and understanding of the 

building not relating to its design, but of its unattractive roof form. The current impact of the appeal site on the 

NDHA is negative. 

Summary of contribution that the setting of St Bonaventure’s makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of St Bonaventure’s makes to its significance, using the HEAN 3 checklist, 

refer to Appendix 2. 

177. There are two main aspects of significance that St Bonaventure derives from its setting, namely; its location on 

Parkway, and the commonality it shares with many aspects of the buildings and townscape in the Welwyn Garden 

City Conservation Area. The location on Parkway offers the NDHA pride of place within the central thoroughfare 

of Welwyn Garden City, and enables long views towards the building.  The commonality found between this NDHA 

and the townscape and buildings in the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area include the design language, an 

early-20th century Free Style, the materials and application such as red brick main elevations and clay tile roofs.  
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6.11 The Focolare Unity Centre (No. 69) on Parkway (NDHA) 

 

Figure 22: Focolare Unity Centre, Parkway (1929 and later additions, architect unknown) 

 

Significance of the Focolare Unity Centre 

178. Archaeological interest: as with most of Welwyn Garden City there is little potential for archaeological interest, as 

has been established in previous section. Low. 

179. Architectural and artistic interest: there is some architectural interest in fenestration of the main gable – with three 

evenly sized round-arched windows representing a play on traditional ecclesiastical architecture. Yet this main 

element of the building s rather blocky and un-refined. There is more refinement in the two-storey Tudorbethan 

wing with sliding roofs and overhanging eaves which adjoins it, this is the original part of the building, constructed 

in 1920s (the larger chapel space was added in 1960s). Unfortunately, the fenestration on the Tudorbethan building 

has lost what would likely have originally been smaller lights, possibly leaded. The way in which the Tudorbethan 

element is adjoined to the larger, main building is uncomfortable. Low. 

180. Historic Interest: the building was originally built as the Mater Dei High School in 1929, a convent school linked to 

St Bonaventure. It remained as such until 1981 when it was bought by the Focolare movement. It has a small 

degree of interest in being part of the early layout of Welwyn Garden City. Its links to the Focolare Movement, an 

international religious organisation, claiming to operate in 182 countries and to have 2 million followers, does offer 

it some historic interest, especially due to Welwyn Garden City’s historic affinity with non-conformist religious 

movements. Low-medium. 

181. The significance of the NDHA is Low. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the Focolare Unity Centre 

182. As with St Bonaventure, which stands next door, there is intervisibility between the appeal site and the Focolare 

Unity Centre when standing on Parkway – the BioPark building is visible through the trees and across the railway. 

The main experience of the appeal site in the setting of the NDHA is of the unattractive roofscape of the BioPark 

building, light in colour and reflective with unattractive paraphernalia such as plats, flue, grills and louvres is an 

unpleasant beacon visible form some distance in places. The impact on the setting of the NDHA is undoubtedly 

negative, with the main focus and understanding of the building not relating to its design, but of its unattractive 

roof form. The current impact of the appeal site on the NDHA is negative. 

Summary of contribution that the setting of the Focolare Unity Centre makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the Focolare Unity Centre makes to its significance, using the HEAN 

3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

183. There are two main aspects of significance that the Focolare Unity Centre derives from its setting, namely; its 

location on Parkway, and the commonality it shares with many aspects of the buildings and townscape in the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. The location on Parkway offers the NDHA pride of place within the central 

thoroughfare of Welwyn Garden City and enables long views towards the building.  The commonality found 

between this NDHA and the townscape and buildings in the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area include the 

design language, an early-20th century Free Style, the materials and application such as red brick main elevations 

and clay tile roofs.  
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6.12 The former Cottage Hospital (now ‘ Doctor’s Tonic Public House’) (NDHA) 

 

Figure 23: the former Cottage Hospital on Church Road (now ‘ Doctor’s Tonic Public House’) (1929, architect unknown) 

 

Significance of the former Cottage Hospital 

184. Archaeological interest: as with most of Welwyn Garden City there is little potential for archaeological interest, as 

has been established in previous section. Low. 

185. Architectural and artistic interest: the building is built in a Free Tudor Manor House Style with sweeping roofs with 

clay tiles and small dormers which make is appear more akin to Arts and Crafts buildings than some of the more 

formal Neo-Georgian-esque buildings nearby. It retains the small lights in its windows which contribute to the 

Tudor-esque aesthetic. Medium. 

186. Historic Interest: Originally called ‘Fretherne House’ it was built as a boy’s prep school. It became the Cottage 

Hospital in 1940 when the boys were evacuated. It became a pub in 1982. There is some historic significance in the 

several community functions that the building has played in Welwyn Garden City. Medium 

187. The significance of the building is medium. 

Impact of the current appeal site (BioPark building) on the significance and setting of the former Cottage Hospital 

188. As with the Free Church, which stands next door, there is intervisibility between the appeal site and the former 

Cottage Hospital, despite the relative distance. The main experience of the appeal site in the setting of the former 

Cottage Hospital is of the unattractive roofscape of the BioPark building, light in colour and reflective with 

unattractive paraphernalia such as plats, flue, grills and louvres is an unpleasant beacon visible form some distance 

in places. The impact on the setting of the former Cottage Hospital is undoubtedly negative, with the main focus 

and understanding of the building not relating to its design, but rather to its bulk and unattractive roof form. The 

current impact of the appeal site on the NDHA is negative. 

Summary of contribution that the setting of the former Cottage Hospital makes to its significance 

For the full assessment of contribution that the setting of the former Cottage Hospital makes to its significance, using the 

HEAN 3 checklist, refer to Appendix 2. 

189. The main aspects of significance that the former Cottage Hospital derives from its setting are those aspects which 

typify the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and the commonality found between this NDHA and the 

townscape and buildings which surround it. Such aspects of commonality which contribute to the significance 

include the design language, an early-20th century Free Style (although this is a more definite expression of Tudor-

esque architectural style than found elsewhere), the materials and application such as red brick elevations, clay 

tiles, sweeping roofs, its relationship with the street and location within the plot, set-back from the road and with 

generous greenery in the form of grassy verges, hedges and mature trees.  

6.13 The Appeal Scheme Proposals  

Appeal Scheme Proposals 

190. The design of the appeal scheme has been set out in the DAS and this section should closely consider the DAS 

alongside this section of the report.  

191. As considered in detail in the Townscape Visual Impact Assessment (TVIA) in this report, the appeal scheme does 

appear in some views around Welwyn Garden City. The present BioPark building is more noticeable than the appeal 

scheme would be, due to its height and material character – reflective white render metallic surfaces (especially 

at roof level) and brown glazing, as well as the paraphernalia that has accumulated at roof level such as grills, 

louvres and aerials. The appeal scheme would introduce a material character which melds well with the existing 

residential houses already visible on either side of the railway. The appeal scheme has a combination of elevational 

treatments, including red brick and red clay tile roofs which combine well with the local vernacular style. 

192. The appeal scheme will transform the appearance of the site  from an industrial / commercial building  to a 

residential use, this will be more in-keeping with the general character of the area in which the development now 

sits, surrounded by sites of residential character either in existence or already consented (such as 

6/2018/0171/MAJ). 

193. As shown in the TVIA in Section 9, the appeal scheme has limited visibility in key views overall. 

6.14 Impact on Heritage Assets 

Introduction 
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194. As part of Step 3 in HEAN 3, the assessment of effects of the proposed development is considered against another 

checklist (found on page 13 of HEAN 3 and Appendix 2 of this report). The exercise is particularly looking to define 

whether or not the “development affecting the setting of a heritage asset can be broadly categorised as having the 

potential to enhance or harm the significance of the asset through the principle of development alone, through the 

scale, prominence, proximity or placement of development; or through its detailed design” (page 12).  

As such, the impact assessment checklist has been carried out for each asset, and the summaries set-out below (the full impact 
assessment tables for each heritage asset can be found in Appendix 2). 

Summary of Impact on Nabisco Shredded Wheat (Grade II) 

195. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current BioPark building which occupies the 

appeal site. This is as a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the tallest height 

(approximately 30m), breaking up the mass. This will be particularly relevant in the views north and south on the 

railway where the BioPark building currently competes with heritage asset in the skyline, distracting and 

diminishing its landmark status to a degree. The material change in the roofscape and overall treatment of the 

buildings will be more in-keeping with the surrounding emergent built context which is low and mid-rise 

residential. The impact is considered to be minor beneficial, thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) to Roche Products Factory, Grade II (‘Former Roche Office’) 

196. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appeal site. This is particularly because 

of the way in which the current BioPark building appears as a backdrop of a similar colouration behind the heritage 

asset when viewed from Broadwater Road. Its similar materiality reduces the conspicuousness of the heritage 

asset. The appeal scheme by contrast would not only re-organise and break-up the massing so there was less of 

single monolithic block in the setting of the listed building, but it would also change its materiality and presentation 

so it would meld more satisfactorily with the other residential buildings in the setting, allowing the heritage asset 

increased visual primacy and increase its ability to be understood. The impact is considered to be minor beneficial, 

thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on Hatfield House (Grade I) 

197. The appeal site stands at too great a distance (4km north across an undulating landscape) to be considered part of 

the heritage assets setting. This is particularly the case because there is absolutely no visibility form ground level 

beyond the boundaries of the Hatfield House Registered Park. It is only when one goes into the non-publicly 

accessible areas of Hatfield House that one has even the smallest possibility of seeing the appeal site, so question 

of impact on this heritage asset really only concerns one or two directed views, rather than an overall impact on 

the setting of the heritage asset.  

198. As demonstrated in views 12 and 13, the form of the appeal scheme is barely discernible as it stands below the 

line of the horizon against the dark backdrop of the landscape. Furthermore, the only place where the change is 

appreciable is from the roof of the property, not from ground level. Even then, this change is so minute as to not 

really be appreciable from the heritage asset, and the change is certainly not sufficient enough to warrant any kind 

of impact. As such, the impact on Hatfield House is no impact, thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on Hatfield House Park and Garden (Grade I) 

199. As with Hatfield House, Hatfield House Park and Garden stands at too great a distance from the appeal site and 

with too much intervening townscape to be considered part of the asset’s setting (approximately 3km north, at its 

closest point, again across an undulating landscape with the suburban area of Woodhall between the heritage 

asset and the appeal site). 

200. Again, similarly to Hatfield House, there is no visibility of the appeal scheme from ground level, apart from at a 

couple of very specific locations in the park. View 13 in the Visual Impact Assessment has been taken from one 

such location to demonstrate the most sensitive part of the heritage asset. 

201. The question of impact on this heritage asset really only concerns one or two directed views, rather than an overall 

impact on the setting of the heritage asset. There is absolutely no visibility form ground level for the vast majority 

of the park. 

202. Unlike Hatfield House however, the park is a large overall area, and impact on the asset has to be considered as a 

whole. Given that the visibility is not experienced throughout, further reduces the already negligible impact on the 

asset causing no impact, thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area 

203. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appearance of the appeal site. This is as 

a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the tallest height (approximately 30m) 

so that it will be less visible form the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. What smaller degree of built form 

will be visible will be much more appropriate and responsive to the character of the conservation area, with red-

tiled mansard roofs offering a much more sympathetic and subtle backdrop to the buildings in the conservation 

area, and replacing the unpleasant and intrusive roof form of the current BioPark building in numerous views. In a 

broader sense, the impact on setting will restore some vitality to the appeal site, which has been vacant for some 

time. This, and improved amenity space, will have a positive effect on the wider setting of the conservation area. 

The impact is considered to be minor beneficial, thus constituting no harm and sustaining and enhancing the 

special character of the conservation area. 

Summary of Impact on Peartree Conservation Area 

204. The appeal scheme will have some minor positive impacts on the Peartree Conservation Area, these will be 

primarily in terms of the improvement in terms of ambience in the area to the east of the railway which forms part 

of the Peartree Conservation Area’s setting. Whilst there will be a positive change in relation to the existing, the 

change is considered to be overall negligible, thus constituting no harm and sustaining and enhancing (to a small 

degree) the special character of the conservation area. 

Summary of Impact on the Free Church on Church Road (NDHA) 
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205. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appeal site in terms of its impact on the 

Free Church. This is as a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the tallest height 

so that it will be less visible in the setting of the NDHA. The red-tiled mansard roofs offer a much more sympathetic 

design which melds into the context well, replacing the unpleasant and eye-catching roof form of the current 

BioPark building. The impact on this NDHA is considered to be minor beneficial, thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on the St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church (NDHA) 

206. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appeal site in terms of its impact on the 

St Bonaventure. This is as a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the tallest 

height so that it will be less visible in the setting of the NDHA. The red-tiled mansard roofs offer a much more 

sympathetic design which melds into the context well, replacing the unpleasant and eye-catching roof form of the 

current BioPark building (refer to view 11, below). The impact on this NDHA is considered to be negligible, thus 

constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on the Focolare Unity Centre (NDHA) 

207. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appeal site in terms of its impact on the 

Focolare Unity Centre. This is as a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the 

tallest height so that it will be less visible in the setting of the NDHA. The red-tiled mansard roofs offer a much 

more sympathetic design which melds into the context well, replacing the unpleasant and eye-catching roof form 

of the current BioPark building (refer to view 11, below). The impact on this NDHA is considered to be negligible  

thus constituting no harm. 

Summary of Impact on the former Cottage Hospital (NDHA) 

208. The appeal scheme will represent an enhancement in relation to current appeal site in terms of its impact on the 

former Cottage Hospital. This is as a result of the appeal scheme reducing the overall amount of built form at the 

tallest height so that it will be less visible in the setting of the NDHA. The red-tiled mansard roofs offer a much 

more sympathetic design which melds into the context well, replacing the unpleasant and eye-catching roof form 

of the current BioPark building. The impact on this NDHA is considered to be minor beneficial, thus constituting 

no harm. 
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6.15 Summary of Heritage Significance and Impacts  

 

Table 5: Heritage significance and summary table  

Heritage Asset Criteria Significance 
Overall 

Significance 
Impact 

The Nabisco Shredded Wheat 

Factory, Grade II 

Archaeological Low 

High 
Minor 

beneficial 

Artistic and 

architectural 
High 

Historic  High 

Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) 

to Roche Products Factory, Grade II 

Archaeological Low 

High 
Minor 

beneficial 

Artistic and 

architectural 
High 

Historic High 

Hatfield House, Grade I 

Archaeological Medium-high 

High – very high No impact  
Artistic and 

architectural 
Very high 

Historic High 

Hatfield House Registered Park and 

Garden 

Archaeological Medium-high 

Very high No impact 
Artistic and 

architectural 
Very high 

Historic Very high 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation 

Area 

Archaeological Low 

Good 
Minor 

beneficial 

Artistic and 

architectural 
Medium 

Historic High 

Peartree Conservation Area 

Archaeological Low 

Medium Negligible  Artistic and 

architectural 
Medium 

Table 5: Heritage significance and summary table  

Heritage Asset Criteria Significance 
Overall 

Significance 
Impact 

Historic Medium 

Free Church 

Archaeological Low 

Medium 
Minor 

beneficial 

Artistic and 

architectural 
Medium 

Historic Medium 

St Bonaventure’s Church 

Archaeological Low 

Medium Negligible  
Artistic and 

architectural 
Medium 

Historic Low-Medium 

Focolare Unity Centre 

Archaeological Low 

Low Negligible  
Artistic and 

architectural 
Low 

Historic Low-medium 

Former Cottage Hospital 

Archaeological Low 

Medium 
Minor 

beneficial 

Artistic and 

architectural 
Medium 

Historic Medium 
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Part 3: Townscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment 
7 CHARACTERISATION APPRAISAL 
7.1 Townscape Character Areas: Introduction 

209. HG Group commissioned Bidwells to undertake a HTVIA to accompany the application for the BioPark site to be 

redeveloped into residential housing. As part of this work, Bidwells undertook a comprehensive Townscape 

Character Area Appraisal (Section 9), in which 18 separate character areas were identified (within a 1km radius). 

The HTVIA goes on to state that the initial desk-based assessment suggested that the radius of townscape 

sensitivity is 500m from the site, indicated by the red dashed line outlined within Figure 24. 

210. Out of the 18 character areas identified, Bidwells HTVIA scoped-in a total of 6 for assessment (listed below).  

1. Character Area D 
2. Character Area H 
3. Character Area J 
4. Character Area K 
5. Character Area M 
6. Character Area N 

211. This assessment, SLHA largely agrees with the number of character areas scoped-in by Bidwells and concurs with 

the need to scope-out the majority of the remaining character areas. The few discrepancies between the original 

HTVIA to this assessment relate to Character Area ‘I’. This should be scoped-in and incorporated into Character 

Area D, as it takes-in the southern section of Parkway. The appeal site is located within TCA K.   

212. Further discrepancies from the Bidwell’s report derive from differing use of terminology. The degree of ‘townscape 

value’ within Bidwells HTVIA is not described in accordance with recognised, GLVIA3 terminology. Therefore, even 

where this assessment largely agrees with the assessment and conclusions, the terminology and measure of 

relative ‘value’ may be different. Where there are discrepancies in this assessment of the impact of the proposals, 

they are set out in the assessment in Table 6 of this report.  

213. In order to carry-out an assessment of impact of the appeal scheme on the surrounding townscape, the 

surrounding area has been broken-down into a set of Townscape Character Areas (‘TCAs’). These TCAs are largely 

consistent with the 6 identified character areas identified within Bidwells report. The TCAs have been defined by 

a set of unifying factors. These factors can vary but often include aspects of building character such as building 

form, age, design, use, size and scale; aspects of layout, such as route network, plot pattern, traffic intensity and 

can also include other features which contribute to the overall experience of a place such as greenery or openness.  

214. Please refer to the original report (Bidwells) for additional detail and images in relation to all Townscape Character 

Areas. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 24: Townscape Character Area Map, adapted from Bidwells HTVIA (Dec, 2020). Blue dotted line, 1km 
radius. Red dotted line, 500m radius. Blue triangles indicate the location of listed buildings. Red arrows indicated 
viewpoints for assessment agreed with the council.Please note, the viewpoint locations identified in red are not 
applicable to the current appeal application. Please refer to the revised ‘key viewpoint’ map (Figures 25 and 26 
below), for relevant key viewpoints.   

 

 

 

 



Heritage and Townscape Visual Impact Assessment      Appendix to Report of Stephen Levrant                    February 2022 
Broadwater Gardens, BioPark, Welwyn 

© Stephen Levrant Heritage Architecture Ltd  35 

 
 

7.2 TCA D: Parkway Commercial Town Centre 

215. Townscape Character Area D is located within 500m of the appeal site to the northwest, falling within the 

conservation area and the designated town centre policy area.  

216. The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

• Formal layout of central avenue which forms a key open, green space with a distinct semi-circular nodal point to 
the north; signalling the civic centre  

• Linear townscape of pan-European character allowing for expansive views  
• Howardsgate is the formal space running perpendicular, eastwards from the Parkway  
• Offices, commercial buildings and flanking residential buildings within the area are largely Neo-Georgian in 

character 
• Sporadic redevelopment has resulted in a mixed overall architectural quality, although retains a sense of coherent 

aesthetic identity through a defined material pallet.  

217. Bidwells HTVIA concludes that TCA D is of moderate townscape value, as the area reflects the commercial centre 

of Welwyn well, expressed in the formal geometry of the streetscapes. The report further identifies the current 

building at the appeal site to make a neutral contribution to the character of the Parkway area.  

218. We concur with the conclusion that this receptor is on the higher end of the scale with regards to townscape value. 

For the sake of consistency with the terminology outlined within Table 6 of this report and consistent terminology 

used within GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape receptor is considered to be medium. The receptors 

susceptibility for change is also considered to be medium. We also concur with the assessment on the relationship 

to the appeal site (neutral contributor).  

219. As demonstrated within Views 1 and 3 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in negligible, 

visual change in far ranging views from within the townscape character area.  When combined with a medium 

sensitivity of receptor, the significance of effects would be judged to be negligible. 

• Susceptibility to change: Medium  
• Value: Medium  
• Sensitivity: Medium  
• Magnitude of change: Negligible  

 

7.3 TCA H: Chequer Park  

220. Townscape Character Area H is located to the south of the appeal site, falling within the area of townscape 

sensitivity but outside that of the conservation area. The TCA is bound by the railway to the west and busy roads 

to the north and east sides. By virtue of its elevated location as well as the clear view north along the railway, the 

area has clear views from the bridge towards the appeal site.  

The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

• Open greenspaces to the north and south of the TCA known as ‘Cassie’s Field’ and ‘Porter Taylor Woods’ make 
a minor positive contribution to the TCA 

• Central area is dominated by commercial and recreational development, including a running track, tennis courts 
and a ski centre; all of negligible townscape quality. 

• Gosling Sports Park to the west of the railway contains large structures which contrast to the finer grain 
• Residential properties of Neo-Georgian character feature to the periphery of the TCA, fronting onto Chequers 

Road  
• The Twentieth Mile Bridge to the north creates a strong boundary and the area is split by the Railway. 

221. Bidwells HTVIA concludes that TCA H is of ‘poor’ townscape value. The report further identifies the current building 

at the appeal site to make a negative contribution to the character of the Chequer Park TCA. Whilst the open green 

spaces to the north and south provide a minor positive attribute to the TCA, the industrial epicentre is of poor 

townscape quality; this results in a fragmented urban grain. There are no listed buildings or conservation areas 

within the TCA and it does not provide a coherent sense of place.  

222. We therefore concur with the conclusion that this receptor is on the lower end of the scale with regards to 

townscape value. For the sake of consistency with the terminology outlined within Table 6 of this report and 

consistent terminology used within GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape receptor is considered to be low. 

The receptors susceptibility for change is also considered to be low. We also concur with the assessment on the 

relationship to the appeal site (negative contributor), as it currently forms an unoccupied, bulky building of no 

architectural merit in wider views from the area. 

223. As demonstrated within View 7 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in minor beneficial, 

visual change in far ranging views from within the townscape character area. When combined with a low sensitivity 

of receptor, the significance of effects would be judged to be negligible. 

• Susceptibility to change: Low 
• Value: Low 

• Sensitivity: Low 

• Magnitude of change: Negligible  

 

7.4 TCA J: Longcroft Lane 

224. Townscape Character Area J is located to the west of the appeal site, just beyond the railways line. The TCA is 

located within the Welwyn Garden City conservation area but contains no listed buildings. The appeal site is 

sporadically glimpsed into views looking east from Longcroft Lane, visually and physically segregated from the 

residential community by the railway line; the appeal site is understood as a building of greater mass and scale in 

the distance.   

The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

- Residential character, principally neo-Georgian architectural form and appearance.  
- Linear paths and roads with wide, green verges and semi-mature trees 
- Spacious plot to each terrace row allowing a set-back creating a front garden away from the road.  
- The provision of garages to the early-20th century housing signifies the growing attraction of the car increasing seen 

as an integral part of life.  
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225. Bidwells HTVIA concludes that TCA J is of ‘moderate’ townscape value. The report further identifies the current 

building at the appeal site to make a negative contribution to the character of the Longcroft Lane Character Area.  

226. SLHA concurs with the conclusion that this receptor is on the higher end of the scale with regards to townscape 

value. For the sake of consistency with the terminology outlined within Table 6 of this report and consistent 

terminology used within GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape receptor is considered to be medium-low. 

The receptors susceptibility for change is also considered to be medium. SLHA also concurs with the assessment 

on the relationship to the appeal site (negative contributor), as it currently forms an unoccupied, bulky building of 

no architectural merit in wider views from the area. 

227. As demonstrated within Views 4 and 5 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in negligible, 

visual change in far ranging views from within the townscape character area. When combined with a medium 

sensitivity of receptor, the significance of effects would be judged to be negligible-minor beneficial.   

• Susceptibility to change: Medium  
• Value: Medium-low  
• Sensitivity: Medium 
• Magnitude of change: Negligible-minor beneficial  

 

7.5 TCA K: Industrial Zone  

228. Townscape Character Area K includes the appeal site and is located to the east of the railway line. The TCA contains 

the Grade II listed Shredded Wheat Factory and the Grade II listed Former Roche Offices. The TCA falls outside of 

the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area.  This area comprises the old industrial zone and contemporary 

residential redevelopment. The appal site is clearly visible both within the TCA and when looking south from the 

northern boundary of the industrial zone. 

229. The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

- Fragmentary character due to piecemeal demolition made to the area, although, recent proposals to redevelop 
the TCA with residential developments have sought to mitigate this 

- Former industrial premises, characterised by considerable mass, scale and large footprints. Such large-scale 
buildings include the listed Shredded Wheat and Roche Office buildings, both listed Grade II. 

- Mid-to-late 20th century houses generally set in a cul-de-sac arrangement, some emulating a neo-Georgian 
appearance  

- Mid-high rise building height 
- Hard landscaping, minimal green space  
- Light cladding materials   
- Enclosed, inactive footpaths and throughfares  

230. Bidwells HTVIA states that “the Biopark building possesses a landmark quality, establishing a book end to that of 

the Shredded Wheat building and indicating the southern limit of the old industrial area. However, the architectural 

style of the buildings within the site are clearly late twentieth century in date and lack the interest and character 

seen within the Shredded Wheat buildings”. Whilst SLHA agrees with the sentiment of this statement, it is clear 

that the BioPark building does not have landmark status in its own right, and is a competitive element within the 

setting of the Shredded Wheat Factory in wide ranging views across the TCA and within the wider townscape. The 

BioPark appears as an incidental contributor to the setting of the listed building, rather than a distinctive ‘bookend’ 

of any real townscape value or merit.  

231. The HTVIA concludes that TCA K is of ‘minor’ townscape value. The report further identifies the current building at 

the appeal site to make a negative contribution to the character of TCA K.  

232. Despite the fact the area contains two Grade II listed buildings, it is recognised the former industrial area consists 

of a fragmented urban grain, with large pockets of areas of poor townscape quality. It is further recognised that 

the setting of these heritage assets would benefit from enhancement in the form of sensitive redevelopment, 

much of which, is already underway. SLHA therefore concurs with the conclusion that this receptor is on the lower 

end of the scale with regards to townscape value. For the sake of consistency with the terminology outlined within 

Table 6 of this report and consistent terminology used within GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape 

receptor is considered to be low. The receptors susceptibility for change is considered to be low.  

233. SLHA also concurs with the assessment on the relationship to the appeal site (negative contributor), as it currently 

forms an unoccupied, bulky building of no architectural merit in wider views from the area. 

234. As demonstrated within View 10 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in minor beneficial, 

visual change in far ranging views from within the townscape character area. When combined with a medium-low 

sensitivity of receptor, the significance of effects would be judged to be minor beneficial.   

• Susceptibility to change: Low  
• Value: Low 
• Sensitivity: Medium-low  
• Magnitude of change: Minor beneficial  

 

7.6 TCA M: Peartree Modern Business Area 

235. Townscape Character Area M is located to the northeast of the appeal site, falling within the area of townscape 

sensitivity but outside that of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. The TCA is bound by Bridge Road east 

to the north, Broadwater Road to the west and Peartree Farm to the east, taking in some of the buildings to the 

north of Peartree Road to the northeast. Historically, the area was located within the industrial zone, to the east 

of the railway. The area retains some of this inherently industrial character through the large footprint and scale 

of buildings, albeit many of these are modern and of no historic or architectural merit.  

The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

- Fragmentary architectural character due to piecemeal redevelopment and extensions  
- Inherently industrial feel to the area, characterised by considerable mass, scale and large footprints 
- Mix of low-to-mid rise buildings, generally with single pitched roofs and corrugated cladding  
- Hard landscaping and surface car parks to the centre of the TCA 
- Urban grain: benefits from wide verges with mature trees around Hydeway Road  
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236. The  Bidwell’s HTVIA concludes that TCA M is of ‘poor’ townscape value. The report further identifies the current 

building at the appeal site to make a neutral contribution of the appeal site.  

237. SLHA concurs with the conclusion that this receptor is on the lower end of the scale with regards to townscape 

value. For the sake of consistency with the terminology outlined within Table 6 of this report and consistent 

terminology used within GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape receptor is considered to be low. The 

receptors susceptibility for change is also considered to be low. SLHA also concurs with the assessment on the 

relationship to the appeal site (neutral contributor), as the visual relationship between the two is largely 

imperceptible.  

238. As demonstrated within View 9 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in minor beneficial, 

visual change in outwards facing views from the south-west corner of the TCA (the development would not affect 

/ be seen in conjunction with the wider TCA). When combined with a low sensitivity of receptor, the significance 

of effects would be judged to be negligible. 

• Susceptibility to change: Low  
• Value: Low 
• Sensitivity: Low  
• Magnitude of change: Negligible   

 

7.7 TCA N: Broadwater Crescent 

239. Townscape Character Area N is located to the south of the appeal site, falling within the area of townscape 

sensitivity but outside that of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. The TCA is broadly bound by Broadwater 

Crescent to the north, Broadwater Way to the east and south and Corals Mead / the Reeds to the west. Whilst the 

TCA is situated in close proximity to the appeal site, due to the street pattern, clear views of the BioPark building 

are limited to Corals Meade.  

240. The main characteristics of this TCA are: 

• Late 20th century housing, principally 2-storeys and red brick  
• Low-rise, domestic buildings laid out in a cul-de-sac arrangement 
• Benefits from wide, grassed verges and private driveways  

241. The Bidwell’s HTVIA concludes that TCA M is of ‘poor’ townscape value. Their report further identifies the current 

building at the appeal site to make a negative contribution of the appeal site.  

242. We concur with the conclusion that this receptor is on the lower end of the scale with regards to townscape value, 

especially when compared with the early 20th century housing prevalent in the wider Welwyn area. For the sake 

of consistency with the terminology outlined within Table 6 of this report and consistent terminology used within 

GLVIA3 guidance, the value of this townscape receptor is therefore considered to be low. The receptors 

susceptibility for change is also considered to be low. We also concur with the assessment on the relationship to 

the appeal site (negative contributor), as it currently forms an unoccupied, bulky building of no architectural merit 

in views from Corals Meade. 

243. As demonstrated within View 6 below, the proposed change to the appeal site would result in minor beneficial, 

visual change in select views facing north towards the appeal site (from Corals Meade only). When combined with 

a low sensitivity of receptor, the significance of effects would be judged to be negligible  

• Susceptibility to change: Low  
• Value: Low 
• Sensitivity: Low  
• Magnitude of change: Negligible   
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8 IDENTIFICATION OF KEY VIEWS 
8.1 Preparation and Rationale 

244. As stated in Bidwells HTVIA (Dec, 2020) the key viewpoint locations selected were originally agreed with Place 

Services, who represent the WHBC on matters such as heritage and townscape. Agreement was obtained by email 

on 13 July 2020. A total of thirteen views were identified within Bidwells HTVIA report (two of which were verified 

view; but only illustrated as wireline). These views formed the initial evidence base from which their ensuing 

studies of the area were undertaken in Dec 2021.  

245. Following a site visit (22nd November 2021), it was clear the views selected adequately covered the locations from 

which the appeal site would be visible. The views are taken from prominent townscape locations and active 

throughfares and sensitive locations from a built heritage perspective.  

246. Please refer to Appendix 3 for the full Visualisation Method Statement by Rock Hunter.  

8.2 Key Views Map  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

  

Figure 25: Key Views Map (c.500m radius), orientated north. Location of the appeal site indicated by yellow star. 
10 of the views are as per those presented in Bidwells HTVIA. The three additional views scoped in for the purpose 
of this assessment are: View 3A, 4A and 11.  
 

Figure 26: Key Views Map – Hatfield House views. Approximate location of appeal site indicated by yellow star.  
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Part 2: Impact Assessment 
9 VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
9.1 View 01 – The Campus, Looking South  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

247. This view is taken from College Way where it meets Campus crescent, looking southeast towards the appeal site 

at Broadwater Way. The view is situated just north of the Parkway, which forms the central focus of the Welwyn 

Garden City Conservation Area. The foreground of the baseline view is dominated by roads, public footpaths, street 

furniture and pockets of green space; enhanced by mature trees to the immediate left and middle right of the 

view. Beyond this, framing the left of the view, is a set of early-to-mid 20th century, neo-Georgian Council Office 

buildings which follow the curve of the distinct, semi-circular road layout. The central clock tower to the neo-

Georgian building signals its designed status as a landmark within the townscape. Whilst clear views of the 1930s 

department store (John Lewis) are largely obscured to the east of the Parkway, the distinct, flat roofline of the 

building is slightly apparent. The appeal site is located in the far distance, with the paraphernalia atop the BioPark 

(grilles and louvres) only glimpsed into the baseline view.   

248. Whilst there are no listed buildings represented within the view, the planned, formal character of the buildings 

and their relationship with the semi-circular cap of the Parkway are quintessential to the planned character and 

appearance of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area (civic core). The value of the view as a whole is therefore 

considered to be medium.   

249. The view receives a fair degree of footfall due to the proximity to the college building to the north, and bus stop 

and rail links to the east. The receptors of this view are likely to be students, commuters or those in transit. Whilst 

there is a bench visible within the view, this is positioned to face south, allowing for key views of the Parkway. The 

susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be medium.  

Value of the view is medium. 

Sensitivity of the view is: medium. 

 

 

 

Proposed 

250. The appeal scheme will remove the glimpses of the BioPark rooftop paraphernalia, which encroaches into the 

existing view and will subsequently remove a minor negative component in far reaching views from the Civic 

Centre. The materiality to the roofline of the appeal scheme will allow it to be read as a subtle contributor in the 

far distance, knitting into the existing townscape fabric. Whilst this will be positive, the extent of visual change is 

largely imperceptible, with only a sliver of the appeal site discernible from this location. As such, the magnitude of 

impact is negligible. 

Magnitude of impact: negligible  

Overall Effect: negligible  

Cumulative  

251. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be completely obscured by existing urban form and will not 

be visible from this location. It has no impact on this view. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains negligible. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: negligible 

Overall cumulative effect: negligible  
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9.2 View 03: Church Road Looking South East  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

252. This view is taken from Church Road, looking south east towards the appeal site at Broadwater Way. The principal 

focus of the baseline view is the bus stop / bike store, which dominates the immediate left of the view with the 

linear throughfare of Church Road. Various signage and street lighting is principally focused on the south side of 

the street, around the bus stop. In contrast, the north side of Church Road is characterised by neat, mid-rise 

hedges, mature shrubbery and trees. Neo-Georgian buildings of modest height and scale can be seen to the middle 

ground of the view (left), denoting the existing character and form of Welwyn’s central shopping district. The 

mansard roofline of residential properties is just glimpsed into view to the right, enclosed by hedges and mature 

trees, creating a private and enclosed environment which expresses the principles of Welwyn Garden City. South 

facing views along Church Road are terminated by new residential buildings (under construction) in the far 

distance. Clear views of the appeal site are demonstrably obscured by the early mature trees to the right side of 

the street, even in this winter view. Whilst the view is taken from a point within the conservation area, the view 

does not contain any listed buildings and is not of any definable townscape quality. The value of the view is 

therefore considered to be low.  

253. The view is located by a bus stop to the immediate east of Sainsburys supermarket (eclipsed to the rear left of the 

view), making this an area of high footfall and daily activity. The main receptors of the view will be residents walking 

to and from the supermarket back to their houses. Additional receptors would be commuters travelling by bike or 

via the bus route. The low-rise and open nature of the view would encourage commuters and residents to take in 

their surroundings, whether stationary or travelling on foot. The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to 

sensitivity is therefore considered to be medium.  

Value of the view is low. 

Sensitivity of the view is: medium. 

 

Proposed 

254. Glimpsed views of the appeal scheme are apparent to the middle right of the view, just behind the early mature 

trees to the south side of Church Road. The proposed view has been taken during the winter months to allow for 

a full understanding of the visual impact of the appeal scheme from this location. It will be clear that even during 

months where vegetation is sparse, the appeal scheme will be largely obscured and imperceptible. As such, the 

magnitude of impact is negligible.  

Magnitude of Impact: negligible  

Overall Effect: negligible  

Cumulative  

255. The Shredded Wheat scheme (pink wireline) will be highly visible from this location, resulting in considerable, 

positive change to south-east facing views along Church Road. The development will create activity and signal the 

positive regeneration of the area to the east side of the railway, which has been underutilised for many years. The 

appeal site will be read as a further enhancement to this area. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains 

negligible. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: negligible 

Overall cumulative effect: negligible  
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9.3 View 03a: Church Road, Junction with Fretherne Road Looking East 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

256. View 03A is taken from the corner of Church Road and Fretherne Road looking south east. This viewpoint was not 

one of the original viewpoints selected by Bidwell’s and Place Services, but has been added as it looks more directly 

towards the appeal site than the view further west on Church Road and has the potential to be more impacted by 

the appeal scheme. Much of the view is taken up by the thoroughfare, with the bottom quarter of the view 

consisting of the tarmac highway and mini-roundabout. On the left of the view are some of the three-storey 

buildings of the commercial area of Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area, with the typical red brick elevations 

and red clay tiles mansard roofs. Protruding just to the right of these, is the construction site of the Shredded 

Wheat Quarter scheme. To the right of the view are some of the low-rise residential houses on Longcroft Lane. In 

the centre of the view are some early mature trees which are without leaf in this winter view and through these 

the current BioPark is just visible, although its light colour makes it hard to discern against the pale sky behind. The 

view is taken from a point within the conservation area, but it does not contain any listed buildings. The buildings 

to the right of the view are not the main focus and whilst these, and some foliage and hedging are both visible in 

the view, there is limited townscape value. The value of the view is therefore considered to be low.  

257. This an area of high footfall and daily activity because the viewpoint is located at a cross-roads at the edge of the 

commercial area and just near Sainsburys supermarket. The main receptors of the view will be residents walking 

to and from the supermarket back to their houses. Additional receptors would be commuters travelling by bike to 

the station or the commercial area, or people using the busses which have bus stops nearby on Church Road. The 

low-rise and open nature of the view would encourage commuters and residents to take in their surroundings, 

whether stationary or travelling on foot. The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore 

considered to be medium.  

Value of the view is low. 
Sensitivity of the view is: medium. 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

258. The appeal site will be glimpsed into views during the winter months, with the development just discernible behind 

the trees. As the proposed view makes clear, the appeal site will not look out of context with the existing built form 

in the foreground of the view with regards to character, scale and materiality. The mansard roof design takes cues 

from the clay-tile, pitched roof character of the Neo-Georgian buildings along Longcroft Lane, which define the 

middle-right of the view; whilst the white clad portion of the appeal site is reminiscent of the Grade II Former 

Roche Administration block. The appeal site will be understood and experienced as a contemporary new element 

on the periphery of the Garden City core, signalling the enhancement of the former industrial zone which has 

remained largely underutilised over the past few decades. The relative significance of the buildings which fall 

within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area are preserved and enhanced. As such, the magnitude of impact 

is negligible. 

Magnitude of Impact: negligible  

Overall Effect: negligible  

Cumulative  

259. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme can be seen to terminate views looking east along Fretherne 

Road resulting in minor, positive change in outward facing views from the town centre. The Shredded Wheat 

development will provide a catalyst for activity and development in the former industrial park, which has seen 

positive change in recent years with the residential blocks erected around the Former Roche Building (Grade II). 

The appeal site will be read as a further enhancement to this area. The magnitude of cumulative impact is therefore 

considered to be negligible.  

Magnitude of cumulative impact: negligible 

Overall cumulative effect: negligible  
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9.4 View 04A: Longcroft Lane / Parkfields Looking East 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

260. This view is taken from Parkfields where it meets Longcroft Lane, looking east towards the appeal site at a 

moderately close range. Longcroft Lane is the principal road running south from the Town Centre, and one of the 

few straight residential roads in the WGC conservation area. The view is taken from a central point from Parkfields 

road which allows for an understanding of the residential nature and linear form of the roads and streets. Semi-

mature trees, wide pavements with grass verges and parking signs feature in the foreground. The principal focus 

of the view is defined by 20th century housing to the east side of Longcroft Lane, which dominate the middle ground 

of the view. The housing typically consists of low-lying neo-Georgian terraces with steep pan-tiled roofs and 

through-passages, with distinctive protruding end properties which add visual interest to the group. Parked cars 

are evident within the immediate setting of the terraces, creating a minor detractor to the townscape.  

261. Beyond this, mature trees form the backdrop of the residential view, creating a buffer between the housing in the 

foreground and the railway. Above these trees is open sky, which is a positive component to the overall townscape 

composition. Clear views of the appeal site are obscured by mature trees, discernible just beyond the gap between 

the terraces. Whilst the view is taken from a point within the conservation area, the view does not contain any 

listed buildings and is not a key view identified within local planning policy. The value of the view is therefore 

considered to be low. 

262. The receptors that are likely to experience this view are somewhat limited to those that reside in the residential 

properties around Longcroft Lane and Parkfields, which provides a direct link to the Parkway. The main receptors 

of the view will thus be residents leaving the area by car or walking from their houses from the Parkway. The 

preferred pedestrian route for commuters is Church Road, which provides a direct link to the Parkway from the 

train station. The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be low-

medium.  

Value of the view is: low 

Sensitivity of the view is: low-medium. 

 

 

 

Proposed 

263. As demonstrated within the proposed view, the majority of the appeal site will be entirely screened by the existing, 

residential buildings which line the east side of Longcroft Lane. The magnitude of impact is therefore considered 

to be neutral. 

Magnitude of impact: neutral   

Overall effect: neutral. 

Cumulative  

264. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be completely obscured by existing urban form and will not 

be visible from this location. It has no impact on this view. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains neutral. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: neutral   

    Overall cumulative effect: neutral. 
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9.5 View 05: Longcroft Lane Looking East 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline  

265. This view is taken from Longcroft Lane, at a point slightly southeast of view 04. The foreground of the view is 

defined by wide pavements with grass verges, which make a positive contribution to the townscape and the 

character of the conservation area. The parked cars in the view do, however, detract from the overall townscape 

quality. The principal focus of the view is defined by 20th century housing to the east side of Longcroft Lane, which 

dominate the middle ground of the view. The housing typically consists of low-lying neo-Georgian terraces with 

steep pan-tiled roofs and through-passages, with distinctive protruding end properties which add visual interest 

to the group.  

266. The view has been selected to illustrate clearer views of the appeal site, which is just visible in the distance between 

the gap of the terraced housing in the foreground. The roofline of the BioPark is just visible beyond the sparse 

trees and is read as an incidental contributor in the distance and currently makes a negligible contribution to the 

townscape view. Whilst the view is taken from a point within the conservation area, the view does not contain any 

listed buildings and is not a key view identified within local planning policy. The value of the view is therefore 

considered to be low. 

267. The receptors that are likely to experience this view are somewhat limited to those that reside in the residential 

properties around Longcroft Lane. The main receptors of the view will thus be residents leaving the area by car or 

walking from their houses from the Parkway. The preferred pedestrian route for commuters is Church Road, which 

provides a direct link to the Parkway from the train station. The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to 

sensitivity is therefore considered to be low-medium.  

Value of the view is: low 

Sensitivity of the view is: low-medium.  

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed 

268. The appeal scheme appears to the centre of the view, above the single-storey garage which connects the terraced 

housing. Whilst this will result in some visual change, the distinct roofline of the appeal scheme responds to the 

existing materiality and neo-Georgian character of the buildings in the foreground of the view. Whilst the appeal 

site will only be glimpsed into fleeting views when travelling along Longcroft Lane (looking east), the resultant 

change to the townscape view will be beneficial, albeit largely negligible. Magnitude of impact is negligible – minor 

beneficial. 

Magnitude of impact: negligible – minor beneficial. 

   Overall effect: negligible 

Cumulative  

269. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be completely obscured by existing urban form and will not 

be visible from this location. It has no impact on this view. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains negligible-

minor beneficial. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: negligible-minor beneficial 

Overall cumulative effect: negligible 
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9.6 View 06: Coral’s Mead looking south 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

270. This view is taken from Coral’s Mead, looking south towards the appeal site. The foreground of the view is defined 

by a quiet no-through road, terminated by a low-rise hedge. The road is flanked on each side by two-storey red 

brick houses of no definable townscape merit. Whilst the view is not taken from a point within the WCG 

conservation area, distinguishable qualities such as wide verges and domestic scale convey a sense of cohesion 

with the wider residential townscape.  

271. The appeal site is shown to be occupied by the Bio-Park, which is the principal focus of the view, forming a large-

scale building of little architectural merit, punctuating the open sky which is a discernible and positive feature 

within the view. The BioPark terminates views along Coral Mead, creating a juxtaposing element with regards to 

scale, materiality and character. This is not a protected view nor is it mentioned in local policies, but it does allow 

for clear, unobstructed views of the appeal site, which is currently occupied by the BioPark building. As stated 

above, the view is not taken within the WGC conservation area and does not contain any listed buildings. The built 

form and general character of the view is of little townscape merit. The value of the view is therefore considered 

to be low.   

272. The receptors that are likely to experience this view are somewhat limited to those that reside in the residential 

properties around Coral’s Meade, which is a no-through road. Nonetheless, the receptors are likely to experience 

and appreciate views of the appeal site for a considerable period of time and on a daily basis. The susceptibility of 

the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be low-medium.  

Value of the view is: low 

Sensitivity of the view is: low-medium  

Proposed 

273. The appeal scheme will result in considerable, visual change in views along Coral’s Mead. The appeal scheme has 

been designed to takes cues from the existing character prevalent within the WGC Conservation Area, which 

comprises principally of red brick with mansard roof detailing. By contrast, the lower portions of the appeal site 

have been designed to reflect the character of the former industrial zone, with the symmetrical window 

arrangement and balconies taking influence from the art deco Roche building. The proposed scale of the building 

emulates that of the existing BioPark, in this regard, the magnitude of change is minimal. It is however clear that 

the appeal scheme has a residential scale and the taxis of the facades have a vertical emphasis that is empathetic 

to the repetitive corners of the houses in the foreground. The overt mansards will enhance views from this 

particular location to a moderate degree, creating a positive change which signals the emerging character of the 

former industrial zone, whilst ensuring the historical evolution of the land to the east of the railway can be 

understood.   

Magnitude of impact is moderate beneficial.  

Overall effect: minor beneficial  

Cumulative  

274. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be completely obscured by the appeal site and will not be 

visible from this location. It has no impact on this view. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains moderate 

beneficial. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: moderate beneficial 

                   Overall cumulative effect: minor beneficial. 
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9.7 View 07: Road Railway Bridge at the A6129 looking north 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

275. This view is taken from the A6128 Road, looking north towards the appeal site at Broadwater Way. The baseline 

view has been selected as it allows for extensive views of the East Coast Mainline railway and sidings, which forms 

the definitive boundary of the WGC conservation area. The foreground of the view is dominated by overgrown 

shrubbery which flanks either side the railway lines to the centre of the view; which leads from Hatfield onto 

Welwyn Garden City train station. A neat row of terraced housing is just visible to the east of the railway but are 

largely obscured by semi-matures trees. The existing appeal site is occupied by the BioPark building, which forms 

a negligible component within the middle ground of the view, to the east side of the railway line. Whilst the land 

to the left of the view forms the boundary of the WGC conservation area, this is evidently not the best location 

from which to understand and appreciate its significance. Further to this, there are no listed buildings within the 

baseline view. The overall value of the view is therefore considered to be low.  

276. The A6129 Road is a vehicular route only and does not have any clear pedestrian routes. As a result, the receptors 

from this particular location are limited to those travelling at great speed, resulting in low sensitivity. Clear views 

of the appeal site become increasingly apparent travelling north via train. The receptors of the view are therefore 

likely to be commuters. The speed of the train would generally result in temporary, glimpsed views of the appeal 

site. The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be low.  

Value of the view: low 

Sensitivity of the view: low 

Proposed 

277. The appeal scheme appears to the far right of the view, projecting ever so slightly into the open sky, but no more 

than the previous BioPark budling. The use of a darker material palette to the roofline reduces the juxtaposing 

appearance of the appeal site, resulting a more cohesive appearance which marries well with the housing to the 

right of the view. The presence of the appeal scheme in this view is minimal from this location but will improve in 

views travelling north along the railway line. The presence of the appeal scheme also does not alter the viewer’s 

appreciation or understanding of the existing townscape in any detrimental way, in contrast, the resultant change 

would be positive as the proposals will improve kinetic views of commuters travelling towards Welwyn Garden 

City Station.  

Magnitude of impact is minor beneficial.  

Overall effect: negligible  

Cumulative  

278. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be largely obscured by existing, urban form and the appeal 

site. Any views of the cumulative scheme will be merely glimpsed and read as an incidental contributor to the 

townscape fabric in the far distance. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains minor beneficial. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: minor beneficial 

Overall cumulative effect: negligible  
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9.8 View 09: Broadwater Road looking West  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

279. This view is taken from Broadwater Road, looking west towards the appeal site. The view has been selected to 

illustrate the relationship between the appeal site and the Former Roche Office Building (Grade II). The western 

façade of the Listed Building dominates the foreground of the view, consisting of the former administration block. 

The Listed Building benefits from neat landscaping and semi-mature trees in the foreground, providing a buffer 

from Broadwater Road. The distinctive, glazed staircase is glimpsed into the view to the right of the block, breaking 

up the austerely white cubic form of the building group. 

280. The four-storey factory is discernible to the left of the administration building, complete with distinct metal framed 

windows which emulate the buildings industrial character and former use. Beyond this, in the far distance, the 

appeal site (BioPark) is visible complete with a varied roofline, jutting into the open sky. The land around the site 

has witnessed considerable regeneration in recent years (c.early 2010s), resulting in an enhancement to the setting 

of the listed building. In particular, the block of flats to the far left of the view, which are partially obscured by 

semi-mature trees, emulates the distinctive character of the adjacent heritage asset; taking cues from the original 

industrial metal framed windows, flat rooflines and off-white cladding. Further development can be seen to the 

far right of the view (under construction), signalling the on-going regeneration of the area.  

281. This is not a protected view nor is it mentioned in local policies, but the townscape is of an overall similar character 

and is largely consistent in terms of form, materiality and rhythm. The baseline view also illustrates the 

architectural interest of the Grade II listed building to a reasonable degree. The value of the view is therefore 

considered to be medium.   

282. The receptors that are likely to experience this view are somewhat limited to those that reside in the residential 

properties visible in the left of the view and those travelling via car along Broadwater Road. It is not therefore, a 

highly active area with regards to footfall nor is it an area which is susceptible to tourists.  The susceptibility of the 

receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be low-medium.   

Value of the view: medium. 

Sensitivity of the view: medium-low. 

 

Proposed 

283. The appeal scheme appears to the left of the Grade II listed building, descending away from the asset. The appeal 

scheme will appear much less dominant in the view, with the bulk and mass of the former BioPark site having been 

removed and replaced with a much lighter form and mass. The pale elevation of the appeal scheme visibility takes 

cues from the architectural character of the factory building and knits well into the existing townscape character, 

which is shown to be increasingly developed with residential properties of mid-rise scale. The presence of the 

appeal scheme does not alter the viewer’s appreciation or understanding of the existing townscape in any 

detrimental way and is considered to provide an enhancement to the setting of the listed building and the 

townscape view as a whole.  

Magnitude of impact is minor beneficial.  

Overall effect: minor beneficial. 

Cumulative  

284. The Shredded Wheat scheme (pink wireline) will be highly visible from this location, resulting in considerable, 

positive change to the Broadwater Road area. The Shredded Wheat development will provide a catalyst for activity 

and development in the former industrial park, which has seen positive change in recent years with the residential 

blocks erected around the Former Roche Building (Grade II). The appeal site will be read as a further enhancement 

to this area. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains minor beneficial.  

Magnitude of cumulative impact: minor beneficial 

    Overall cumulative effect: minor beneficial. 
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9.9 View 10: Bridge Road Looking South  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

285. This view is taken from an elevated viewing point on Bridge Road, looking south towards the appeal site, which is 

the building to the far right of the view, just east of the railway line. The foreground of the view is formed of mature 

shrubbery and trees which borders the railway, a large portion of the view to the right is taken up by the network 

of railway lines which lead onto Welwyn Garden City Station. To the left, the Grade II listed Shredded Wheat 

Factory is just visible beyond the semi-mature trees, forming a landmark building of industrial character in the 

middle distance. Contemporary development (under construction) is evident in the far distance, midway between 

the appeal site and the Grade II listed building. Above the aforementioned buildings is open sky. Whilst this location 

allows for filtered views of the Shredded Wheat Factory, the townscape is disjointed and incoherent. The value of 

the view is therefore considered to be low.  It is however, recognised that there is some historic value in the 

residual, industrial nature of the visual landscape to the east of the railway line.  

286. The visual receptors are likely to be travellers on road via car or bike, where the view is fleeting and incidental to 

the journey, and does not stand in the line of sight from the direction of travel. That said, the elevated location of 

Bridge Road allows for extensive, oblique views of the appeal site and its spatial relationship to the Shredded 

Wheat Factory (Grade II), which would become increasingly important to the journey via rail (travelling south). The 

susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity from Bridge Road, however, is considered to be low.   

Value of the view: low. 

Sensitivity of the view: low. 

Proposed 

287. The appeal scheme appears to the far right of the view at the vanishing point of the railway line. As the proposed 

view makes clear, the relative mass and scale of the appeal scheme is little changed from that of the BioPark 

building but would result in a marked improvement to the view by virtue of its aesthetic interest.  The use of red 

brick to the appeal scheme is particularly visible from this angle, allowing for a subtle contrast to the Grade II listed 

Shredded Wheat building to the far left of the view.  It will be clear the presence of the appeal scheme would not 

alter the viewer’s appreciation or understanding of the listed building, or the surrounding townscape in any 

detrimental way. By contrast, the appeal scheme would result in an overall enhancement of the view. The 

magnitude of impact is thus considered to be minor beneficial.  

 Magnitude of impact: minor beneficial 

 Overall effect: negligible 

 

Cumulative  

The Shredded Wheat scheme (pink wireline) will be highly visible from this location, resulting in considerable, visual 

change to the former Industrial Zone to the east side of the railway. The consented, residential development which 

will infill the currently derelict land around the Grade II listed building will enable generations to appreciate the 

significance of the asset for many years to come, although it is recognised the cumulative scheme will screen views 

of the Grade II listed building from this particular location, it is not a highly significant view, nor is it the best place 

from which to experience the listed building (hence the low sensitivity / value). The listed building is better 

understood in short-range views from Hyde way and the eastern portion of Bridge Road where it meets 

Broadwater Way, from which the range of cylindrical concrete drums can be viewed.  

The appeal scheme at Broadwater Road is largely removed from the residential development around the Shredded 

Wheat Factory, but still demonstrably responds to this emerging character and will secure a long-term use for the 

designated heritage assets within the area.  

Magnitude of cumulative impact: minor beneficial  

                   Overall cumulative effect: negligible  
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9.10 View 11: Barleycroft Road looking East 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

288. This view is taken from Barleycroft Road, opposite the junction with the Parkway and Birdcroft Road, looking east 

towards the appeal site (largely eclipsed from view in the far distance, with only parts of the roofline visible to the 

right of the church). The foreground of the view is characterised by the soft, curved green landscaping of the 

parkway which forms a designed, open space at the heart of Welwyn Garden City. Beyond this, the middle ground 

of the view is formed of residential and ecclesiastical buildings, enclosed by tree lined streets and mid-rise hedges, 

enhancing the private nature of the residential areas.  

289. Whilst there are no listed buildings identifiable within the view, it is taken from a central point within the WGC 

conservation area. The built form within the view therefore shares a consistent character and appearance, 

especially with regards to materiality and urban grain. A medical practice is located to the corner of Birdcroft Road 

and the Parkway, just visible to the right of the view. Travelling further north along the Parkway, the St 

Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church and Presbytery is shown to dominate views to the east side of the Parkway, 

jutting into the open expanse of sky. The functional and attractive appearance of the townscape from this location 

is formed of well-designed and maintained routes which contribute to the significance of the designated area. The 

value of the view is thus considered to be medium.  

290. The visual receptors are likely to be residents travelling by foot or car. Due to the proximity to the medical centre 

and church buildings, receptors here are more likely to be visiting the area on a regular basis and at a time they 

are able to take in their surroundings.  The susceptibility of the receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore 

considered to be medium.   

Value of the view: medium. 

Sensitivity of the view: medium. 

 

Proposed 

291. The appeal scheme will be glimpsed into views in the middle distance, to the right of the Bonaventure Roman 

Catholic Church. The proposed view has been taken during the winter months to allow for a full understanding of 

the visual impact of the appeal scheme from this location. It will be clear that even during months where vegetation 

is sparse, the appeal scheme will be largely imperceptible, and read as a contemporary element in the wider 

townscape. The varied roofline of the appeal scheme has been designed to take cues from the neo-Georgian 

character of the residential areas which make up the Garden City core. These can be glimpsed into view beyond 

the trees and provide a slight enhancement to the backdrop of the church; whilst ensuring the non-designated 

building remains the principal focus of the view. As such, the magnitude of impact is negligible.  

Magnitude of Impact: negligible  

Overall Effect: negligible  

 Cumulative  

292. The pink wireline of the Shredded Wheat scheme will be completely obscured by existing urban form and will not 

be visible from this location. It has no impact on this view. The magnitude of cumulative impact remains negligible. 

Magnitude of cumulative impact: negligible  

Overall cumulative effect: negligible  

293.  
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9.11 View 12: Hatfield House 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

294. This view is taken from the roof of Hatfield House looking north towards the appeal site (form 4km away). The 

lower half of the view is taken up by the Grade I Listed Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden, which extends 

towards the horizon. The designed landscape features lawns, pathways and ordered trees. There is some 

townscape visible above the treeline but below the horizon, to the left of the view the town of Hatfield is visible 

and in the centre of the view at the vanishing point is Welwyn Garden City. Whilst some townscape is visible due 

to light coloured materials being visible against eh dark background of the landscape, no individual buildings are 

easily discernible at this distance. To the right of the view below the horizon line only tree tops are visible - these 

form part of the woodland of which is part of Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden. The top half of the view 

is taken up with open sky. There are no discernible buildings which extend into the skyline from this point. Due to 

the high heritage value and high townscape (landscape) value provided by Hatfield House Registered Park and 

Garden, the value of the view is high. 

295. This view is taken from the roof. It is not a publicly accessible point which means that there is little to no receptor 

sensitivity. There is only the occasional access to the roof for maintenance. As such, the susceptibility of the 

receptor with regards to sensitivity is therefore considered to be low.   

Value of the view: high 

Sensitivity of the view: medium. 

Proposed 

296. Whilst some change in material character is just discernible in some views from the park and garden, the change 

in material character so that it becomes darker will make it disappear against the dark backdrop of the landscape, 

as it appears below the line of the horizon. The appeal scheme will result in a largely imperceptible change in long-

reaching views from the roof of Hatfield House, which is not a publicly accessible viewpoint. The appeal scheme 

would result in no change to the way in which the listed building is understood and appreciated and would not 

intrude upon the setting of the asset to any appreciable degree, and thus the overall impact is considered to be 

neutral.  

 

Magnitude of Impact: neutral. 

Overall effect: neutral. 

 

 

Cumulative  

297. The approved, Shredded Wheat scheme is denoted by the pink wireline in the far distance, to the right of the 

appeal site. The development will be read as an incidental contributor to the developing townscape in the far 

distance and will not in intrude upon the ability to understand or appreciate the significance of Hatfield House of 

its setting to any appreciable degree, and thus the overall impact is considered to be neutral.  

Magnitude of Impact: neutral. 

Overall cumulative effect: neutral. 
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9.12 View 13: Hatfield House Park and Garden 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Baseline 

298. This view is taken from the southern end of the parkland in the Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden, looking 

north towards the appeal site (approximately 5km away). The lower half of the view is taken-up but the lawn of 

the parkland, with trees on either side of the view, directing the gaze towards Hatfield House (Grade I) which sits 

at the centre of the view. In this view the stately home sits below the horizon line, with only the central clocktower 

breaking above the horizon and into the sky. Above the roofline but below the horizon line some fragments of 

townscape are visible, due to the lighter colouration of materials against the darker landscape backdrop. Given the 

high heritage value of the two assets which are the prime focus in the view, the value of the view is high. 

299. Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden is a visitor attraction today. As such the receptors who come to 

appreciate this view will be coming in their leisure time. This southerly part of the parkland does not experience 

high footfall in relation to the area by the house and car park but given the intentional and designed nature of this 

view, receptors would be likely to come to this location with the express purpose of appreciating this view. As such, 

the susceptibility to change is high. 

Value of the view is high 

Sensitivity of the view is high. 

Proposed 

300. Whilst some change in material character is just discernible in some views from the park and garden, the change 

in material character so that it becomes darker will make it disappear against the dark backdrop of the landscape, 

as it appears below the line of the horizon. The current building at the appeal site (BioPark) is demonstrably lighter 

in appearance, thereby contesting with the distinctive clocktower to the centre of Hatfield House. As stated above, 

the varied roofline of the appeal scheme is of a darker appearance and will thus provide a more subtle backdrop 

in far-reaching views from the parkland. Whilst the appeal site will result in a greater distribution of mass, overall, 

the resultant change would not have a detrimental impact on the prominence of the listed building in the view, or 

the ability to appreciate it within its designed setting.  On balance, therefore, the appeal scheme is considered to 

result in no change to the overall ability to appreciate the significance of the listed building in the view. The overall 

significance of effect will thus be neutral.  

 

Magnitude of Impact: neutral  

Overall effect: neutral   

Cumulative  

301. The approved, Shredded Wheat scheme is denoted by the pink wireline in the far distance, to the right of the 

appeal site. The development will be read as an incidental contributor to the developing townscape in the far 

distance and will not in intrude upon the ability to understand or appreciate the significance of Hatfield House of 

its setting to any appreciable degree, and thus the overall impact is considered to be neutral.  

Magnitude of Impact: neutral. 

Overall cumulative effect: neutral. 
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9.13 Summary of Townscape Effect 

Table 6: Summary of townscape effects – character areas  

Receptor Name Value Sensitivity Magnitude of 
Impact 

Overall Effect 

TCA D Parkway Commercial 
Centre 

Medium Medium Negligible Negligible 

TCA H Chequer Park  Low Low Negligible Negligible 

TCA J Longcroft Lane  Medium-low Medium Negligible-
minor beneficial 

Negligible-
minor beneficial 

TCA K Industrial Zone 
(inc.appeal site)  

Low Medium-low Minor 
beneficial 

Minor beneficial 

TCA M Peartree business Area  Low Low Negligible Negligible 

TCA M Broadwater Crescent  Low Low Negligible Negligible 

 

9.14 Summary of Visual Effects (Views) 

Table 7: Summary of townscape visual effects – views  

View Name Value Sensitivity Magnitude 
of Impact 

Cumulative 
Impact  

Overall Effect Overall 
Cumulative 
Effect 

01 The Campus, 
Looking South  

Medium  Medium  Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

03 Church Road, 
Looking South 
East  

Low Medium Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

03a Church Road, 
Junction with 
Fretherne Road 

Low Medium Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

04 Longcroft Lane / 
Parkfields Looking 
East  

Low Medium-
low 

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial  

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial 

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial  

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial  

05 Longcroft Lane, 
Looking East  

Low Medium-
low 

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial 

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial 

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial  

Negligible-
minor 
beneficial  

06 Corals Meade, 
Looking South  

Low Medium-
Low  

Moderate 
Beneficial  

Moderate 
Beneficial  

Minor 
beneficial  

Minor 
beneficial  

07 Road Railway 
Bridge at the 

Low Low Minor 
Beneficial  

Minor 
Beneficial  

Negligible Negligible 

Table 7: Summary of townscape visual effects – views  

View Name Value Sensitivity Magnitude 
of Impact 

Cumulative 
Impact  

Overall Effect Overall 
Cumulative 
Effect 

A6129 looking 
north 

09 Broadwater Road, 
Looking West  

Medium  Low-
medium 

Minor 
Beneficial  

Minor 
Beneficial  

Minor 
beneficial  

Minor 
beneficial  

10 Bridge Road, 
Looking South  

Low Low Minor 
Beneficial  

Minor 
Beneficial  

Negligible Negligible 

11 Barleycroft Road 
looking East 

Medium  Medium  Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible 

12 Hatfield House  High Medium Neutral  Neutral  Neutral  Neutral  

13 Hatfield House 
Park and Garden 

High High Neutral  Neutral  Neutral  Neutral  
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10 POLICY APPRAISAL 
10.1 NPPF 2021 

10.1.1 Para 199 

302. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great 

weight should be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should 

be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or less than 

substantial harm to its significance. 

303. Response: this assessment has included heritage assets within the vicinity of the subject site and two high value 

assets at a further distance away, in line with HEAN 3 guidance and the NPPF. This assessment found there would 

be no adverse impacts and therefore no harm caused to the setting or significance of any heritage assets. 

10.1.2 Para 200 

304. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from 

development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of: a) 

grade II listed buildings, or grade II registered parks or gardens, should be exceptional; b) assets of the highest 

significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade I and II* listed 

buildings, grade I and II* registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional. 

305. Response: this assessment found that, despite the appeal scheme appearing in the setting of several heritage 

assets, no adverse impacts caused to any heritage assets, this was because the appeal scheme made an improved 

contribution to the setting than the BioPark building on the appeal site. In the case of the Roche Building and 

Shredded Wheat Factory and Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area the assessment found positive (beneficial) 

impacts. On Peartree Conservation Area, Hatfield House and Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden, a neutral 

or no impact was concluded and therefore no harm caused to the setting or significance of any heritage assets, 

thus in compliance with this policy. 

10.1.3 Para 201 

306. Where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to (or total loss of significance of) a designated 

heritage asset, local planning authorities should refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial 

harm or total loss is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss, or all of the 

following apply:  

a) the nature of the heritage asset prevents all reasonable uses of the site; and  

b) no viable use of the heritage asset itself can be found in the medium term through appropriate marketing that 
will enable its conservation; and  

c) conservation by grant-funding or some form of not for profit, charitable or public ownership is demonstrably not 
possible; and  

d) the harm or loss is outweighed by the benefit of bringing the site back into use. 

307. Response: Not applicable, the assessment has found no harm. 

10.1.4 Para 202 

308. Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage 

asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, 

securing its optimum viable use. 

309. Response: Not applicable, the assessment has found no harm. 

10.1.5 Para 203 

310. The effect of an application on the significance of a non-designated heritage asset should be taken into account in 

determining the application. In weighing applications that directly or indirectly affect non-designated heritage 

assets, a balanced judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance 

of the heritage asset. 

311. Response: Non-designated heritage assets have been considered in this assessment. Welwyn Hatfield does not 

have a local list, so the building audit map from the CAA (Figure ) was studied and the assets which were attributed 

as being ‘building recommended for statutory listing’ as being equivalent to a local list. The assessment found that 

no adverse impacts would be caused to any heritage assets, only negligible or minor beneficial, and that no harm 

would be caused. The assessment of the NDHAs can be found in section 6.8.  

10.1.1 Para 204 

312. Local planning authorities should not permit the loss of the whole or part of a heritage asset without taking all 

reasonable steps to ensure the new development will proceed after the loss has occurred. 

313. Response: Not applicable, as there is no loss to any heritage asset. 

10.1.2 Para 205 

314. Local planning authorities should require developers to record and advance understanding of the significance of 

any heritage assets to be lost (wholly or in part) in a manner proportionate to their importance and the impact, and 

to make this evidence (and any archive generated) publicly accessible. However, the ability to record evidence of 

our past should not be a factor in deciding whether such loss should be permitted. 

315. Response: Not applicable, no heritage assets are proposed to be lost as part of the appeal scheme proposals. 

10.1.1 Para 206 

316. Local planning authorities should look for opportunities for new development within Conservation Areas and World 

Heritage Sites, and within the setting of heritage assets, to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals 

that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to the asset (or which better reveal 

its significance) should be treated favourably. 
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317. Response: As found in this assessment, the appeal scheme proposals have been found to have a minor beneficial 

impact on Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area because they positively enhance its setting, albeit to a minor 

degree. As such, the appeal scheme should be treated favourably in alignment with this policy. 

10.1.1 Para 207 

318. Not all elements of a Conservation Area or World Heritage Site will necessarily contribute to its significance. Loss 

of a building (or other element) which makes a positive contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or 

World Heritage Site should be treated either as substantial harm under paragraph 201 or less than substantial 

harm under paragraph 202, as appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element affected 

and its contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area or World Heritage Site as a whole. 

319. Response: Not applicable, the appeal site does not make a positive contribution to any heritage assets. By contrast, 

it makes a negative impact on most heritage assets including the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area (although 

some heritage assets experience neutral or no contribution due to lack of visibility or lack of impact on setting). 

The appeal site was found to be of no heritage significance in this assessment (refer to paragraph 103). 

10.2 District Plan (2005) 

10.2.1 Policy D1: Quality of Design 

320. “The Council will require the standard of design in all new development to be of a high quality. The design of new 

development should incorporate the design principles and policies in the Plan and the guidance contained in the 

Supplementary Design Guidance.” 

321. In paragraph 7.14 relating to this policy the District Plan sets-out seven design principles which the Council seek to 

apply. These are:  

• Character 
• Continuity and Enclosure 
• Quality of the Public Realm 
• Ease of Movement 
• Legibility 
• Adaptability 
• Diversity 

322. Response: Of these, it is considered that only ‘Character’ and to a lesser extent ‘Continuity and Enclosure’ relates 

to the subject matter covered in this HTVIA.  

323. As has been established in both the heritage assessment and the townscape assessment in this document, the 

appeal scheme does enhance and improve the character and context of the existing area. This is because of the 

nature of the BioPark building on the appeal site, particularly its roofscape which is visible in numerous long views 

and from various points in the conservation area and is a detracting feature. The appeal scheme has taken cues in 

its design from the surrounding character of the area, both the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area but also 

the residential areas further east of the site. These cues take the form of red clay tile roofs and fine grain elevations 

which have a legible domestic scale. Listed buildings have been referenced, with pilotti, similar to those found on 

the former Roche Offices featured. Yet, the appeal scheme allows this listed building and the Shredded Wheat 

Factory to have greater presence than the BioPark building did. In the case of the Roche Building, by offering a 

different material character so it acts as a notably different backdrop (unlike BioPark which was very similar in 

material character), and for Shredded Wheat by reducing and breaking up the mass, and offering a different 

elevational treatment, so that the forms no longer compete with the heritage asset in the skyline. The appeal 

scheme has brought forward proposals that are much more sensitive to local context, particularly in consideration 

of the material palette and roofscape and how these will appear in views. 

324. With regards to continuity and enclosure, the design of the appeal scheme offers greater continuity, especially 

with regards to the Shredded Wheat Quarter scheme which is currently under construction to the north of the site, 

and in a wider sense by appearing in the setting of, and continuing the sense of continuity for many other 

residential properties both within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and to the east of the railway. With 

regards to enclosure, the appeal scheme will open-up a previously inaccessible site so that it can be accessed and 

used by many more people, including residents of the scheme and people who may wish to use the surrounding 

amenity space in which  the blocks are set. This, in combination with the Shredded Wheat Quarter site to the north 

and the existing (new) residential buildings on Penn Way and Otto Road. [UNRESOLVED SENTENCE] 

10.2.2 Policy D2: Character and Context 

325. “The Council will require all new development to respect and relate to the character and context of the area in 

which it is proposed. Development proposals should as a minimum maintain, and where possible, should enhance 

or improve the character of the existing area. 

326. The context of a site i.e. the character and setting of the area in which it is located is crucial, and a clear 

understanding and appreciation of this in the design of new development is the starting point for creating distinctive 

and attractive places.” 

327. Response: As stated in Para 322has been established in both the heritage assessment and the townscape 

assessment in this document, the appeal scheme does enhance and improve the character and context of an 

existing area. This is because of the nature of the BioPark building on the appeal site, particularly its roofscape 

which is visible in numerous long views and from various points in the conservation area. The appeal scheme has 

brought forward proposals that are much more sensitive to local context, particularly in consideration of the 

material palette and roofscape and how these will appear in views. The large footprint buildings are in-keeping 

with the historic precedent for the area, which saw large footprint commercial and factory buildings here as part 

of Howard’s vision. This format also responds to the emerging context of the area, and complies with the most up 

to date vision for the area to east of the railway, as set out in the Broadwater Road West SPD (2008). A response 

to the main points in that document are set-out in section 10.4. 
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10.2.3 Policy R25:  Works to Listed Buildings 

328. “Permission will be refused for any proposal which would adversely affect the historic character or architectural 

quality of a Listed Building or its setting. Listed Building Consent will not be granted for any extensions or external 

or internal alterations to buildings of special architectural or historic importance unless all of the following criteria 

are satisfied: 

• New works respect the character, appearance, and setting of the building in terms of design, scale and 
materials; 

• Architectural or historic features which are important to the character and appearance of the building 
(including internal features) are retained unaltered; 

• The historic form and structural integrity of the building are retained; and 
• Full detailed drawings of the proposed works are submitted with the application” 

329. Response: As set-out in the heritage assessment in section 6 of this document, the appeal scheme will not have an 

adverse effect on any listed building or its setting, but contrast the two listed buildings nearby will experience a 

positive (minor beneficial) impact, and the high value listed building (Hatfield House) will experience a neutral 

impact. 

10.2.4 Policy R28: Historic Parks and Gardens 

330. “Development will not be permitted if it would lead to the loss of, or cause harm to, the historic character, 

appearance or setting of any part of a registered historic park or garden. 

Proposals for development in any unregistered historic parks and gardens listed in Appendix 3 will be considered in 

terms of their contribution to the quality and character of the historic environment. 

The Council will work with the County Council, the Hertfordshire Building Preservation Trust and the Hertfordshire 

Gardens Trust to promote the preservation and maintenance of this resource.” 

331. Response: The impact on Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden has been assessed in Section 5 of this report. 

It found that there would be no change to the ability to understand and appreciate the significance of the 

designated heritage asset within its setting, resulting in an overall neutral impact. Whilst some visual change is just 

discernible in some views from the park and garden, the change in material character so that it becomes darker 

will make it disappear against the dark backdrop of the landscape, as it appears below the line of the horizon. 

Therefore, although there will be a visual change, the overall significance of effect will ultimately be neutral.  

 

10.3 Draft Local Plan (2016) 

10.3.1 Draft Policy SP9: Place Making and High-Quality Design 

332. Relevant clauses of this policy that relate to character, contextual response, aesthetic design and townscape 

attributes are addressed in these following responses. 

333. “Proposals will be required to deliver a high quality design that fosters a positive sense of place by responding to 

the following principles in an integrated and coherent way. 

334. Respond to character and context 

• Proposals have been informed by an analysis of the site's character and context so that they relate well to their 
surroundings and local distinctiveness, including the wider townscape and landscape, and enhance the sense of place. 

335. Response: These proposals have been informed by analysis of the site’s character and context, as has been 

demonstrated in the Bidwells HTVIA and the extensive townscape analysis conducted. This is evident in the way in 

roofscape design and the design of elevations and the way that the scheme has a positive effect in many views and 

responds better to the material character and form of surrounding development. 

336. Legible, permeable and well connected 

• Places are easy to understand and navigate by virtue of the layout; hierarchy and design of routes; height, scale and 
design of buildings; and views and vistas, and other landmarks such as public art. 

• Places are accessible, permeable, well connected and easy to move through for all in society. New routes connect into 
the existing route network and are safe and pleasant to use. 

• Public spaces seek to prioritise the pedestrian and cyclist above motor vehicles in their layout, landscaping and 
provision of street furniture/facilities. 

337. Response: The landscape strategy has conceived flowing space rather than individual areas which enhance 

legibility and wayfinding through the appeal site. This space will further enhance the areas positive townscape 

impact by relating well to the suburban cul-de-sac typology to the south and the larger footprint buildings to the 

north and east of the appeal site. Further details of landscape strategy can be found from page 134 in the DAS. 

338. High quality public space and landscaping 

• Proposals provide an appropriate amount of public open space that is well sited and designed to help create and 
enhance a sense of place. 

• Continuity of frontages and appropriate definition of spaces is created or maintained through the siting, layout and 
design of routes, buildings, landscaping and boundary treatments. 
Space for nature 

339. Response: A continuity of frontages is presented particularly on the townhouses, which have a regular rhythm and 

relate well to the linear street that they open-out onto. Within the main part of the appeal scheme, the blocks are 

located around amenity space, meaning that space is easily accessible to all residents. The two areas of the appeal 

scheme are bridged by the corner art-deco inspired building. Refer to the DAS page 87 to view their ‘entrance 

studies’. 

340. Building function and form 

• Development proposals respect neighbouring buildings and the surrounding context in terms of height, mass and 
scale. 

• Development proposals are of a high-quality architectural design that creates coherent and attractive forms and 
elevations and uses high quality materials. 
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• Alterations to buildings relate well to the character and proportions of the existing building and its curtilage, the 
surrounding context and the street scene in terms of their siting, height, mass, scale, detailed design and materials. 

341. Response: The tallest building height does not exceed that of the BioPark building, but there is much less mass at 

such a tall height overall, and this has been re-arranged so that it occupies the north of the site, at a greater 

distance from the low-rise houses to the south of the appeal site. The northern end with its taller heights is in-

keeping with the size and scale of the blocks in the Shredded Wheat Quarter scheme to the north of the appeal 

site. The forms and features in the appeal scheme have taken care to reference built form in the area. The mansard 

roof typology which is the most visible and impactful design feature on this scheme is taken directly from the kinds 

of roof forms found on the taller, larger footprint blocks in the commercial area.  

342. Taller buildings 

• In addition to other design principles and criteria set out within the Local Plan, proposals for taller buildings should 
positively respond to the following matters within their design solution: 

• Long distance views. 
• Impact on skyline, townscape, historic assets and landscape.  
• Relationship and interaction with the street and human scale.” 

• Response: At a total height of 29.45m, this building may be taller than some in the setting, but there is no definitive 

height for a “tall building” other than when considered relatively, as when applying criteria in this policy. The 

applicant has considered long-distance views in the planning submission and again in this HTVIA, similarly the impact 

on skyline, townscape and historic assets has been considered and assessed in line with this policy. The relationship 

and interaction with the street are considered to be a clear enhancement than that of the current appeal site, with 

the appeal scheme offering an engaging streetscape with active frontage to residential properties which have a fine 

grain provided by the fenestration and openings inherent for domestic properties. These openings and fenestration, 

numerous features that serve the practical function of numerous residents will provide a strong sense of human 

scale. 

10.3.2 Draft Policy SADM15: Heritage 

343. “Proposals which affect designated heritage assets and the wider historic environment should consider the 

following: 

• The potential to sustain and enhance the heritage asset and historic environment in a manner appropriate to its 

function and significance. 

• Successive small scale changes that lead to a cumulative loss or harm to the significance of the asset or historic 
environment should be avoided. 

• Proposals should respect the character, appearance and setting of the asset and historic environment in terms of 
design, scale, materials and impact on key views. 

• Architectural or historic features which are important to the character and appearance of the asset (including internal 
features) should be retained unaltered. 

• The historic form and structural integrity of the asset are retained; and Appropriate recording of the fabric or features 
that are to be lost or compromised takes place and is deposited into the Historic Environment Record. 

• A Heritage Statement, Heritage Impact Assessment and/or Archaeological Assessment will be required if the scale 
and nature of the proposal are likely to have an impact on the significance of all or part of the asset. 

• Permission for proposals that result in substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, including 
Conservation Areas, will be exceptional or wholly exceptional in accordance with national policy and guidance. 

• Proposals that result in less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset will also be 
refused unless the need for, and benefits of, the development in that location significantly outweigh that harm and 
the desirability of preserving the asset, and all feasible solutions to avoid and mitigate that harm have been fully 
implemented. 

• Proposals that result in harm to the significance of other heritage assets will be resisted unless the need for, and 
benefits of, the development in that location clearly outweigh that harm, taking account of the asset's significance 
and importance, and all feasible solutions to avoid and mitigate that harm have been fully implemented.” 

344. Response: As has already been set-out in response to the NPPF paragraphs in this section, the appeal scheme will 

cause no harm to the listed buildings or conservation areas, by contrast the appeal scheme will serve to improve 

their setting by replacing a building which, in many cases, detracts from their significance. The appeal scheme is 

more in-keeping and more responsive to the character of the area, this has been demonstrated clearly within the 

revised set of visuals which have been included as part of this appeal.   

345. The appeal scheme demonstrably respects the historic and emerging character of the area and will preserve and 

enhance the special interest of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area.  

10.4 Broadwater Road West Design SPD (2008) 

The appeal site is covered by the area identified in the SPD as the ‘Broadwater Road West Site’ (as shown in Figure 3.1 
BWRW Site Location Plan on page 6). 

Para 3.39 set out opportunities, of which the following apply to the appeal site:  

• Incorporate mixed use blocks;  
• Create new hub around public space;  
• Uplift the quality of development in Welwyn Garden City; 
• Emphasise the landmark buildings on the site to promote legibility; 
• Integrate the site into the surrounding area. 

Response: as has been explored in the heritage assessment the appeal scheme will have a beneficial impact on the Shredded 

Wheat Building by replacing a building which currently competes with the asset with a scheme that melds much better with 

the surrounding area, chiefly the residential typologies on both sides of the railway. The appeal scheme brings in public spaces 

between the residential blocks and uplifts the quality of development by replacing a building of no heritage significance that 

does not make a positive contribution. The appeal scheme thus meets the desired opportunities set-out in this paragraph of 

the SPD. 

346. Para 3.40 states that “Broadwater Road West clearly presents an unrivalled opportunity in the town and there is a 

need to strike a balance between the character of this former industrial area and modern day demands.” 

347. Para 3.41 states that:  “The site has the potential to support a sustainable mixed use development due to its central 

location and the industrial character of the area should be used positively to form a strong identity. This could be 

reinforced through scale and the opportunity for higher density.” 
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348. Response: As has been stated in this section, the appeal scheme will bring forward a contemporary solution to the 

changing needs of the area to the east of the railway. The large footprint buildings continue the historic legacy for 

the area and continue the historic industrial character of the area (which saw large footprint commercial and 

factory buildings here as part of Howard’s vision), whilst offering a use more appropriate to the demands of the 

day and striking a balance between the industrial history and the residential character on both sides of the railway. 
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11  CONCLUSION 
The appeal site does not contain any statutorily listed buildings or any non-designated heritage assets and does not stand 

within any conservation areas. 

Section 4 assessed the historic background and architectural design of the appeal site and found that it was of no significance. 

The Bidwells HTVIA concluded that “the existing structure is of indifferent design, demonstrably post-dating the majority of 

the fabric within the conservation area with no appreciable relationship to the conservation area in terms of materials, 

aesthetic or massing “and that “the site presently makes a negative contribution to the wider setting of the conservation area.” 

Following this independent assessment SLHA concur with this assessment of the baseline conditions relating to the appeal 

site and its current impact on the conservation area. 

The SLHA Heritage Assessment (Section 6) has  evaluated all the nearby heritage assets, two listed buildings (Shredded Wheat 

Factory and the former Roche Offices both Grade II), two conservation areas (Welwyn Garden City Conservation and Peartree 

Conservation Area), and four NDHAs (The Free Church, St Bonaventure’s, Focolare Unity Centre and the former Cottage 

Hospital) in accordance with the NPPF (2021) and Historic England Guidance. Two heritage assets further afield (Hatfield 

House and Hatfield House Park and Garden, both Grade I) have also been assessed in this report. This assessment was based 

on the heritage sensitivities particularly with regards to setting, this Heritage Assessment has followed Steps 1 – 3 of HEAN 3. 

This assessment agrees with the conclusions of Bidwells HTVIA, in that the appeal scheme has a positive impact on the three 

heritage assets in the vicinity of the appeal site (Shredded Wheat Factory, former Roche Offices and Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area). The Bidwells HTVIA found the impact on the three nearby heritage assets to be moderate beneficial (the 

Bidwells HTVIA did not assess the Peartree Conservation Area). The impact on former Roche Offices was updated to being 

minor beneficial in the Addendum HTVIA. This SLHA assessment agrees that the appeal scheme would have a positive impact 

but that it was minor beneficial overall. The findings of the SLHA Heritage Assessment have identified that there would be a 

minor beneficial impact or negligible impact on the significance and sett of all heritage assets, thus constituting no harm. The 

SLHA report has further identified that the appeal scheme would sustain and enhance the special interest of both the Welwyn 

Garden City Conservation Area and the Peartree Conservation Area. 

The positive impact on the heritage assets is largely due to the detrimental impact that the current BioPark building 

(particularly the roof level) has on the setting and significance of most of the heritage assets. Whilst this was often a relatively 

low degree of detrimental impact, the replacement of this unattractive roofscape with a more positive roofscape which 

responds better to the townscape features in its surroundings represented an improvement.  

The Bidwells HTVIA found the impact on Hatfield House and Hatfield House Park and Garden to be neutral, and this was 

maintained in the subsequent Addendum HTVIA. This assessment agrees that the impact would be neutral and therefore the 

appeal scheme would cause no harm to these two high value heritage assets. 

The Bidwells HTVIA did not include an assessment of the NDHAs. This SLHA assessment has included an assessment of NDHAs 

where relevant and has included a view from the Parkway (View no.11) to assess the relative impact on two of the four assets 

scoped in for assessment.  The SLHA assessment has identified the impact on the NDHAs would be resoundingly positive, 

(ranging from negligible to minor beneficial).  

The TVIA has utilised a methodology based on the GLVIA3 to assess impact on visual effects (views) and townscape effect 

(townscape character areas). 

The Bidwells HTVIA found that townscape the impacts range from neutral to substantial beneficial. The SLHA assessment has 

subsequently identified that townscape impacts ranged from neutral to minor beneficial. This is broken-down in the Summary 

of Townscape Effect (Section 9.13) which finds that the appeal scheme would have a negligible effect on all TCAs, apart from 

TCA J (negligible-minor beneficial) and TCA K (which contains the appeal site), which would experience a minor beneficial 

effect. This was due to the overall low townscape value provided by the BioPark building and the positive improvement 

offered by the appeal scheme. 

The Summary of Visual Effect (Section 9.14) finds that the appeal scheme would have a beneficial effect (either minor 

beneficial or negligible) on all views, with the exception of views 4a, 11 and 12 (which were determined to be neutral). 

Despite the differences in outcome for individual TCAs and Views, this assessment agrees with the overall townscape 

conclusions of the Bidwells HTVIA, that the appeal scheme would result in an overall minor beneficial impact, largely due to 

the fact that it appears cohesive with the consented development to the north and in views from the conservation area. This 

beneficial effect was concluded because of the low townscape quality in the baseline view, combined with the improvement 

that appeal scheme would make particularly at roof level.  

In summary, the SLHA assessment of the appeal scheme has identified “no harm” upon any designated heritage assets or 

their settings and has further identified the proposals would result in an overall minor beneficial townscape effect.  
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APPENDIX 2: BROADWATER GARDENS HERITAGE ASSESSMENT APPENDICES 

1. Heritage Assets: Setting and Significance 

The tables in this section of Appendix 2 assess the significance of the heritage assets that are scoped-in for 

assessment. The criteria is as per the checklist for ‘Step 2’ assessment of setting of each heritage asset, in in 

Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: ‘The Setting of Heritage Assets’, 2015 (‘HEAN 3’). 

1.1. Contribution that the setting of the Nabisco Shredded Wheat Factory (Grade II) makes to its 

significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat  

Aspect High visibility, enhanced by clear views towards it, today offered by the cleared site, 

and historically enabled by the formerly low-rise buildings that were in-situ.  

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

Two in setting: former Roche Offices which are considered to be in the wider setting 

(despite close proximity there is little direct intervisibility), and the WGC 

conservation area. Other listed buildings are considered to be too far away and do 

not make any contribution to the way the listed building is understood and 

appreciated within its setting. 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Much different from the heritage asset which stands-out rather than conforms, 

contributing to its landmark status. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

As above, current low-rise built form which comprises of light-

industrial/commercial buildings arranged in large plots, and mid-rise residential 

(slightly further afield) arranged in cul-de-sac style streets means that the heritage 

asset stands out, rather than conforms. 

Orientation and aspect Placement near to and facing towards the main train station positively enhances its 

significance. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

White rendered concrete and early 20th century Crittal-style glazing. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Currently open due to cleared nature of site. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

Proximity to the railway and road network were historically very important to the 

function of the buildings and contribute to it’s the understanding of the heritage 

asset as a former industrial space. 



 

 

History and degree of 

change over time 

The setting has certainly changed over time, with many of the heavier industrial 

buildings in the wider setting lost and replaced with light industrial/commercial 

units. Immediate setting has changed substantially as much of the site has been 

cleared to make way for residential development. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Immediate setting is a cleared site which will likely become residential 

development. Light industrial/commercial units sit in the main setting to east. 

Wider setting to the west includes Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area which is 

commercial (retail) and residential, although as this is on the other side of the 

railway and has varying degrees of visibility the area to the west of the railway has 

less of a profound impact on setting. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Yes, as a building with landmark status the relatively long-distance views make an 

important contribution. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

No great contribution made in this way. The former Roche Offices building, but this 

is at some distance away so, whilst there was intentional cohesion in terms of 

zoning, there was less of an intentional intervisibility between these two specific 

buildings. There is intervisibility between the heritage asset and the WGC 

conservation area. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

The heritage asset is one of the main landmarks – competed with at times by the 

BioPark building which is of a similar mass. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

Some negative noise impacts, due to the railway and roads. But these do not have 

a particular baring on the setting of this former industrial building. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

The currently cleared and derelict site is devoid of activity at present. Activity and 

noise on nearby Broadwater Road are not highly intense and does not diminish nor 

contribute to significance particularly. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 



 

 

Land use As a landmark building of clearly legible industrial function, the heritage asset does 

not derive much of its significance from a commonality of land use in its setting. In 

any case, the former industrial land use in the area has now been largely eroded. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

Highly comprehensible as a former industrial building of architectural and historic 

significance. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

This is and has always been unique in relation to its surroundings. Whilst there were 

more factories in use previously, this heritage asset has always stood apart from its 

setting with its landmark qualities.  

Cultural associations Limited. This may have been found in the associations with other factories in the 

area. But the industrial heart of Welwyn Garden City has evolved and the town is 

no longer a centre of production as it once was. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

1.2. Contribution that the setting of the Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) to Roche Products Factory, 

(Grade II) makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat  

Aspect Low visibility, surrounded by buildings of a similar or taller size 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

Two in setting: Shredded Wheat Factory which is considered to be in the wider 

setting (despite close proximity there is little direct intervisibility), and 

conservation area. Other listed buildings are considered to be too far away and 

are not considered to make any contribution to the setting of the heritage asset.  

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Buildings which stand in immediate setting are very similar, and somewhat 

imitate the heritage asset with regards to materiality and character. Some 

residential buildings to the north area larger but of an overall similar urban grain 

with regular rhythm to the fenestration. The BioPark building behind and the 

former Roche Offices on the east of Broadwater Road are both much larger in 

mass and scale and have a different urban grain. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Orientation and aspect Does not make a contribution, the asset stands on Broadwater Road without 

particular views towards it and has a similar relationship with the street as the 

other residential buildings which surround it. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

The building itself is white rendered concrete and early 20th century Crittal-style 

glazing this is akin to the Shredded Wheat Factory but there is no direct 

intervisibility between the two. The residential buildings in the immediate 

setting have used modern versions of such materials. Others to the north use 

brick. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

There are some open green spaces between the residential blocks and on grass 

verges on Broadwater Road. The greenery does not contribute to the 

understanding of the heritage asset’s significance. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Moderate. This contributes somewhat to the understanding of the building and 

is in keeping with the historic condition which would have also seen a relative 

degree of openness. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

There is proximity to the railway and road network but the building in itself was 

always offices rather than a factory and the design has a certain amount of fluid 

ambiguity with regards to legality of function. As such, the communications links 

do not directly asset in the legibility or understanding of the heritage asset. 



 

 

History and degree of 

change over time 

The setting has certainly changed over time, with many of the heavier industrial 

buildings in the wider setting now lost and replaced with residential units, which 

respond positively to the architectural character of the asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Immediate setting is residential development, due to the fluid ambiguity of the 

heritage asset, it does not derive much significance from this residential 

townscape setting. The low-rise and low-lying nature of the heritage asset 

means its setting is accordingly quite limited and as the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area on the other side of the railway it has little impact on setting. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Views are towards through and across are limited, but close-range views to 

north and south elevations do contribute to the ability to understand its striking 

architectural interest. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

None. Only the Shredded Wheat Factory has cohesion in terms of zoning of the 

industrial area, but there is little to no intentional intervisibility between these 

two specific buildings. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 



 

 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

This is a somewhat unique survivor, although it is a relic of the former industrial 

area on this side of the railway and thus has cohesion with the Shredded Wheat 

Factory and the ‘Roche Products Building’ (1977), it presents as very different 

building typology. 

Cultural associations Limited. This may have been found in the associations with other factories in the 

area. But the industrial heart of Welwyn Garden City has evolved and the town 

is no longer a centre of production as it once was. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

1.3 Contribution that the setting of Hatfield House (Grade I) makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Gently undulating landscape with Hatfield House placed at an elevated position. 

The property certainly derives a degree of its significance from the topography. 

Aspect As above, the placement of the building within its parkland and the aspect it 

benefits form certainly adds to its significance. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

Yes, the numerous heritage assets which are linked to the property including  

the Park, the Parish Church of St Etheldreda and the former Palace (all Grade I), 

and the numerous listed ancillary buildings such as gatehouses and Chaplains 

houses. All of these contribute greatly to the asset’s understanding and how, 

stately homes were often economic centres of sorts, with whole communities 

based around them. 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, the open parkland around the property adds to its significance. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, the open parkland around the property is testament to its superior status 

in relation to the other service buildings. 

Orientation and aspect Yes, refer to ‘Aspect’, above. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the heritage assets aforementioned are mostly in Tudor brick and 

contribute greatly to the asset’s significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, the parkland as a whole contributes to the asset’s significance. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, the open parkland around the property adds to its significance considerably.  

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

No, it is the lack of change over time which offers significance to this asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, the open parkland around the property adds to its significance considerably. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Yes, views towards this asset are fundamental, it was positioned and designed 

so as to be seen from a distance. Hence why it has been scoped-in for 

assessment. 



 

 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

It was intended to be appreciated as stand-alone building, but it has an 

undeniable intended relationship with the listed park which enables it to be 

appreciated as a building of such status. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

Yes, considerably. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

Yes, set within the parkland enabling it to be understood at a distance from 

modern urban development, the asset obtains significance from its tranquillity 

and remoteness (albeit a constructed remoteness through lockable boundaries 

and pedestrian-only access). 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

As above. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

As with tranquillity, openness is a key component of the heritage asset’s 

significance. 

Land use None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

Restrictions on vehicle access around the asset help to conjure a sense of the 

past. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

Yes, the education and storytelling around the heritage asset as a visitor site 

does greatly assist in its understanding. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

 No, there are no comparable assets of this kind in the area. 

Cultural associations None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

Presumed, yes. 

Traditions There is potential for this in the locality, but none are known. 

 

 



 

 

1.4 Contribution that the setting of the Hatfield Registered Park and Garden (Grade I) makes to its 

significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography As a landscape/parkland asset itself, this heritage asset does not derive much of 

its significance from its own setting, which is largely contained by modern urban 

development such as Hatfield to the West, the Great North Road to the south, 

and agricultural land to the east.  

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

Yes, the heritage asset derives significance from Hatfield House, which stands 

within the Park, and the numerous heritage assets which stand on the Park’s 

western edge near Old Hatfield, that are linked to the history of Hatfield House 

and the Hatfield House Registered Park and Garden. 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Orientation and aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the heritage assets aforementioned are mostly in Tudor brick and 

contribute greatly to the asset’s significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

No, there is not much vegetation of this kind in the setting of this asset, which is 

largely contained by modern urban development such as Hatfield to the West, 

the Great North Road to the south, and agricultural land to the east. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Only some of the western boundaries near Old Hatfield which date form the 

Tudor period and infer a sense of the asset’s past. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 



 

 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Views to and across the parkland help to appreciate the asset’s significance, 

particularly from the south up the long driveway towards Hatfield House. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

The park pre-dates Hatfield House, but since the construction of the stately 

home their significance is intrinsically linked and they both benefit considerably 

from having the other in their respective settings. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

Somewhat, in views from the south. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

Not in the setting of this asset, only within the asset itself. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

As above. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes Not in the setting of this asset, only within the asset itself. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

Not in the setting of this asset, only within the asset itself. 

Land use Not in the setting of this asset, only within the asset itself. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

Not in the setting of this asset, only within the asset itself. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

Yes, the education and storytelling around the heritage asset as a visitor site 

does greatly assist in its understanding. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

 No, there are no comparable assets of this kind in the area. 

Cultural associations None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

Presumed, yes. 

Traditions There is potential for this in the locality, but none are known. 

 

 

 



 

 

1.5 Contribution that the setting of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat to the north south and east, but to the northwest in Sherard’s Park wood 

the topography slopes upwards. The setting of the conservation area is not 

impacted by the surrounding topography. 

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

Other heritage assets in the setting which contribute to the conservation area's 

significance include the Former Roche Offices and the Shredded Wheat Factory 

(both Grade II), which help the understanding of the conservation area as a 

residential area with the centre of employment to the east of the railway. There 

are numerous other heritage assets beyond the boundary of the conservation 

area, but these don’t have such a profound impact on the significance of the 

heritage asset.  

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Residential areas to the north, south-west tend to be of a similar character 

(albeit less well-conceived and of a later construction date). They are a poorer-

quality continuation of the built form and layout of the conservation area but 

contribute to the significance to a small degree as they are considerate and 

responsive to the character of the conservation area. 

The modern residential blocks that have been built and are under construction 

to the east of the railway are taller, and have larger footprints are but have a 

similar urban grain. This different form lies beyond the boundary of the 

conservation area, an evidently separate zone and helps delineate the 

conservation area boundary. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

The setting of the conservation area is a continuation in terms of layout with the 

poorer-quality residential areas to the north, south-west are set around cul-de-

sacs, and the modern residential blocks (east of the railway) also set along small, 

cul-de-sac style streets. The continuation of this built form and urban layout in 

the setting of the conservation area does contribute to its significance to some 

degree. 

Only the Shredded Wheat Factory is a notably different building in this hierarchy 

but this also adds to the significance of the conservation area due to its landmark 

qualities and its legacy as a relic of Welwyn Garden City’s industrial past. 

Orientation and aspect As with topography, the setting of the conservation area is relatively flat (except 

for Sherard’s Park Wood). The setting of the conservation area is not impacted 

by its orientation and aspect. 



 

 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Residential areas in the setting of the Conservation Area utilise similar material 

and surfaces treatment and complimenting the character of the conservation 

area to a degree, but not in such a way that the conservation area derives 

significance from its setting in this way. 

The material treatment of the modern residential blocks to the east of the 

railway vary in their responsiveness, with some responding more to the 

character of the Former Roche Offices and Shredded Wheat Factory (using white 

rendered treatments and flat roofs). Yet, the fact that these are to the east of 

the railway sets them slightly apart in terms of setting and they do not make a 

strong contribution to the asset’s significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

The continuation of green space in the residential areas to the north and south-

west contributes positively to the significance in extending the sense of greenery 

beyond the confines of the conservation area. The central Parkway which runs 

through the middle of the conservation area is of particularly high significance 

and contributes to the legibility and integrity of the area as a designed ‘Garden 

City’. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

As above, the continuation of green space in the residential areas to the north 

and south-west contributes positively to the significance in extending the sense 

of openness beyond the confines of the conservation area. As above, the central 

Parkway which runs through the middle of the conservation area is of 

particularly high significance and contributes to the legibility and integrity of the 

area as a designed ‘Garden City’. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

The railway and road network formed part of the original design for Welwyn 

Garden City. Despite the important role that the railway played in the history 

and servicing of the town, its presence does negatively impact some parts of the 

conservation area somewhat, such as Longcroft Lane, where the houses back 

onto the railway. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

The main substantial area of change in the setting of the conservation area is 

the area to the east of the railway. Whilst the factories have made way for lighter 

industrial/commercial units or residential blocks, the overall scale form and 

footprint of buildings has been largely adhered to. Because the area retains its 

different character, it does not negatively affect the understanding of the 

conservation area’s significance. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

The setting of the conservation area includes the residential areas to the north, 

south-west. The continuation of this urban layout contributes positively to the 

conservation area’s significance to a small degree. 



 

 

The modern residential blocks east of the railway are also set along new small, 

cul-de-sac style streets, but the conservation area does not derive significance 

from these buildings as they are on the other side of the railway and evidently 

are in a different zone.  

The former Shredded Wheat Factory does provides most significance, despite 

being on the other side of the railway, but this is due to the strong visibility of 

the heritage asset, its landmark qualities and its legacy as a relic of Welwyn 

Garden City’s industrial past. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Views into the conservation area from outside and vice verca – where similar 

style housing is visible, and those to the former Shredded Wheat Factory do 

contribute to the conservation area’s significance to a certain degree. This is not 

as much as the views within the conservation area, for example north and south 

on Parkway and around The Campus. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

As above, intervisibility between the Grade II former Shredded Wheat Factory 

and the conservation area contributes to the latter’s significance. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

Tranquillity is a key component of the conservation area’s significance 

particularly provided by the greenery of the open spaces such as Parkway. It is 

considered that there is a lesser sense of tranquillity in the surrounding area, 

particularly in the area to the east of the railway, so this aspect of setting does 

not make a contribution to the asset’s significance. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

As above. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

As with tranquillity, openness is a key component of the conservation area’s 

significance, again, particularly provided by the greenery of the open spaces 

such as Parkway. It is considered that there is a lesser sense of tranquillity in the 



 

 

surrounding area, particularly in the area to the east of the railway, so this 

aspect of setting does not make a contribution to the asset’s significance. 

Land use The Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area derives some relatively low degree 

of significance from the continuation of residential development in its outskirt 

which generally continues and re-enforces garden city principles.   

The presence of the Shredded Wheat Factory also contributes to the significance 

of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area, particularly in telling the 

narrative of the town’s history and former economic prosperity as a result of the 

manufacturing businesses.  

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

 No comparable garden city conservation areas appear in the setting of this 

conservation area. 

Cultural associations Only associations with the former manufacturing former industries in the town, 

represented by the Shredded Wheat Factory building. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions Only associations with the former manufacturing former industries in the town, 

represented by the Shredded Wheat Factory building. 

 

  



 

 

1.6 Contribution that the setting of the Peartree Conservation Area makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The heritage asset in the setting of the conservation area which impacts its 

significance is the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area, due to their design 

similarities and shared history. The Former Roche Offices and the Shredded 

Wheat Factory (both Grade II), stand closer to the Peartree Conservation Area 

than the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area and have a similar relationship 

with both in that, they help the understanding of the zoning of Welwyn Garden 

City, as originally conceived. With residential areas in close proximity to  the 

centre of employment to the east of the railway.   

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

The residential areas in the setting of the Peartree Conservation Area do not 

particularly contribute to its significance.  

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

As above. 

Orientation and aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Residential areas in the setting of the Peartree Conservation Area utilise similar 

material and surface treatment which compliment the character of the 

conservation area to a degree, but not in such a way that the conservation area 

derives significance from its setting in this way.  

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

The continuation of green space in the residential setting of the conservation area, 

such as at the northern end of Mill Green near the Peartree Surgery, contributes 

positively to its significance so as to retain a sense of tranquil, suburban calm. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

As above, the moderate openness in the immediate setting contributes positively 

to the significance of the Peartree Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

The main substantial area of change in the setting of the conservation area is the 

area between Broadwater Road and the railway. Whilst the factories have made 

way for lighter industrial/commercial units or residential blocks, the overall scale 



 

 

form and footprint of buildings has been largely adhered to. Because the area 

retains its different character, it does not negatively affect the understanding of 

the conservation area’s significance. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

The setting of the conservation area includes residential areas to the north, east, 

south and south west, the former industrial area immediately east of the railway, 

and the modern residential blocks north east of the Peartree Conservation Area.  

The Peartree Conservation Area does not derive a high amount of significance 

from these areas, but the continuation of openness, greenery and spacious plots 

does contribute to the understanding of the aera’s significance. Similarly, the 

understanding of the proximity to the former industrial area contribute to its 

significance also. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

Tranquillity is a key component of the conservation area’s significance but there 

is a lesser sense of tranquillity in the surrounding area, particularly in the area just 

to the east of the railway. So, this aspect of setting does not make a contribution 

to the asset’s significance. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 



 

 

Land use Land use in the setting of the Peartree Conservation Area comprises of residential 

and light industrial/commercial. Whilst there are some historic links to the former 

industrial sites the historic connection in and of itself does not contribute to the 

understanding of the Peartree Conservation Areas significance. 

It is noted that there is far less inter-visibility between Peartree Conservation Area 

and the former industrial sites, particularly the former Shredded Wheat Factory 

which has a presence in the setting of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

No comparable garden city conservation areas appear in the setting of this 

conservation area. 

Cultural associations None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. This is due, in part because of the lack of inter-visibility between 

the Shredded Wheat Factory building which is a landmark and relic to the former 

industrial activity to the east of the railway. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

1.7 Contribution that the setting of the Free Church (NDHA) makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat - None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The fact that it stands within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area provides 

some significance as there is an overall consistency in the design of all buildings 

and their placement within the street scene. The asset sits next door to the 

Cottage Hospital, but it derives no significance from this relationship 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Orientation and aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the materials of the surrounding buildings form part of the typical Welwyn 

Garden City architectural language which help to define this NDHAs significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 



 

 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

It does not offer a great degree of significance. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

To a small degree, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City 

conservation area special character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Cultural associations Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 



 

 

 

  



 

 

 

1.8 Contribution that the setting of St Bonaventure’s (NDHA) makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat - None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect Its position on Parkway does give it a degree of significance, as this was 

intentionally planned as the main central location of the conservation area. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The fact that it stands within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area provides 

some significance as there is an overall consistency in the design of all buildings 

and their placement within the street scene. The asset sits next door to the 

Cottage Hospital, but it derives no significance from this relationship 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Orientation and aspect Its position on Parkway does give it a degree of significance, as this was 

intentionally planned as the main central location of the conservation area. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the materials of the surrounding buildings form part of the typical Welwyn 

Garden City architectural language which help to define this NDHAs significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 



 

 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Yes, views across Parkway do offer some significance. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

Yes, in as much as it is a constituent part of the main thoroughfare, Parkway. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquility, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

To a small degree, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City 

conservation area special character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Cultural associations Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 



 

 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

 

  



 

 

 

1.9 Contribution that the setting of the Focolare Unity Centre (NDHA) makes to its significance 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat - None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect Its position on Parkway does give it a degree of significance, as this was 

intentionally planned as the main central location of the conservation area. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The fact that it stands within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area provides 

some significance as there is an overall consistency in the design of all buildings 

and their placement within the street scene. The asset sits next door to the 

Cottage Hospital, but it derives no significance from this relationship 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Orientation and aspect Its position on Parkway does give it a degree of significance, as this was 

intentionally planned as the main central location of the conservation area. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the materials of the surrounding buildings form part of the typical Welwyn 

Garden City architectural language which help to define this NDHAs significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 



 

 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

Yes, views across Parkway do offer some significance. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

Yes, in as much as it is a constituent part of the main thoroughfare, Parkway. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquility, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

To a small degree, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City 

conservation area special character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Cultural associations Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 



 

 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat - None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The fact that it stands within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area provides 

some significance as there is an overall consistency in the design of all buildings 

and their placement within the street scene. The asset sits next door to the 

Cottage Hospital, but it derives no significance from this relationship 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Orientation and aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the materials of the surrounding buildings form part of the typical Welwyn 

Garden City architectural language which help to define this NDHAs significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 



 

 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

It does not offer a great degree of significance. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquility, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

To a small degree, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City 

conservation area special character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Cultural associations Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 



 

 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions Yes, ecclesiastical use has inherent and special significance in the history of 

Welwyn Garden City. 

 

  



 

 

 

1.10  Contribution that the setting of the former Cottage Hospital (NDHA) makes to its significance  

The asset’s physical 

surroundings 

Response 

Topography Flat - None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Other heritage assets 

(including buildings, 

structures, landscapes, 

areas or archaeological 

remains) 

The fact that it stands within the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area provides 

some significance as there is an overall consistency in the design of all buildings 

and their placement within the street scene. The asset sits next door to the Free 

Church, but it derives no particular significance from this relationship 

Definition, scale and 

‘grain’ of surrounding 

streetscape, landscape 

and spaces 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Formal design eg. 

Hierarchy, layout 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Orientation and aspect None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Historic materials and 

surfaces 

Yes, the materials of the surrounding buildings form part of the typical Welwyn 

Garden City architectural language which help to define this NDHAs significance. 

Green space, trees and 

vegetation 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Openness, enclosure and 

boundaries 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Function relationships and 

communications 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

History and degree of 

change over time 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Experience of the asset Response 



 

 

Surrounding landscape or 

townscape character 

Yes, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City conservation area special 

character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the Welwyn Garden City 

Conservation Area. 

Views from, towards, 

through, across and 

including the asset 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Intentional intervisibility 

with other historic and 

natural features 

It does not offer a great degree of significance. 

Visual dominance, 

prominence or role as 

focal point 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Noise, vibration and other 

nuisances 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Tranquillity, remoteness, 

‘wildness’ 

To a small degree, because this is an aspect of the Welwyn Garden City 

conservation area special character, and the NDHA is a constituent part of the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. 

Busyness, bustle, 

movement and activity 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Scents and smells None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Diurnal changes None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Sense of enclosure, 

seclusion intimacy or 

privacy 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Land use None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Accessibility, permeability 

and patters of movement 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Degree of interpretation 

or promotion to the public 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Rarity of comparable 

survivals of setting 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Cultural associations None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 



 

 

Celebrated artistic 

representations 

None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

Traditions None / not that makes a contribution to significance or understanding of the 

heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

2 Heritage Assets: Impact 

The tables in this section of Appendix 2 assess the impact of the appeal scheme on the heritage assets that are 

scoped-in for assessment. The criteria is as per the checklist for ‘Step 3’ assessment of the effects of the appeal 

scheme on the significance of the heritage asset and its ability to be appreciated, in HEAN 3. 

2.3 Impact on the Nabisco Shredded Wheat Factory, Grade II 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  There is relative proximity (this heritage asset stands 325m north of the 

appeal site), but due to intervening townscape that is part of the Shredded 

Wheat Quarter scheme 6/2018/0171/MAJ. This will greatly minimise any 

potential impact.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The appeal scheme does not appear in most views to and from this 

heritage asset but is seen in conjunction with the heritage asset in views 

looking north and south on the railway (views 7 and 10). The appeal 

scheme melds well with the existing residential houses already visible on 

either side of the railway in these low-quality views and has been 

demonstrated not to result in any negative impact the heritage asset or its 

setting. 

 

Orientation  The appeal scheme is located to the south of the listed building and is only 

viewed alongside it in select locations (notably from Bridge Road, View 10). 

The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The location of the appeal scheme is relatively contained against the 

railway, and amongst existing and proposed housing developments. The 

change of use to residential from the large, conspicuous, commercial 

building will not impact the significance and understanding of the heritage 

asset. 



 

 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The materiality of the current BioPark building reflective white render 

metallic surfaces (especially at roof level) and brown glazing, as well as the 

paraphernalia that has accumulated at roof level such as grills, louvres and 

aerials. This, and its size, make the building quite conspicuous, despite its 

relatively enclosed location. The appeal scheme would become less 

conspicuous due to the change in material character which would meld 

better with the existing residential houses already visible on either side of 

the railway.  

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The BioPark building is a large, light-coloured monolithic block, which 

appears above some aspects of townscape and does compete with the 

heritage asset in some views, for example, the views along the railway. The 

change of use to residential will see the mass broken-up and the scheme 

will present as a different typology with clay tile roofs on its tallest element 

ceasing the existing competition and distraction, thus representing an 

improvement and a minor positive impact in a number of views. 

Dimensions, scale and massing  BioPark’s tallest height is 30.51m, excluding flues (approximately 10 

residential storeys). The appeal scheme’s maximum height on blocks A and 

B is 29.45metres (9 residential storeys), but blocks A and B are much 

smaller in mass, and other adjacent and adjoining blocks are smaller 

appearing to break-up the mass. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The visual permeability represents an improvement to that of the BioPark 

building on the appeal site with several buildings, rather than one single 

monolithic block. This is not highly applicable to this heritage asset as the 

only intervisibility between the two buildings is in the two railway views, 

where only the upper levels of both schemes are visible. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible on either side of the railway. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a notable change, although due to limited 

intervisibility only the architectural style of the roofs would result in any 

meaningful change on this heritage asset or its setting. The roofs will 

change from the unattractive view of metallic plants, louvres, flues and 



 

 

roof paraphernalia to red clay tile mansard roofs which will be more 

attractive but less in competition than that of the former Shredded Wheat 

factory. 

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces, but as the former 

Shredded Wheat factory has landmark features, and stands in such 

contrast to its surroundings, the nature of the changes on this site will not 

impact the heritage asset or its setting. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, changes in the views from the railway will have an 

enhanced effect on this heritage asset, making the buildings on the appeal 

site less conspicuous and standing in overall greater contrast to the 

heritage asset. Without resorting to increasing the overall height and scale, 

which would remain the same.  

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change. The 

former Shredded Wheat Factory works will cause far more of an impact in 

terms of construction, noise, dust etc than the changes to this site which 

stands at a further distance away. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

Yes, as stated the appeal scheme will transform the building from an 

industrial / commercial use to a residential use (with new development 

taking design cues from significant, industrial buildings) which is more in-

keeping with the emerging character of the area. This will not impact the 

significance or setting of this heritage asset. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

The proposed development has been designed to be a sustainable, long-

term solution that is in-keeping with the long-term future of the area, as 

per Welwyn Hatfield’s vision. 

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

Former Office Block (Buildings 1 to 4) to Roche Products Factory, Grade II (‘Former Roche Office’)  

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  BioPark building stands in close proximity to this heritage asset, 

approximately 120m away. As shown in the visual impact assessment 

(View 09), there is some intervisibility between the appeal site and the 

heritage asset, but the changes in the massing and design of the appeal 

scheme are considered to make a positive change to the heritage asset. 

This is due to the change in the arrangement of massing making the mass 

less visible in the gaps between buildings than the BioPark building 

currently on site.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The low-rise and relatively enclosed nature of the former Roche Offices 

building means that there is limited visibility to and from the asset. As such 

the appeal scheme is only visible from in front of the asset on Broadwater 

Road, as represented in View 09 in the TVIA.  

Orientation  The orientation is less of a defining feature than the size and enclosure of 

this heritage asset. 

 

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The location of the appeal scheme is relatively contained against the 

railway, and amongst existing and proposed housing developments, 

including the housing development of Griffin Court, which the heritage 

asset is now part. The appeal scheme would provide further residential 

backdrop to the heritage asset, but due to the breaking up of massing 

there will be less of a visual isolation than what is currently provided by 

the BioPark building which provides a more solid mass, of a similar light 

colour, in the background of the heritage asset visually distracting from the 

asset somewhat. 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

Even though only a relatively small amount of BioPark is visible in the views 

towards the heritage asset form Broadwater Road, the materiality of the 

current BioPark building (the reflective white render metallic surfaces and 

the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, such as grills, louvres and 



 

 

aerials), has a degree of prominence. The appeal scheme would become 

less conspicuous due to the change in material character which would 

meld better with the existing residential houses already visible on either 

side of the railway and compete less with the white coloured material 

treatment of the heritage asset. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

As above. 

Dimensions, scale and massing  The direct views towards the heritage asset would experience an 

improvement due to the re-organisation of massing (as represented in 

View 09 in the visual impact assessment). In a broader sense, the presence 

of the appeal scheme in the setting will be overall less dominant, despite 

the maximum building heights being overall similar. This is because the 

breaking up of the massing and the enhanced design response to the 

vernacular buildings in the area (including those of Griffin Court, which the 

heritage asset is part of) represent an enhancement in the setting of the 

heritage asset. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The visual permeability represents an improvement to that of the BioPark 

building, particularly when experienced from the front of the heritage 

asset on Broadwater Road (as represented in View 09 in the visual impact 

assessment), where the breaking up of the massing means that the less 

built form will be visible in that view). There will also be more visual 

permeability beyond that individual view, in the setting of the heritage 

asset. The buildings on the appeal scheme will be interspersed with 

courtyards and amenity areas, and the broken-up mass will replace a 

monolithic looming block with a more varied scheme with improved 

permeability.  

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

The appeal scheme would bring a notable change in material character 

which would meld better with the existing residential houses already 

visible on either side of the railway and create a more discernible distance 

between the appeal scheme and the heritage asset, giving the heritage 

asset more primacy than it currently has. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a notable, but largely minor change in the 

setting of the heritage asset, with a large monolithic block without amenity 

or permeability, and with a roofscape of metallic plants, louvres, flues and 



 

 

roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile mansard roofs. This 

will be more attractive and less in competition with the heritage asset, 

whilst also providing undoubted urban design improvements through 

landscaping, permeability and amenity offering. 

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces, but as explained 

previously this will have a positive effect in urban design terms and will 

enhance the heritage asset and its setting, by better melding with the 

surrounding townscape. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on this 

heritage asset in terms of skyline and silhouette by having less built form 

at such great, height removing the notable and unattractive roofscape 

created by the BioPark building and providing a more subtle alternative 

that responds better to the new built context.   

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change.  

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at night-time, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not, but as the heritage asset is 

now also in residential use, this change in lighting effects will not cause a 

negative impact on its significance or understanding.  

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

Yes, as stated the appeal scheme will transform the building from an 

industrial / commercial use to a residential use (with new development 

taking design cues from significant, industrial buildings) which is more in-

keeping with the emerging character of the area. This will not impact the 

significance or setting of this heritage asset. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

The appeal site is not presently publicly accessible at all, but the appeal 

scheme will have more public access to the green spaces within the site, 

with introduced amenity, which will represent an improvement in 

comparison.  



 

 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use. The site currently has no trees and 

the landscaping plan will introduce greenery to site which is more in-

keeping with the heritage assets setting and is more positive in townscape 

and urban design terms. 

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

The appeal site will require increased access and the need to incorporate 

parking into the site – details of these matters are set-out in the DAS. It is 

not considered that these changes will impact the significance or setting 

of the former Roche Offices to any great degree. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

The Roche Company have not owned the building since 2002 and the 

building has been long disassociated with the company. 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

The proposed development has been designed to be a sustainable, long-

term solution that is in-keeping with the long-term future of the area, as 

per Welwyn Hatfield’s vision (check). Not applicable in relation to this 

heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

 

2.4 Impact on Hatfield House (Grade I)  

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  4km south, not in close proximity.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

Views to and from Hatfield House are important, it is primarily for this 

reason that the heritage asset has been scoped-in for assessment.  

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the 

site against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form 

north to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate asset  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level it is barely discernible, and certainly not prominent or 

conspicuous.  

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The distance from the heritage asset means there is no possibility of 

intervisibility with the asset and therefore, no possibility for the appeal 

scheme to compete with the heritage asset.  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, its dimensions, scale and massing are not 

comprehensible at this distance.  

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, there is notion of visual permeability appreciable.  

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, the change from a light roofscape to a darker 



 

 

roofscape are just detectible when focusing on the views 12 and 13 in 

the TVIA, but the materials are not practically appreciable.  

Architectural and landscape style 

and/or design  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, this aspect of the appeal scheme is not appreciable.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings and 

spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of 

the heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, 

but it is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway 

will mean that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a 

discernible effect on the setting of the conservation area or its 

significance. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, but it is so minor as not to have an impact.  

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, etc  Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will 

be experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty 

source of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, this aspect of the appeal scheme is not appreciable.  

Change to general character (eg 

urbanising or industrialising)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to public access, use or 

amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land cover, 

tree cover  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

The proposed development has been designed to be a sustainable, long-

term solution that is in-keeping with the long-term future of the area, as 

per Welwyn Hatfield’s vision (check). Not applicable in relation to this 

heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

2.5 Impact on Hatfield House Park and Garden (Grade II) to its significance 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  4km south, not in close proximity.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

Views to and from Hatfield House are important, it is primarily for this 

reason that the heritage asset has been scoped-in for assessment.  

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the 

site against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form 

north to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate asset  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 



 

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level it is barely discernible, and certainly not prominent or 

conspicuous.  

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The distance from the heritage asset means there is no possibility of 

intervisibility with the asset and therefore, no possibility for the appeal 

scheme to compete with the heritage asset.  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, its dimensions, scale and massing are not 

comprehensible at this distance.  

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, there is notion of visual permeability appreciable.  

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, the change from a light roofscape to a darker 

roofscape are just detectible when focusing on the views 12 and 13 in 

the TVIA, but the materials are not practically appreciable.  

Architectural and landscape style 

and/or design  

The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, this aspect of the appeal scheme is not appreciable.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings and 

spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of 

the heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, 

but it is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway 

will mean that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a 

discernible effect on the setting of the conservation area or its 

significance. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, but it is so minor as not to have an impact.  



 

 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, etc  Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will 

be experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty 

source of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The form is barely discernible in the skyline, when viewed from the roof/ 

at first floor level, this aspect of the appeal scheme is not appreciable.  

Change to general character (eg 

urbanising or industrialising)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to public access, use or 

amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land cover, 

tree cover  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

The proposed development has been designed to be a sustainable, long-

term solution that is in-keeping with the long-term future of the area, as 

per Welwyn Hatfield’s vision (check). Not applicable in relation to this 

heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

2.6 Impact on Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area 



 

 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  The Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area stands in close proximity to 

the appeal scheme, in some places just 150m to the west.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

There are numerous key views from the conservation area towards the 

appeal site (views 1, 3, 3a, 4, 4a  and 11 in the visual impact assessment). 

Currently BioPark building is already visible in numerous views from across 

the railway. It is in fact more visible in these views than the appeal scheme, 

because there is more of the building which stands at its maximum height 

than there would be of the appeal scheme, which has a relatively smaller 

quantum of development at this maximum height (around 30m). The 

further changes in materiality and massing will further reduce the impact 

of the appeal scheme when compared to the existing BioPark building. 

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The railway is the primary feature which isolates the heritage asset along 

its eastern edge. The breaking-up of the monolithic block might change the 

way in which the conservation area is enclosed to the east in some small 

way, but the fact that there will continue to be built form of a similar 

footprint will not change the sense of physical or visual isolation to any 

great degree. The visual changes are considered to be a considerable 

improvement on the eastern edge of the conservation area compared to 

the existing built form. 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The materiality of the current BioPark building (the reflective white render 

metallic surfaces and the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, 

such as grills, louvres and aerials), has a degree of prominence in views 

from, and in the setting of the conservation area. The appeal scheme 

would become less conspicuous due to the change in material character 



 

 

which would meld better with the existing residential houses already 

visible on either side of the railway. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The tall, white mass of the BioPark building does currently distract from 

the low-rise red-roofed buildings in the conservation area, particularly 

when experienced from points on Longcroft Lane. The appeal scheme 

would create less of a distraction, with a roofscape which melds much 

better with the existing townscape (the red mansard roofs being much less 

luminescent than the current metallic louvres, plants and paraphernalia at 

roof level).  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The views from the heritage asset, and the experience of the appeal 

scheme in the setting of the heritage asset would experience an 

improvement due to the re-organisation of breaking-down of massing. The 

presence of the appeal scheme when experienced form the conservation 

area will be less dominant overall. Whilst the maximum building height will 

be similar, there will be a smaller quantum of mass at this height. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The visual permeability represents an improvement to that of the BioPark 

building, when experienced from the conservation area. From the 

conservation area it is mainly the upper levels of the building that are 

experienced due to the railway obscuring the lower levels. The breaking-

up of the massing, and stepping-down of the blocks towards the south of 

the appeal site means that the less built form will be visible from the 

conservation area. The increased permeability in the setting of the 

conservation area will give the sense of a continuation of the garden city 

with built form which takes cues from its principles of openness and 

spacious previous of good-quality residential development. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated, the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible both within the conservation area, and those to the 

east of the railway too.   

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a notable change in the setting of the 

heritage asset, with a large monolithic block without amenity or 

permeability, and with a roofscape of metallic plants, louvres, flues and 

roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile mansard roofs which 

will be more attractive and in-keeping with the surroundings. The appeal 



 

 

scheme also provides undoubted urban design improvements through 

landscaping, permeability and amenity offering. 

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of the 

heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, but it 

is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway will mean 

that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a discernible 

effect on the setting of the conservation area or its significance. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on the 

conservation area in terms of skyline and silhouette, by having less built 

form at its tallest height. It will enhance the setting and significance of the 

conservation area by removing the notable and unattractive roofscape 

created by the BioPark building and providing a more subtle alternative 

that better responds to the roofscape in the conservation area, thus 

creating a sensitive backdrop. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will be 

experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty source 

of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at nighttime, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not. This will be visible form the 

residential streets in the conservation area, but there is a degree of space 

between even the closest points in the conservation area and the appeal 

scheme, with numerous mature trees in between, which will limit the 

effects of this change. Whilst there will be a change in lighting effects in 

the setting of the conservation area, it is not considered that this will have 

a markedly negative impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use, which is more in-keeping with the 

emergent character of the area to the east of the railway, and is typical for 

the setting of the conservation area. This change will enhance the setting 

of this heritage asset by representing an improvement to the current 



 

 

building which has a negative impact when viewed form the conservation 

area. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

conservation area. The site currently has no trees and the landscaping plan 

will introduce greenery to site which is more in-keeping with the garden 

city principles thus enhancing the setting of the heritage asset.  

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

The proposed development has been designed to be a sustainable, long-

term solution that is in-keeping with the long-term future of the area, as 

per Welwyn Hatfield’s vision (check). Not applicable in relation to this 

heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

2.7 Impact on Peartree Conservation Area 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  The Peartree Conservation Area stands in moderately close proximity to 

the appeal scheme, approximately half a kilometre east.  



 

 

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

There are no key views from the conservation area towards the appeal site, 

indeed there is limited intervisibility between the appeal site and the 

conservation area at all. One of the most important views in the 

conservation area looks east and west on Holwell Road. This view had been 

considered by the Bidwell’s HTVIA, but there was no possibility of the 

appeal scheme being visible, so has been scoped-out of subsequent 

assessment.  

The Peartree Conservation Area can only really be considered to be in the 

wider setting of the appeal site. 

Orientation  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Dimensions, scale and massing  The lack of intervisibility means that the changes in scale and massing will 

not have any great impact on the conservation area. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

The lack of intervisibility means that the changes in visual permeability will 

not have any great impact on the conservation area. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

The lack of intervisibility means that the changes in materiality will not 

have any great impact on the conservation area. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The lack of intervisibility means that the changes in architectural and 

landscape design will not have any great impact on the conservation area. 

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

The experience of the appeal scheme in the wider setting of the 

conservation area would be somewhat improved as the change of use, and 

subsequent changes to built surroundings and spaces would re-enforce 

the characteristics of the conservation area such as its suburban, calm 

quiet ambience. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  The lack of intervisibility means that the changes in architectural and 

landscape design will not have any great impact on the conservation area. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

The relative distance from the heritage asset means that this will not have 

an impact. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The relative distance from the heritage asset means that this will not have 

an impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use. The experience of the appeal scheme 

in the wider setting of the conservation area would therefore be 

somewhat improved as the change of use, and subsequent changes to built 

surroundings and spaces would re-enforce the characteristics of the 

conservation area such as its suburban, calm quiet ambience. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

conservation area. The site currently has no trees and the landscaping plan 

will introduce greenery to site which is more in-keeping with the garden 

city principles thus enhancing the wider setting of the conservation area. 

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

2.8 Impact on the Free Church on Church Road (NDHA) 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  The Free Church stands in moderately close proximity to the appeal 

scheme, about 400m to the east.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The BioPark building is visible in the setting of this NDHA along Church 

Road and beyond the railway. Whilst this is not necessarily a key view, it is 

one of the main throughfares in the conservation area and two views in 

the visual impact assessment (View 3 and View 3a) illustrate the presence 

of the appeal site and appeal scheme in the setting.  

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The appeal scheme will be viewed at some distance from the setting of this 

NDHA so there will is not a great sense of visual or physical isolation 

provided by the current BioPark building, and there will be even less of a 

sense of physical and visual isolation as a result of the appeal scheme due 

to reduction in height and the breaking-up of the monolithic mass.  

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The materiality of the current BioPark building (the reflective white render 

metallic surfaces and the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, 

such as grills, louvres and aerials), has a degree of prominence in the 

setting of the NDHA. The appeal scheme would become less conspicuous 

due to the change in material character which would meld better with the 

existing residential houses already visible on either side of the railway. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The tall, white mass of the BioPark building does currently distract from 

the low-rise red-roofed buildings in the setting of the NDHA. The appeal 

scheme would create less of a distraction, with a roofscape which melds 

much better with the existing townscape (the red mansard roofs being 



 

 

much less luminescent than the current metallic louvres, plants and 

paraphernalia at roof level).  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The views from the NDHA, and the experience of the appeal scheme in the 

setting of the NDHA would experience an improvement due to the re-

organisation of breaking-down of massing. The presence of the appeal 

scheme will be overall result in a negligible change to the setting of the 

asset. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

In the setting of this NDHA, it is only really the upper levels of the building 

that are experienced due to the railway obscuring the lower levels. The 

breaking-up of the massing, and stepping-down of the blocks towards the 

south of the appeal site means that the less built form will be visible in the 

setting of the NDHA, but this will be a negligible change. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated, the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible from this NDHA, offering an enhancement to the 

setting. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a noteworthy change in the setting of the 

NDHA with the large monolithic block with a roofscape of metallic plants, 

louvres, flues and roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile 

mansard roofs which will be more attractive and in-keeping with the 

surroundings.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of the 

heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, but it 

is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway will mean 

that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a discernible 

effect on the setting of the NDHA or it significance. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on the 

setting of the NDHA in terms of skyline and silhouette, by having less built 



 

 

form at its tallest height. It will enhance the setting of the NDHA by 

removing the notable and unattractive roofscape created by the BioPark 

building and providing a more subtle alternative that better responds to 

the roofscape in the conservation area, thus creating a sensitive backdrop. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will be 

experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty source 

of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at night-time, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not. This NDHA is visible at such 

a distance that, it is not considered that this will have a markedly negative 

impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use, which is more in-keeping with the 

emergent character of the area to the east of the railway which will 

somewhat enhance the setting of this NDHA, but the main enhancement 

that this NDHA will experience is as a result of the changes to the massing 

at higher level and the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on 

BioPark building and replacement with a more sensitive replacement. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

NDHA somewhat, but the main enhancement that this NDHA will 

experience is as a result of the changes to the massing at higher level and 

the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on BioPark building 

and replacement with a more sensitive replacement.  

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

2.9 Impact on the St Bonaventure Roman Catholic Church (NDHA) 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  St Bonaventure stands in moderately close proximity to the appeal 

scheme, about 450m to the east.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The BioPark building is visible in the setting of this NDHA when viewed 

from Parkway. Parkway is possibly the most important thoroughfare in the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. A view that shows the change to 

the setting of the NDHA as a result of the appeal scheme is view 11 in the 

visual impact assessment.  

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The appeal scheme will be viewed at some distance from the setting of this 

NDHA so there will is not a great sense of visual or physical isolation 

provided by the current BioPark building, and there will be even less of a 

sense of physical and visual isolation as a result of the appeal scheme due 

to reduction in height and the breaking-up of the monolithic mass.  

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

It is the changes in the visibility of the roofscape and upper-level massing 

that will be the main enhancement to this NDHA. The materiality of the 

current BioPark building (the reflective white render metallic surfaces and 

the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, such as grills, louvres and 

aerials), has a degree of prominence in the setting of this NDHA. The 

appeal scheme would become less conspicuous due to the change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible on either side of the railway. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The tall, white mass of the BioPark building does currently distract from 

the low-rise red-roofed buildings in the setting of the NDHA. The appeal 

scheme would create less of a distraction, with a roofscape which melds 



 

 

much better with the existing townscape (the red mansard roofs being 

much less luminescent than the current metallic louvres, plants and 

paraphernalia at roof level).  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The views from the NDHA, and the experience of the appeal scheme in the 

setting of the NDHA would experience an improvement due to the re-

organisation of breaking-down of massing. The presence of the appeal 

scheme will be overall result in a negligible change to the setting of the 

asset. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

In the setting of this NDHA, it is only really the upper levels of the building 

that are experienced due to the railway obscuring the lower levels. The 

breaking-up of the massing, and stepping-down of the blocks towards the 

south of the appeal site means that the less built form will be visible in the 

setting of the NDHA, but this will be a negligible change. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated, the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible from this NDHA, offering an enhancement to the 

setting. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a noteworthy change in the setting of the 

NDHA with the large monolithic block with a roofscape of metallic plants, 

louvres, flues and roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile 

mansard roofs which will be more attractive and in-keeping with the 

surroundings.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of the 

heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, but it 

is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway will mean 

that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a discernible 

effect on the setting of the NDHA or it significance. 



 

 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on the 

setting of the NDHA in terms of skyline and silhouette, by having less built 

form at its tallest height. It will enhance the setting of the NDHA by 

removing the notable and unattractive roofscape created by the BioPark 

building and providing a more subtle alternative that better responds to 

the roofscape in the conservation area, thus creating a sensitive backdrop. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will be 

experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty source 

of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at night-time, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not. This NDHA is visible at such 

a distance that, it is not considered that this will have a markedly negative 

impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use, which is more in-keeping with the 

emergent character of the area to the east of the railway which will 

somewhat enhance the setting of this NDHA, but the main enhancement 

that this NDHA will experience is as a result of the changes to the massing 

at higher level and the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on 

BioPark building and replacement with a more sensitive replacement. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

NDHA somewhat, but the main enhancement that this NDHA will 

experience is as a result of the changes to the massing at higher level and 

the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on BioPark building 

and replacement with a more sensitive replacement.  

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

2.10 Impact on the Focolare Unity Centre (NDHA) 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  The Focolate Unity Centre stands in moderately close proximity to the 

appeal scheme, about 450m to the east.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The BioPark building is visible in the setting of this NDHA when viewed 

from Parkway. Parkway is possibly the most important thoroughfare in the 

Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area. A view that shows the change to 

the setting of the NDHA as a result of the appeal scheme is view 11 in the 

visual impact assessment.   

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The appeal scheme will be viewed at some distance from the setting of this 

NDHA so there will is not a great sense of visual or physical isolation 

provided by the current BioPark building, and there will be even less of a 

sense of physical and visual isolation as a result of the appeal scheme due 

to reduction in height and the breaking-up of the monolithic mass.  

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

It is the changes in the visibility of the roofscape and upper-level massing 

that will be the main enhancement to this NDHA. The materiality of the 

current BioPark building (the reflective white render metallic surfaces and 

the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, such as grills, louvres and 

aerials), has a degree of prominence in the setting of this NDHA. The 

appeal scheme would become less conspicuous due to the change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible on either side of the railway. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The tall, white mass of the BioPark building does currently distract from 

the low-rise red-roofed buildings in the setting of the NDHA. The appeal 

scheme would create less of a distraction, with a roofscape which melds 



 

 

much better with the existing townscape (the red mansard roofs being 

much less luminescent than the current metallic louvres, plants and 

paraphernalia at roof level).  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The views from the NDHA, and the experience of the appeal scheme in the 

setting of the NDHA would experience an improvement due to the re-

organisation of breaking-down of massing. The presence of the appeal 

scheme will be overall result in a negligible change to the setting of the 

asset.  

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

In the setting of this NDHA, it is only really the upper levels of the building 

that are experienced due to the railway obscuring the lower levels. The 

breaking-up of the massing, and stepping-down of the blocks towards the 

south of the appeal site means that the less built form will be visible in the 

setting of the NDHA, but this will be a negligible change. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated, the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible from this NDHA, offering an enhancement to the 

setting. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a noteworthy change in the setting of the 

NDHA with the large monolithic block with a roofscape of metallic plants, 

louvres, flues and roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile 

mansard roofs which will be more attractive and in-keeping with the 

surroundings.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of the 

heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, but it 

is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway will mean 

that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a discernible 

effect on the setting of the NDHA or it significance. 



 

 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on the 

setting of the NDHA in terms of skyline and silhouette, by having less built 

form at its tallest height. It will enhance the setting of the NDHA by 

removing the notable and unattractive roofscape created by the BioPark 

building and providing a more subtle alternative that better responds to 

the roofscape in the conservation area, thus creating a sensitive backdrop. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will be 

experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty source 

of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at night-time, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not. This NDHA is visible at such 

a distance that, it is not considered that this will have a markedly negative 

impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use, which is more in-keeping with the 

emergent character of the area to the east of the railway which will 

somewhat enhance the setting of this NDHA, but the main enhancement 

that this NDHA will experience is as a result of the changes to the massing 

at higher level and the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on 

BioPark building and replacement with a more sensitive replacement. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

NDHA somewhat, but the main enhancement that this NDHA will 

experience is as a result of the changes to the massing at higher level and 

the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on BioPark building 

and replacement with a more sensitive replacement.  

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

 

  



 

 

2.11 Impact on the former Cottage Hospital (NDHA) 

Location and siting of 

development  

 

Proximity to asset  The  

The former Cottage Hospital stands in moderately close proximity to the 

appeal scheme, about 400m to the east.  

Position in relation to relevant 

topography and watercourses  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Position in relation to key views 

to, from and across  

The BioPark building is visible in the setting of this NDHA along Church 

Road and beyond the railway. Whilst this is not necessarily a key view, it is 

one of the main throughfares in the conservation area and two views in 

the visual impact assessment (View 3 and View 3a) illustrate the presence 

of the appeal site and appeal scheme in the setting.  

Orientation  The orientation of the appeal scheme will not change significantly in 

relation to the BioPark building. Due to the long, narrow, nature of the site 

against the railway, the massing will continue to be organised form north 

to south utilising the space on the site.  

Degree to which location will 

physically or visually isolate 

asset  

The appeal scheme will be viewed at some distance from the setting of this 

NDHA so there will is not a great sense of visual or physical isolation 

provided by the current BioPark building, and there will be even less of a 

sense of physical and visual isolation as a result of the appeal scheme due 

to reduction in height and the breaking-up of the monolithic mass.  

Form and appearance of 

development  

 

Prominence, dominance, or 

conspicuousness  

The materiality of the current BioPark building (the reflective white render 

metallic surfaces and the paraphernalia that accumulated at roof level, 

such as grills, louvres and aerials), has a degree of prominence in the 

setting of the NDHA. The appeal scheme would become less conspicuous 

due to the change in material character which would meld better with the 

existing residential houses already visible on either side of the railway. 

Competition with or distraction 

from the asset  

The tall, white mass of the BioPark building does currently distract from 

the low-rise red-roofed buildings in the setting of the NDHA. The appeal 

scheme would create less of a distraction, with a roofscape which melds 

much better with the existing townscape (the red mansard roofs being 



 

 

much less luminescent than the current metallic louvres, plants and 

paraphernalia at roof level).  

Dimensions, scale and massing  The views from the NDHA, and the experience of the appeal scheme in the 

setting of the NDHA would experience an improvement due to the re-

organisation of breaking-down of massing. The presence of the appeal 

scheme will be overall result in a negligible change to the setting of the 

asset. 

Proportions  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset 

Visual permeability (extent to 

which it can be seen through), 

reflectivity  

In the setting of this NDHA, it is only really the upper levels of the building 

that are experienced due to the railway obscuring the lower levels. The 

breaking-up of the massing, and stepping-down of the blocks towards the 

south of the appeal site means that the less built form will be visible in the 

setting of the NDHA, but this will be a negligible change. 

Materials (texture, colour, 

reflectiveness, etc)  

As already stated, the appeal scheme would bring a notable change in 

material character which would meld better with the existing residential 

houses already visible from this NDHA, offering an enhancement to the 

setting. 

Architectural and landscape 

style and/or design  

The appeal scheme represents a noteworthy change in the setting of the 

NDHA with the large monolithic block with a roofscape of metallic plants, 

louvres, flues and roof paraphernalia being replaced with a red clay tile 

mansard roofs which will be more attractive and in-keeping with the 

surroundings.  

Introduction of movement or 

activity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Diurnal or seasonal change  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Wider effects of the 

development  

 

Change to built surroundings 

and spaces  

There will be change to built surroundings and spaces in the setting of the 

heritage asset. This will have a positive effect in urban design terms, but it 

is felt that appeal scheme’s positioning on the east of the railway will mean 

that the experience of change in spatial terms will not have a discernible 

effect on the setting of the NDHA or it significance. 

Change to skyline, silhouette  As already stated, the appeal scheme will have an enhanced effect on the 

setting of the NDHA in terms of skyline and silhouette, by having less built 



 

 

form at its tallest height. It will enhance the setting of the NDHA by 

removing the notable and unattractive roofscape created by the BioPark 

building and providing a more subtle alternative that better responds to 

the roofscape in the conservation area, thus creating a sensitive backdrop. 

Noise, odour, vibration, dust, 

etc  

Potentially during construction phases but not a lasting change, this will be 

experienced from across the railway which is already a noisy, dirty source 

of vibration, thus limiting the effects, even during construction. 

Lighting effects and ‘light spill’  The residential houses will be illuminated at night-time, whereas those of 

the BioPark (a commercial building) were not. This NDHA is visible at such 

a distance that, it is not considered that this will have a markedly negative 

impact. 

Change to general character 

(eg urbanising or 

industrialising)  

The appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial / 

commercial use to a residential use, which is more in-keeping with the 

emergent character of the area to the east of the railway which will 

somewhat enhance the setting of this NDHA, but the main enhancement 

that this NDHA will experience is as a result of the changes to the massing 

at higher level and the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on 

BioPark building and replacement with a more sensitive replacement. 

Changes to public access, use 

or amenity  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to land use, land 

cover, tree cover  

As above, the appeal scheme will transform the building from an industrial 

/ commercial use to a residential use which will enhance the setting of the 

NDHA somewhat, but the main enhancement that this NDHA will 

experience is as a result of the changes to the massing at higher level and 

the removal of the unattractive roofscape currently on BioPark building 

and replacement with a more sensitive replacement.  

Changes to 

communications/accessibility/ 

permeability, including traffic, 

road junctions and car-parking, 

etc  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Changes to ownership 

arrangements 

(fragmentation/permitted 

development/etc)  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 



 

 

Economic viability  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Permanence of the 

development  

 

Anticipated 

lifetime/temporariness  

Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Recurrence  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 

Reversibility  Not applicable in relation to this heritage asset. 
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1 standards
1.1 the aVr images contained in this document have been produced 

in accordance with the best practices and advice taken from the 
following documents:

a) revised supplementary Planning Guidance, London View Man-
agement Framework, March 2012, henceforth LVMF

b) 2015 erratum to the LVMF 2012 sPG

c) Landscape Institute: “Visual representation of development 
Proposals, technical Guidance note 06/19”, henceforth tGn06/19

d) Landscape Institute/IeMa: Guidelines for Landscape and Visual 
Impact assessment (GLVIa3)”, henceforth GLVIa3. 

e) scottish natural Heritage: “Visual representation of

f) wind Farms v2.2 February 2017”, henceforth snH 2017

2 sCoPe oF worK
2.1 rock Hunter Ltd. were appointed as imaging consultant, produc-

ers of aVrs and computer generated view study images on behalf 
of HG Construction. the architects are alan Camp architects. 
rock Hunter Ltd. are an architectural visualisation company with 
20 years of experience in creation of 3d computer models, ren-
dering and digital imaging.

3 aFFILIatIon and PLaCe oF worK
3.1 rock Hunter Ltd. is not affiliated with any party involved in the 

planning, consultation or design of the Broadwater Gardens 
project and is acting as an independent consultant on the project. 
Photography, survey and camera matching has been carried out 
by arcMinute Ltd. survey data, camera matches and proof have 
been supplied to rock Hunter Ltd. 

4 CoMPUter ModeL
4.1 rock Hunter received a 3d computer model of the proposed 

development from alan Camp architects as well as selected 
architectural drawings and a site survey. the computer model 
was adapted to work with rock Hunter’s 3d modelling soft-
ware and design changes were undertaken on instruction from 
alan Camp architects on the basis of supplied architectural 
drawings to reflect the latest design. all aVrs in this document are 
based on this computer model.

Method statement 5 PHotoGraPHY
5.1 the Photography was carried out by arcMinute Ltd. a digital 

35mm format mirrorless Camera, mounted  on a tripod, was used 
throughout the project. the details of each photo (Camera, Lens, 
date, time, as well the position are listed in the Technical Meth-
odology). Unless otherwise specified, the camera is positioned 
1.65m above ground level, and the positions permanently marked 
on the ground. alternatively, where marking of the ground is 
impractical or not permanent, an existing, distinct feature on the 
ground was chosen, or the point marked with temporary markings 
and surveyed within a few days of the photograph taken.

6 sUrVeY
6.1 a professional surveyor was commissioned to survey the marked 

camera location and a set of camera control points for each 
viewpoint. this is used to determine the location of the camera 
position and for camera control points, a set of survey points with-
in each photograph that are used to demonstrate the accuracy of 
the camera match. the survey is carried out using a mix of Gnss 
and laser total station and are tied into os coordinates.

7 tYPe oF aVr sHown
7.1 Based on the above mentioned information and our computer 

model, rock Hunter then generated a set of aVrs for each view-
point. the set includes the baseline photograph, one montage 
showing baseline + proposed development, and a “baseline + pro-
posed development + cumulative schemes”. depending on what 
type of visualisation has been agreed with the local authority, the 
proposed development will be shown as aVr1 or aVr3 (LVMF) / 
Visualisation types 3 or 4 (tGn 06/19). 

8 VerIFICatIon
8.1 rock Hunter publishes in this document in the Technical Meth-

odology all relevant details of the recorded photographs and the 
source information of all computer models as well as the working 
methods used in the creation of the aVrs to which will allow inde-
pendent verification of the aVrs. 

9 MetHod stateMent
9.1 this document was created by rock Hunter Ltd., and shows visual 

representations of the proposed development in accordance with 
LVMF “accurate Visual representation” standards and tGn06/19 
“survey-verified” standards. 
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a) the LVMF defines an aVr as: “an aVr is a static or moving 
image which shows the location of a proposed development as 
accurately as possible; it may also illustrate the degree to which 
the development will be visible, its detailed form or the proposed 
use of materials. an aVr must be prepared following a well-de-
fined and verifiable procedure so that it can be relied upon by 
assessors to represent fairly the selected visual properties of a 
proposed development. aVrs are produced by accurately com-
bining images of the proposed building (typically created from 
a three-dimensional computer model) with a representation of 
its context; this usually being a photograph, a video sequence, 
or an image created from a second computer model built from 
survey data. aVrs can be presented in a number of different ways, 
as either still or moving images, in a variety of digital or printed 
formats.”

b) the tGn06/19 defines survey-verified as: “ survey-verified 
photography involves using a surveyor, or survey equipment, to 
capture camera locations and relevant target points within the 
scene, which are then recreated in the 3d-model and used to 
match the camera image with a high degree of precision. 
surveying equipment allows the camera location and fixed target 
points in the view to be calculated down to centimetre accura-
cy. Highly accurate visualisations may be produced by correctly 
matching the 3d model camera position and geometry of the 
view to the original photograph, using pixel level data, resulting in 
a survey-verified photomontage.“

10 CHoICe oF VIews
10.1 rock Hunter was provided with location maps for photography 

for each view by Heritage architecture. arcMinute Ltd took the 
photographs from supplied positions and with knowledge of the 
proposed development to frame views aesthetically and in line 
with best practices as set out in tGn06/19.

11 FIeLd oF VIew
11.1 the tGn06/19 (p5, para 2.2) states that “Baseline Photography 

should:

• include the extend of the site and sufficient context;” 
 
and that (p21, para 4.5.3) “Baseline photography should be car-
ried out with a Full Frame sensor (FFs) camera and 50mm Focal 
Length prime lens, unless there are exceptional conditions where 
wider-angle lenses are required to fully capture the scene (e.g. tall 
tower blocks - see below). In such cases, any departures from FFs 
+50mm FL should be explained and agreed with the competent 
authority.”, 
 

and that (p.28, para 1.1.7) “If a 50mm FL lens cannot capture the 
view in landscape or portrait orientation (for example, if the high-
est point of the development is approaching 18° above horizontal) 
the use of wider-angled prime lenses should be considered, work-
ing through the following sequence of fixed lenses in this order: 
35mm FL > 28mm FL > 24mm FL > 24mm FL tilt-shift.“  
 
and that (p.35, para 4.1.5) “Views should include the full extend of 
the site / development and show the effect of the it has upon the 
receptor location. additional photographs may illustrate relevant 
characteristics, such as the degree  and nature of intervening 
cover along a highway or footpath, without showing the site / 
proposal.“ 
 
and that (p.36, para 4.2.1.) “the proposal under consideration and 
its relevant landscape context will determine the FoV (horizontal 
and vertical) required for photography and photomontage from 
any given viewpoint.”,  
 
and that (p.54, para 13.1.1) “the 24mm tilt shift is typically used for 
visualisation work where viewpoints are located close to a devel-
opment and the normal range of prime lenses will not capture the 
proposed site“ 

11.2 the preference for a 50mm prime lens, or to use a prime lens in 
portrait mode often does not satisfy the para 1.17, para 4.1.5 or 
para 4.21 for confined urban contexts, and as such a compromise 
has to be found that produces a wide enough HFoV, as well as in-
cluding the full height of the proposed development. the reason 
for each choice of lens that deviates from the “FFs +50mm FL” 
approach has been noted in Table “Viewpoint figure notes”.

12 sCaLe VerIFIaBLe
12.1 the images are show 325mm wide if the document is printed 

at it’s correct size of a3. Using the viewing distance reference 
(tGn06/19 p.14 para 3.8.4 of 542mm) this results in a viewing 
scale of 90% for 50mm FL landscape views, and 41% for 24mm FL 
landscape views.  
to view them between 100-150% as per tGn06/19, prints of 
50mm FL views can either be viewed at a slightly reduced viewing 
distance, or if printed at a2 at 118%, in the middle of the recom-
mended range. 
24mm FL views have to be printed at a0  for a 117% scale rep-
resentation.  

12.2 to allow views to be assessed when viewed on screens, which can 
have a wide variety of sizes and thus unpredictable scale, a grati-
cule overlay has been created for each view. this shows an angle 
grid for the HfoV and acts as a comparative ruler for the image as-
sessors. the graticule also shows the centre of the view on the top 
and bottom bars, as well as an indicator for the calculated horizon 
level on the left and right bars. this helps to assess the amount of 
vertical shift that used in a photograph that was captured with a 
tilt and shift Lens.

13 eYe LeVeL, oPtICaL dIstortIon and 
LeVeL 

13.1 the camera was mounted on a tripod, centred over the surveyed 
camera locations, so that the camera is vertically positioned 
1.65m above ground level (measured to the centre of the lens). 
this can reasonably be considered eye level, and is an accepted 
common practice for creating aVrs.  

13.2 the raw image is converted into a tiff image and remapped to re-
move all lens distortion using a sophisticated lens calibration and 
rectification system. the image is then placed into a background 
template and single frame images are further positioned so that 
the calculated position of the image’s optical axis is aligned with 
the centre of the background. In both single frame and panoramic 
images the resultant image is a geometrically accurate 2d repro-
duction of the scene.

13.3 the camera is levelled horizontally with an accuracy <0.02deg  in 
any direction. 

14 CaMera MatCH
14.1 Camera Control Points provided by the surveyor are used to es-

tablish a camera match. the survey points are easily identifiable, 
static objects in the view such as corners of windows, roofs, bases 
of street lights, chimney tops or road-markings. arcMinute Ltd cal-
culates the camera match independent of 3d software packages 
and uses the result to script the creation of the virtual cameras. a 
two stage verification system is in place for quality assurance.

14.2 For distances of more than 2000m arcMinute Ltd. use a com-
bined formula for compensating the curvature of the earth and 
atmospheric refraction to produce the correct Z offset for camera  
survey points. the results are confirmed by capturing local refer-
ence coordinates near the site.

14.3 For views over 5km from a scheme compensation theoretically 
has to be made for the deviation of the local survey grid (Carte-
sian) from the (ellipsoidal) os grid i.e.. curvature of the earth and 
refraction through the atmosphere. the practical reason however 
is to ensure that any small angular error resulting from a camera 
survey alignment is not multiplied out over a long distance to 
create a large error at the scheme so it is our standard operating 
procedure to always capture local reference coordinates near to 
the site with which this error can be accurately corrected. 

15 FraMInG VIews/ PanoraMas
15.1 no photographs were cropped in this document. where indicated 

for the inclusion of vertical extend of the proposed development 
a shift lens was used to capture more context above the horizon 
line than below. 
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15.2 the tGn06/19 makes a case for panoramas (p.36, para 4.2.1-
4.2.5) for a variety of reasons. In appendix 8 (pp.45-47)(para 8.4.1)
it confirms the snH 2017 approach to re-projecting rectangular 
projections from panoramas. (p.25, para 113). 
where panoramic images are required the individual frames are 
stitched together to create a seamless image to the specified 
horizontal field of view in an equirectangular projection having a 
38-54 degree vertical FoV. the image is then placed into a back-
ground template. the resultant image is a geometrically accurate 
2d reproduction of the scene.

16 CoMPosItInG
16.1 Compositing aims to blend the computer generated content with 

the source photograph into a consistent montage. the proposed 
scheme will often be partially occluded by urban context. In long 
and medium distance views this will typically be buildings and ter-
rain topography, for close views it may also include street lighting, 
signs, vegetation and movable objects like vehicles. the visualiser 
will determine the degree to which the proposed development 
will be visible by identifying its urban context in the photograph 
from site visits and notes as well as combining information from 
maps, camera survey data, a 3d context model, aerial and ground 
level photographs of the site and its surroundings. For close 
distance views the visualiser will determine the local context from 
general observations. 

16.2 the proposed scheme may in places reveal context in the pho-
tograph that is hidden from the “existing” view when the existing 
buildings have a different massing to the proposed building. 
where necessary, the revealed context was visually reconstructed 

from additional photography.

17 LIGHt and MaterIaLs
17.1 For fully rendered views the 3d software package uses a simula-

tion of the sun which is set to the same date, time and geographic 
coordinates as the photograph. with these settings the software 
simulates angle and lighting of the sun and the 3d model is ren-
dered in a virtual environment that presents a close match to the 
conditions in the photograph. some differences may remain, due 
to haze, clouds and other atmospheric conditions at the time of 
the photograph, which the visualisation artist will correct using 
his/her experience and observations from the photograph. 

17.2 the computer model itself is augmented with simulations of ma-
terials as specified by the architect. Using his/her experience and 
libraries of materials the visualiser will closely match these virtual 
materials to colour, reflectivity, refraction and light behaviour to 
their real-world behaviour. such approximations are generally 
satisfactory in their appearance, however where directed by the 
design team or based on the visualiser’s experience and judge-
ment the appearance of materials may be adjusted when the aVr 
montage is assembled. such alterations are generally holistic 

across the material and can include addition of environmental 
reflections. the final appearance of materials will be adjusted as 
directed and is at the discretion of the architect.

18 CoMPUter ModeL
18.1 rock Hunter combined the computer model as well as the camera 

survey data and maps into a common, unified coordinate sys-
tem. this unified system allows schemes and cameras to appear 
correctly in relation to each other and is based on os mapping 
information with datum point defined near the proposed site. 
Choosing a local datum alleviates inherent numerical tolerances 
that occur in 3d software packages. 

19 CUMULatIVe sCHeMes
19.1 Computer models for cumulative schemes where produced by 

rock Hunter Ltd. based on electronic or paper planning applica-
tion drawings publicly available from respective local authorities, 
come from a our library of 3d models, or where provided by 
the project architect. table List of cumulative schemes lists the 
sources for each scheme. the computer models were placed in 
the unified coordinate system, using any information contained 
in the original planning application documents. some planning 
documents contain obvious errors or no relevant os map infor-
mation. In these cases the respective architects were contacted 
for more information (and where made available, used) or models 
were placed using a “best fit” by cross referencing information 
from other documents, maps and available sources. 

19.2 Cumulative schemes are shown using a constant thickness wire 
outline. the line is generated from computer renderings of each 
scheme and represents an “inside stroke”.   this means that 
the outer edge of the line touches the massing of cumulative 
schemes from the inside. 

19.3 where schemes are not directly visible in a view, the outline is 
represented with a dotted line that also uses the “inside stroke” 
principle. Visibility of a development is determined by permanent 
visual boundaries such as a buildings, infrastructure, terrain and 
street furniture that obscure the development and by temporary 
visual borders such as vegetation, people, vehicles or temporary 
hoardings. we treat the visibility of the proposed development 
based on a best judgement. a single tree in leaf does not obstruct 
the development as seasonal or maintenance measures affect 
the opacity over time, a number of trees behind each other can 
obscure a development even without leaves. where the visibility 
changes across a small section of image, we aim for clarity of the 
diagram.

20 LIMItatIons
20.1 rock Hunter strives to work accurately and fairly throughout the 

creation of aVr images and employs a selection of advanced 
software packages and working methods. despite all advances 
in computer simulations, rendering techniques and care taken in 
the process, no simulation is currently able to take into account all 
physical properties of camera equipment and all lighting effects 
inside the software package. the purpose of these aVrs is to 
allow a fair representation of the proposed scheme in it’s pho-
tographic context as described in the LVMF and LI documents. 
adjustments to the proposed scheme’s appearance are done to 
the judgement and experience of the visualisation artist to allow 
for lighting and atmospheric conditions of the photograph, they 
are not however a scientific simulation.

21 os InForMatIon and LIMItInG FaCtors
21.1 the basis of the 3d computer model and survey information are 

ordnance survey sitemap® digital maps, at a 1:1250 survey scale. 
os define their tolerances as follows:

survey 

scale

absolute accuracy com-

pared with the national 

Grid. absolute error – root 

mean square error (rMse)

absolute 

accuracy 99% 

confidence level

relative accuracy dis-

tance between points 

taken from the map. 

relative error

relative 

accuracy 99% 

confidence 

level

1:1250 

(urban)

0.5 metres <0.9 metres +/- 0.5 metres (60 

metres) 

<+/- 1.1 metres 

(60 metres)

source: ordnance survey “os-sitemap-user-guide.pdf”
 
21.2 Camera locations which are positioned on bridges are typically 

subject to greater tolerances than camera locations which are po-
sitioned on stable ground. Bridges are flexible structures and can 
be subject to movement caused by vibration, loading and wind. 
this is especially noticeable on suspension bridges.
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22 VIewPoInt FIGUre notes

Job Id description easting/
northing

Projection date/time Bearing distance Camera Lens HFov accuracy Chosen Lens Justification

VP01 the Campus, looking south 523784.8 , 213318.7 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 10:38 171.5° 824.1m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP03 Church road Looking south east 523683 , 212832.4 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:56 116.3° 421.5m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP03a Church road Looking south east 523763.3 , 212810.8 24mm, 50mm 17.02.2022, 14:15 137.1° 355.8m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP04 Parkfields Looking east 523700 , 212633 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:41 104.3° 284.6m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP04a Parkfields Looking east 523694.8 , 212630.9 24mm, 50mm 28.01.2022, 11:41 91.5° 288.4m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP05 Longcroft Lane Looking east 523707.2 , 212583.7 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:46 90° 260.6m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP06 Coral’s Mead looking north 523869.7 , 212333.9 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:12 26.1° 199.7m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP07 railway Bridge at the a6129 looking north 523715.1 , 212098.7 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:02 25.5° 480.3m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP09 Broadwater road looking west 524184.9 , 212585.2 24mm, 50mm 05.01.2022, 11:00 269.2° 238m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP10 Bridge road Looking south 524041.7 , 213101.6 24mm, 50mm 22.02.2022, 14:05 165.7° 594.5m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP11 Barleycroft rd looking east 523430.8 , 212517.3 24mm, 50mm 28.01.2022, 14:30 83.4° 527.3m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP12 Hatfield House 523690.7 , 208408.2 24mm, 50mm 17.02.2022, 10:57 1.5° 4113.5m sony a7rIV 24mm ts/e 78.2° Better than 1m Inclusion of local context

VP13 Hatfield House 523646.4 , 207493.7 50mm 17.02.2022, 14:05 4.1° 5029m sony a7rIV 52mm 41.6° Better than 1m standard 50mm

 
 

technical Methodology
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23  CaMera LoCatIons
23.1 top row: 

VP 01 the Campus, looking south 
VP 03 Church road Looking south east 
VP 03a Church road Looking south east

23.2 second row: 
VP 04 Parkfields Looking east 
VP 04a Parkfields Looking east 
VP 05 Longcroft Lane Looking east 
 
 
 
 

23.3 third row: 
VP 06 Coral’s Mead looking north 
VP 07 railway Bridge at the a6129 looking north 
VP 09 Broadwater road looking west

23.4 Fourth row: 
VP 10 Bridge road Looking south 
VP 11 Barleycroft rd looking east  
VP 12 Hatfield House 
 
 
 
 



PaGe   81980 Broadwater Gardens METHOD STATEMENT 24.02.2022

ROCKHUNTER, 6 RANDLE ROAD, RICHMOND SURREY T W10 7LT 
+44 (0)20  7627 0416  INFO@ROCKHUNTER.CO.UK 
ROCKHUNTER.CO.UK

Company No. 04050255  VAT No. 761372335

23.5 top row: 
VP13 Hatfield House 
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APPENDIX 7 – INSPECTOR’S ROUND UP NOTES FROM THE STAGE 9 
HEARING SESSIONS   
  



Examination of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 2013-32

 


Stage 9 Site Allocations 

Hearing Thursday 17 March 2021 at 14:00 

Round up Notes 

Good afternoon 

Welcome to this round-up session following the completion of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Local Plan Examination’s Stage 9 hearings.  This afternoon I want 
to set out my thoughts on the current position re the Examination, my 
proposed actions in the immediate future and to discuss a programme of 
work and events that would lead to a road map with the Council that 
could achieve the adoption of a sound plan in a number of months.  
Although only the Council is participating in this hearing along with 
myself, much of what I have to say will be relevant to most people 
watching. 

As I proceed through the items that I want to talk about I will pause at 
the end of each item to enable the Council to ask questions or make 
comments. If any of you wish to say something would you raise your 
hand at any appropriate juncture to attract my attention. 

Before I begin does the Council wish to say anything? 

1. Over the past four weeks I have held a series of hearings into three 
strategic matters.  The Full Objectively Assessed Housing Need 
(FOAHN), the appropriate windfall allowance and the appropriate 
approach to take when defining Green Belt boundaries at proposed 
development sites adjacent to the Green Belt.  These were followed 
by a succession of hearings into sites that passed the Council’s site 
selection tests in 2019, some of which have been submitted by the 
Council as potential additional allocations and others following their 
rejection by members, which have not. 

2. The Framework at Paragraph 47 requires Local Planning Authorities 
to boost significantly the supply of housing and to use their 
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the 
appropriate housing market area.  As you are all probably aware, 
the Council’s plan did not meet its FOAHN soon after its submission, 
following the upward revisions to that number that the Council 
submitted to the Examination in the summer of 2017.  Much of the 
work that it has undertaken since then has sought to strengthen 
and widen the evidence base to enable it to reach a position where 



it could put forward sound housing proposals that at least meet its 
FOAHN.  

3. As you know I wrote an interim report on the Local Plan’s progress 
in October 2020.  That document referred to all of the significant 
sites then considered by the Examination, and contained my 
thought at that time on the soundness of those sites in particular 
and the Plan  in general.  I invited the Council to submit additional 
housing sites sufficient to supply the need identified by the then 
FOAHN and make the plan sound.  However, as I set out in 
subsequent correspondence, although it complied with the letter of 
my request to identify sufficient sites and dwellings, it did not, in 
my view, submit sufficient to enable me to find the plan sound.  It 
is in that context,  and in an attempt to move matters along, that I 
have examined those sites that passed the site selection test but 
have not been formally placed before the Examination (Such sites 
are sometimes referred to as omission or exception sites).  

4. I also examined four sites in Digswell Oaklands and Mardley-Heath 
that had been considered in the 2019 call for sites process but had 
not passed the final site selection test.  That was because, despite 
the strategic objective of a proportionate distribution of 
development among green belt excluded villages, weighted in favor 
of accessible and sustainable locations, these settlements had little 
or no development proposed and no sites that had passed the site 
selection process.  These settlements will have some local housing 
need that should be provided for unless there are compelling 
reasons not to do so, and having a railway station, Digswell has 
access sustainability credentials that some other villages where 
development is proposed do not have.  The purpose of that part of 
the Examination was therefore to satisfy myself that there are no 
further sites that could contribute to meeting the housing need at 
these locations and that the rejection of the four potential sites was 
soundly based.  I will be making separate conclusions on this in a 
forthcoming report.  

5. There are a number of items of work that I have asked various 
people and organizations to submit to the Examination.  I would 
prefer to receive it by 31 March if that is possible to enable me to 
digest it before conducting the remaining site visits in April.  

6. I have been asked to give an indication as to what I require from 
County education and when.  I am expecting to receive updated 
assessment of current educational provision and usage at Welwyn, 
Brookmans Park and Welham Green together with an indication as 
to how future growth can be accommodated.  I have information 
about Cuffley and Little Heath that was submitted following the 
hearings last July and I made notes at the hearings this week.  



However, if there is updated evidence available it would be useful to 
supply it to the Programme Officer in due course and for it to be 
uploaded onto the website.  I have also asked for a reassessment 
of the most appropriate way to provide educational capacity for the 
residents of the reduced development area at Birchall Garden 
Suburb.  

7. My next step will be to write a series of reports for the Council as to 
my findings on the reassessment of the FOAHN, the windfall 
allowance, Green Belt boundaries at proposed development sites 
and the sites that I have examined. I will also write soundness 
assessments, similar to those in my interim report for those sites 
that have recently been formally submitted to the Examination and 
were the subject of some of the hearings  and conclude on those 
sites that were submitted at the regulation 19 stage that I have not 
previously been able to conclude on, if there is sufficient evidence 
to enable me to do so now.  

8. As previously, the soundness reports will indicate those sites that I 
consider to be sound, those that I do not and those that may be 
found sound subject to the submission of satisfactory additional 
information. 

9. I will also write a factual report, based on my findings, having 
considered all of the submitted evidence in response to the recent 
consultation and the discussions at the Hearings for each of the 
omission sites.  

10. I will indicate in my report on the omission sites if I consider that 
there are any that could not be found sound even with changes, 
but I will not be making a formal judgement on the other sites 
where I do not make such a finding.  The decision whether or not 
to formally submit any or all of them to the Examination is a matter 
for the Council to decide, although in some circumstances I could 
find the plan unsound if I consider there to be potentially sound 
sites that have not been submitted but are clearly more sustainable 
than ones that have and are likely overall to be less harmful to the 
Green Belt.  

11. Local government Purdah begins today at Welwyn Hatfield so I will 
be unable to publish any of the above findings until after 6 May.  
When I do, I will indicate what I consider the FOAHN should be 
going forward and the reasons for any change subsequent to the 
last one if there is one.  I will also invite the Council to submit 
additional sites to achieve a supply that meets the need if there is a 
shortfall.  



12. The site selection should be based on the evidence base, including 
that in my site assessments as well as the housing distribution 
strategy in the submitted plan. The Council should also bear in 
mind that on adoption it is expected that the plan will demonstrate 
that there is a five year supply of deliverable housing sites. 

13. If there is a surplus of housing supply when assessed against any 
revised housing need then the Council should suggest the removal 
of the surplus housing on an objective basis using sites removed 
from the Green Belt. If the Council is unable to submit sufficient 
housing proposals to at least meet its FOAHN and without sound 
reasoning, then I will be left with no alternative other than to find 
the plan unsound. This Examination will be four years old by then 
and I have come to the conclusion that if after what is a 
considerable time period the Council is unable to meet the 
requirement of Framework paragraph 47 then it needs to return to 
first principles and reassess its strategy  

14. I am aware that the Council has resolved to remove some sites 
from the plan. That is not a legal option available to it.  The 
regulations are perfectly clear.  Once a plan has been submitted, its 
policies and proposals can only be changed by way of Main 
Modifications that are recommended by the Inspector and only then 
if she/he  considers the subject policy or proposal to be unsound.  
That is not to say that the council could not have submitted further 
evidence following the additional work carried out in 2018 to justify 
changes to its site selection process,  and on that basis 
comprehensively reviewed the results of its previous site selection 
process and assessed the new sites that came forward through the 
call for sites on the revised basis. However, that did not happen, 
and I am of the opinion that we have reached a stage in the 
Examination when it is no longer appropriate to follow such a 
timely course of action. The appropriate course would be to 
withdraw the plan and begin again.   

15. However, although I have already made interim findings on the 
sites that the Council has referred to,  in some cases I have not yet 
reached a final conclusion so in some instances I could eventually 
reach the same conclusion as the Council members but for different 
reasons.  I must stress that If further regulation 19 sites are found 
to be unsound it will be because the overall weight of evidence 
against their allocation justifies such action. 

16. Before I move on to discuss the way forward, I should perhaps 
emphasis that we have almost run out of opportunities for making 
this plan sound from a housing need and supply perspective. If the 
Council returns with a housing supply that does not soundly meet 
the FOAHN then I will very likely proceed to find the plan unsound.  



17. However, let’s be positive.  Assuming the Council finally submits a 
basket of sites sufficient to meet the FOAHN and I find them all to 
be sound, then assuming that by then we have already completed 
the examination of all of the generic policies, I will invite the 
Council to submit Main Modifications sufficient to make the plan 
sound.  These will be consulted on for a period of six weeks.  
Following that I will assess the representations and decide whether 
it is necessary to reopen the Examination to consider some of those 
made against the Main Modifications.  Such representations could 
be examined by written correspondence with the parties or by 
hearings, but I will only be re-examining the policies and proposals 
in the context of the Main Modifications,  not the original policy,  
and only those if there is new evidence to suggest that the Main 
Modification is likely to be unsound.  

18. Following that process I will write a Final Report that explains why 
the Main Modifications have been necessary.  It will be submitted to 
the council with a recommendation that it adopts the plan with the 
Main Modifications.  The Council then has the choice of 
implementing the recommendation or resolving not to adopt the 
plan.  In such circumstances it will be required to prepare a new 
plan using the guidance contained in the 2018 Framework. That 
document contains a standard method for determining FOAHN on a 
consistent basis across local planning authorities. The FOAHN that 
would be derived for Welwyn Hatfield using that method is greater 
than that which was calculated using the 2012 Framework method 
and the 2018 household projections.  

19. Following the receipt of my findings on the recent hearings and the 
establishment of a new Council following the May elections,  I will 
ask the Council to prepare a timetable in consultation with myself 
to the adoption of the plan.  As well as the matters discussed 
above that timetable should include,  for the completion of the 
Examination,  a number of generic matters.  These would probably 
include Gypsy & Traveller accommodation,  Green Gaps, Green belt 
washed over settlements, Housing Trajectory and five-year housing 
land supply but there may be others.  Not all of these matters 
require further consultation and not all of them require hearings to 
be held, although it may be appropriate to hold a live streamed 
discussion with Council officers to conclude some of them. The 
timetable should be conscious of the fact that from two weeks 
hence the plan period will be less than 15 years post adoption time 
horizon that paragraph 157 of the Framework suggests should be 
in place. If by the end of the calendar year we have not progressed 
beyond the Main Modifications stage, then it will be necessary to 
review the plan period.  



20. Even if the plan is found sound eventually, this could be the last 
occasion when I will be holding a hearing as a part of the 
Examination of this plan so I would like to take the opportunity to 
thank all of the participants for their contributions and patience 
over the past four years.  Whilst a challenging experience I have 
nevertheless found it an interesting and rewarding one. In 
particular I would like to thank the council Officers and their 
leaders Colin Haigh and Sue Tiley for all the hard work that they 
have devoted to this Examination during what must at times have 
been an arduous task. Could I also thank Barney Abbott  for his 
sterling work organising and supervising these virtual hearings and 
those held last July.   Without  his work, the examination would be 
9 months behind where it is now.  

Finally, can I express my sincere thanks to Louise St John Howe  my 
Programme Officer who more than anyone else has enabled this 
Examination to happen. Louise has been a brick and a star throughout 
the whole of this process. Everything has been efficiently carried out and 
from my perspective nothing has been too much trouble. Thank you 
Louise.   And thank you to everyone else.  Enjoy the rest of your day and 
the forthcoming weekend and stay safe.   

Melvyn Middleton 
Inspector.    
18.3.21 
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APPENDIX - 8 HIGHWAYS TECHNICAL NOTE (I-TRANSPORT) 
  



 

 i-Transport LLP
85 Gresham Street, London, EC2V 7NQ

Tel: 020 3705 9215
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Technical Note 
Project No: ITL16195 
Project Title: Broadwater Gardens 
Title: Summary of Highways Correspondence 
Ref: NM/MD/ITL16195-008a 
Date: 23 February 2022 
 

SECTION 1 Overview 

1.1.1 HG Group appointed i-Transport LLP to provide highways and transport advice in relation to their 

planning application for the redevelopment of the BioPark site in Welwyn Garden City for 289 

dwellings. i- Transport produced a series of documents including a Transport Assessment and Travel 

Plan (among others) to support the planning application (planning ref: 6/2020/3420/MAJ) which was 

submitted to Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (WHBC) as the local planning authority (LPA) in 

December 2020. 

1.1.2 Despite no objections from Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) (as the local highway authority) or 

WHBC’s own transport officers, as well as an Officer’s recommendation for approval, the application 

was refused by Planning Committee in September 2021. The Decision Notice sets out three reasons 

for refusal, including reason no.2 which states the following: 

“The application, including the Transport Assessment, fails to provide sufficient evidence that 
the transport impact, car parking and proposed transport mitigation strategy shall achieve 
sustainable transport objectives and shall not result in any unacceptable impact. As such, the 
application is contrary to Policy H2 of the District Plan, the Council's Parking Guidance SPG 
and interim Policy for Car Parking Standards and Policies SP 4, SADM 2 and SADM 3 of the 
emerging local plan”. 

1.1.3 This reason for refusal is vague and broad ranging. It is unclear exactly what the main area of concern 

is. The Appellant reserves the right to comment further at a later stage once the LPA’s case is known.   

1.1.4 This note sets out a summary of the correspondence between i-Transport and officers at HCC pre-

submission which ensured that the submitted documents met their requirements, and the 

corresponding discussions post-application with both HCC and WHBC (including agreement of high-

level parameters regarding on-site car parking ratios and access arrangements) which enabled both to 

come to a conclusion of no objection. 
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1.2 i-Transport Submission Documents 

1.2.1 To support the application, i-Transport prepared a number of reports for submission. The reports 

included the following: 

 Transport Assessment Scoping Note (TASR) - i-Transport report ref: ITL16195-001A, dated 21 

August 2020. 

 Transport Assessment (TA) - i-Transport report ref: ITL16195-004C, dated 17 December 2020. 

 Framework Travel Plan (FTP) – i-Transport report ref: ITL16195-005B, dated 17 December 2020. 

 Stage 1 Road Safety Audit (RSA) and Designer’s Response (DR) – i-Transport report ref: 

ITL16195-006, dated 29 January 2021. 

 HCC Highways Response – i-Transport report ref: ITL16195-007, dated 19 February 2021 (this 

is a post submission report to consider consultation comments from HCC). 

1.3 Consultation Responses 

1.3.1 Following the application submission, HCC, as the Local Highway Authority (LHA), issued one informal, 

and two formal, consultation responses, including: 

 HCC Email Response 1, dated 21 January 2021; 

 HCC Formal Consultation Response 1, dated 10 February 2021. 

 HCC Formal Consultation Response 2, dated 19 February 2021. 

1.3.2 In addition to the LHA responses, responses were also received from WHBC’s Parking Services. These 

responses included: 

 WHBC Parking Email Response 1, dated 21 April 2021. 

 WHBC Parking Email Response 2, dated 11 May 2021. 
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SECTION 2 Summary of Highways and Transport Correspondence 

2.1.1 This section summarises the chronological order of the correspondence between i-Transport and the 

various transport bodies.  

2.1.2 In addition, the appellant’s planning consultants, hgh, were engaged in discussions regarding on-site 

parking provision with WHBC planning officers through the 2020 pre-application phase. Section 4 of 

the Planning Statement supporting the planning application summarises how the parking ratios 

developed through this process to enable officers to agree that a residential parking ratio of 0.63 

spaces per unit could be acceptable subject to robust justification. Following public consultation, and 

i-Transport’s assessment work, the ratio was increased to 0.76 spaces per unit for the formal planning 

submission. 

August 2020 

2.1.3 The i-Transport TASR is issued to HCC to seek agreement of the scope of the TA. 

September 2020 

2.1.4 HCC issue their pre-application advice (in writing) and follow up with a pre-application meeting on 29 

September 2020 of which notes were produced and circulated to attendees for information. The main 

conclusions and advice from the pre-application meeting were: 

 The proposal needs to consider arrangements for emergency vehicle access due to the 

proposed single point of access. 

 The proposal will provide average parking ration between 0.5-0.6 spaces per unit. HCC agree 

in principle to this, but the planning submission should provide further evidence to 

demonstrate how parking will be managed across the site. 

 A FTP to be submitted with the submission. 

 Agreement between HCC and i-Transport that no strategic modelling required, subject to 

demonstrating the proposal will result in an overall net reduction in vehicle trips at the site. 

December 2020 

2.1.5 The TA and FTP are submitted with the application. Both documents refer to the main points raised 

during the pre-application. These are resolved in the submission documents as summarised below: 

 Emergency vehicle access – see Section 4.4 of the TA. 

 Parking management – see Section 7 of the TA. 
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 FTP – see FTP report. 

 Transport impact of the proposal, setting out net reduction – see Section 6.4 of the TA. 

January 2021 

2.1.6 HCC issued an email to WHBC requesting a Road Safety Audit (RSA) and subsequent Designers 

Response (DR) to be undertaken on the proposed access arrangements in order for their full 

consultation response to be issued. 

2.1.7 A RSA was undertaken and a subsequent DR was prepared by i-Transport and submitted to HCC in 

January 2021 in support of the application.  

10 February 2021 

2.1.8 The first HCC Highways consultation response was received on 10 February 2021. This response raised 

an objection to the proposal based on the current access design proposals. HCC requested a further 

review of the proposed access arrangements to reduce the risk of conflict between larger vehicles 

manoeuvring into and out of the site and pedestrians/ cyclists, as well as a request for additional swept 

path analysis.  

2.1.9 HCC confirm agreement with the traffic impact section and acceptability of the proposed parking 

provision.   

16 February 2021 

2.1.10 A consultation response from Highways England (now known as National Highways (NH)) was received 

on the application offering no objection to the scheme.  

19 February 2021 

2.1.11 All of the additional requests regarding the proposed access designs were undertaken by i-Transport 

and included within the HCC Response Note that was issued to HCC. This included a slight widening 

of the access to 5.5m as a precautionary measure. 

2.1.12 On the same day, HCC issued their second consultation response which confirms their initial issues 

have been resolved and their objection to the scheme was removed, subject to three planning 

conditions. One of these is detailed and relating to drainage, another is in reference to maintenance 

of the internal streets; and a third relating to the need to ensure that vehicular access is restricted to 

be solely that position as shown in the submitted Drawing No. ITL19195-GA-005 Rev B. By inference, 

HCC therefore accepts that the access design is suitable to safely and efficiently accommodate the 

anticipated all modes movements generated by the proposal at this location.   
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April 2021 

2.1.13 In April 2021, an email was received from the WHBC Parking officer raising concerns with the proposal 

and the parking provision. The main concern was with regard to the parking provision and that WHBC 

would like to see a greater provision for this site, including visitor spaces.  

2.1.14 On the same day, i-Transport responded, via email, setting out the reasons why the proposed provision 

was considered adequate and in accordance with WHBC’s Supplementary Planning Guidance: Parking 

Standards document (January 2004) and, by inference, WHBC’s Interim Policy for Car Parking Standards 

and Garage Sizes (2014). 

May 2021 

2.1.15 In May 2021 an email was received from WHBC parking services removing their objection. The 

response noted that whilst the parking demand has the potential to ‘outstrip’ the provision on-site, it 

acknowledges the range of sustainable travel measures implemented on-site and that future occupiers 

will be made aware of the parking strategy before purchasing.  

31 August 2021 

2.1.16 In August 2021, WHBC issued their Committee Report with a recommendation for approval. With 

regards to highways and transport impact, the committee report re-iterated HCC’s approval of the 

scheme and that the impact of the development is acceptable. Further, the report states that based on 

the justification provided with the TA, WHBC consider the level of car parking proposed is satisfactory 

given the site’s sustainable location, mitigation measures and comparable (and exceeding) the 

provision agreed as part of the Shredded Wheat application.  

SECTION 3 Summary  

3.1.1 This note sets out a summary of the correspondence between i-Transport and HCC / WHBC during the 

consultation process. Despite no objections from either HCC or WHBC’s own transport officers, and a 

recommendation for approval, the application was refused by WHBC planning committee in 

September 2021, for reasons including a transport and highways related reason for refusal.  

3.1.2 The second reason for refusal sets out the TA “…fails to provide sufficient evidence that the 

transport impact, car parking and proposed transport mitigations strategy...shall not result in 

an unacceptable impact”. However, as set out previously, the Appellant is unclear as the precise 

grounds for this reason for refusal. 
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3.1.3 The reason for refusal goes on to state that the application is contrary to a number of local policies. 

The policies are listed below with a short summary illustrating how the proposal does in fact meet 

these key transport and highways policies.  

Policy H2 of the District Plan: “Location of Windfall Residential Development” 

“All applications for windfall residential development will be assessed for potential and 
suitability against the following criteria: 

 (i) The availability of previously developed sites and/or buildings; 

 (ii) The location and accessibility of the site to services and facilities by transport modes 
other than the car; 

 (iii) The capacity of existing and potential infrastructure to absorb further development; 

 (iv) The ability to reinforce existing communities, including providing a demand for 
services and facilities; and  

 (v) The physical and environmental constraints on development of land. 

The development of sites for over 10 units or 0.25 ha that are not listed in Policy H1 will not 
be permitted if they would result in a significant oversupply of housing in the district. 
Exceptions will be made in any of the following instances: 

 (i) The development provides for local affordable housing needs or other clearly identified 
local housing needs; 

 (ii) The development would contribute to regeneration or the town centre strategies; 

 (iii) The development comprises the conversion of an existing building; 

 (iv) The development would achieve a clear environmental gain; 

 (v) The development would assist in the construction or provision of improved community 
facilities over and above those that would be required to support the development itself.” 

3.1.4 The transport tests are those set out in parts ii and iii of the first part of the policy. 

3.1.5 The TA sets out clearly in Sections 3 and 5 that the site is in an excellent location for future residents 

to access local public transport services (including bus stops and rail services from Welwyn Garden City 

station) and everyday services and destinations by foot or by cycle, and therefore meets the test in 

part ii.  

3.1.6 In addition, the TA also sets out (in Section 6) that the impact on the local highway network is minimal, 

and this point is confirmed in HCC’s response (see response dated 19 February 2021) and therefore 

accords with the test in part iii. In addition, the Appellant is committed, via planning obligation, to fund 



 
 Broadwater Gardens

Summary of Highways Correspondence

 

 
Date: 23 February 2022      Ref: NM/MD/ITL16195-008a Page: 7
 

upgrades to local bus services to enhance provision during weekday evening and weekend days to 

further enhance sustainable travel choices and absorb the impact of additional development.  

WHBC Parking Guidance SPG and Interim Policy for Car Parking Standards 

3.1.7 WHBC’s parking standards are set out in the Welwyn Hatfield District Local Plan Review – Car Parking 

Standards (2004). The standards are subject to zonal areas whereby more accessible zones are able to 

provide a lower car parking provision. The majority of the site is located within Zone 2 which states 

that the development should only provide between 25-50% of the maximum standards outlined in the 

document. A small section of the southern part of the site is located within Zone 2 which states that 

car parking should be provided at 50-75% of the maximum standard. 

3.1.8 The WHBC ‘Interim Policy for Car Parking Standards (August 2014) sets out that the parking standards 

contained within the SPG document will continue to be applied across WHBC but will now be treated 

as ‘guidelines’ rather than ‘maximums’. The policy document states that higher of lower car parking 

standards than those set out in the SPG can be proposed. It further goes onto state that parking 

provision will take account of the following relevant circumstances of each proposal: 

 Size and location context; 

 Wider surroundings; and 

 NPPF guidance with regard to car parking standards which states the following factors must 

be considered when assessing parking standards: 

 Accessibility of the development; 

 Type, mix and use of the development; 

 The availability of and opportunities for public transport; 

 Local car ownerships levels; and 

 An overall need to reduce the use of high emission vehicles.  

3.1.9 Note that an assessment of the limited weight to be afforded to WHBC’s Parking Standards SPG is 

included in Section 7 of the Appellant’s Statement of Case. 

Policy SP 4 of the emerging Local Plan: “Transport and Travel” 

“Consistent with the vision and objectives of this Local Plan, the Council will seek to support 

both planned growth and existing development with appropriate transport infrastructure, with 

the emphasis on promoting the use of sustainable modes of travel and on improving safety for 

all highway users. The Council will work together with the County Council as the local highway 

authority, Highways England, public transport operators, developers and other relevant bodies 



 
 Broadwater Gardens

Summary of Highways Correspondence

 

 
Date: 23 February 2022      Ref: NM/MD/ITL16195-008a Page: 8
 

to design and fund improvements to transport infrastructure where these are necessary to 

support growth or to improve accessibility to existing centres, employment areas and 

community facilities.” 

3.1.10 The TA and associated documents for submission demonstrate the following: 

 The proposal will support and prioritise the use of sustainable modes of travel through the 

following: 

 Provision of cycle parking spaces for all units; 

 Provision of a shared footway/ cycleway connecting to Broadwater Road and for 
onwards connections toward Welwyn Garden City centre along the carriageway; 

 Safeguarding of a pedestrian and cycle access to the northern boundary connecting 
with the emerging Wheat Quarter development (as covered by an agreed planning 
condition); 

 Provision of a car club on-site; 

 Provision of some 20% of spaces equipped with electric vehicle charging provision; 

 Provision of a Travel Plan which includes a range of measures to support and 
encourage sustainable travel; and 

 Contributions (totalling £192,722) towards HCC highway schemes and local bus 
service improvements.  

3.1.11 The proposal therefore meets all the tests of the emerging policy. 

Policy SADM 2 of the emerging Local Plan: “Highway Network and Safety” 

“Development proposals will be permitted provided: 

 i. There would be no unacceptable impacts on the local and /or strategic transport 
network. Development proposals which generate a significant amount of traffic 
movements must be accompanied by either a Transport Assessment or Transport 
Statement as appropriate in accordance with the criteria in the Hertfordshire County 
Council Highway Design Guidance; 

 ii. There would be no negative impacts on highway safety; 

 iii. They are designed to allow safe and suitable means of access and site operation; and 

 iv. They provide satisfactory and suitable levels of parking” 

3.1.12 A TA and FTP has been prepared to support the application which set out: 

 The proposal will result in an overall net reduction in vehicles during the network peak hours 

when compared to the existing lawful use of the site (and therefore accords with test i); 
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 A RSA has been undertaken and the access updated which will provide a safe and suitable 

means of access for the proposed use (and therefore meets test ii);  

 The proposed access arrangement has been designed in accordance with HCC highway design 

guidance (and therefore meets tests ii and iii); and 

 The level of parking is in accordance with WHBC’s parking guidance (see above) (and therefore 

meets test iv). 

3.1.13 The Appellant’s position from a transport perspective is that the site could theoretically be reoccupied 

for employment use at short notice without the need for planning consent, and therefore attract trips 

at the assessed higher levels (notwithstanding the position relating to a lack of viable interest following 

marketing). However, all assessments and designs presented in the Transport Assessment supporting 

the application, and on which the LHA made their position of no objection are based on a gross number 

of trips generated by the proposal (i.e. no reductions are made to allow for the potential existing use). 

3.1.14 All elements of the emerging policy are therefore met as part of the proposal. 

Policy SADM3 of the emerging Local Plan: “Sustainable Travel for All” 

All developments at or above the thresholds set out in Hertfordshire County Council’s 
Hertfordshire Travel Plan Guidance will be required to submit a Travel Plan as part of a 
planning application. 

Development proposals should make provision where appropriate for: 

 ii1. Cyclists, through safe design and layout of routes integrated into new development 
and the wider cycle network and provision of secure cycle parking and where appropriate 
changing facilities. 

 iii. Pedestrians (including disabled persons and those with impaired mobility), through 
safe, accessible, direct and convenient design and layout of routes within the new 
development and wider pedestrian network. 

 iv. Safeguarding existing Public Rights of Way and promoting enhancements to the 
network, where appropriate, to offer walking and cycling opportunities. 

 v. Public transport, through measures that will improve and support public transport and 
provide new public transport routes. 

 vi. Community transport, through the implementation of Travel Plans where appropriate 
(for example including measures that will promote car pools, car sharing and voluntary 
community buses, community services and cycle schemes). 

 vii. Servicing and emergency vehicles. 

 
1 It is noted that the policy starts with provision ii.  
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 viii. Facilities for charging plug-in and other ultra-low emission vehicles. 

3.1.15 The FTP prepared and submitted as part of the application sets out the development proposal will: 

 Provide a high level of dedicated and secure cycle parking for all the residential units (289 

spaces) and the community hub (18 spaces), as well as visitor cycle parking (meeting test ii); 

 Provide a dedicated shared footway/ cycleway through the site connecting with the existing 

footway provision on Broadwater Road, as well as providing tactile paving across the site 

access, and safeguarded a pedestrian link through the site to the north (ensuring compliance 

with test iii); 

 Contribution of £192,772 towards HCC’s Sustainable Travel Planning Obligations Guidance, 

which includes a£100,000 contribution to support the local bus services for two years (at the 

request of HCC to meet test v);   

 Provision of up to one car club space on-site (including memberships for all new residents) 

(for test vi); 

 Provision of dedicated delivery and servicing vehicle turning areas as demonstrated by vehicle 

swept path diagrams, as well as fire tender access to all necessary locations within the 

necessary distances (in accordance with test vii); and 

 20% of parking spaces will be equipped with electric vehicle charging provision, comprising 

22 parking spaces equipped with active charging provision and a further 22 with passive 

provision (to support test viii). 

3.1.16 All of the tests in the emerging policy are therefore met (there are no existing or proposed public rights 

of way so test iv is not relevant). 

3.1.17 Overall, it is clear that the proposal is not in contrary to any of the adopted or emerging policies. It is 

supported by the relevant professional consultees at HCC highways and WHBC’s own transport 

officers, and therefore any objection on these grounds is unsound. 
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Executive Summary 

1. This technical note has been prepared at the request of Welwyn Hatfield Borough 

Council (‘the Council’) to consider the implications of the publication of the 2016-based 

population and household projections (2016-based SNPP/ SNHP) which were released 

in May and September 2018 respectively. 

2. This technical note provides supplementary information to that contained in the 

previous note published in March 2018 and titled ‘Responding to the Inspector’s 

Observations through the Stage 2 Hearings’. This is included in the examination library 

as document reference EX/82. This note made reference to the release of the 2016-

based SNPP and the need for the Council to consider these separately with regards the 

detailed consideration of the appropriate demographic starting point to be used in the 

calculation of the objectively assessed need1 (OAN). 

3. In the intervening period since the publication of the previous note (EX/82) in March 

2018, it is acknowledged that the Government published a new iteration of the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in July 2018, with further ‘very minor 

changes’ made in February 20192. It has also replaced the Planning Practice Guidance 

(PPG) covering the calculation of housing need to reflect the revised NPPF3. 

4. However, the revised NPPF includes transitional arrangements for the implementation 

of its policies for the purpose of plan-making. Its Annex 2 confirms that plans 

submitted before 24 January 2019 will be examined on the basis of the previous 

iteration of the NPPF and associated guidance. 

5. This is important with regards to the calculation of housing need, as it requires the 

Council to continue to evidence and justify its OAN in the context of the methodology 

previously prescribed under the PPG rather than basing it upon the standard method 

referenced at paragraph 60 of the revised NPPF. 

6. The relevant PPG4 requires the ‘latest available’ household projections to be used as 

the ‘starting point’ when assessing housing needs5. It recognises that new information 

may signal a ‘meaningful change in the housing situation’ which must be considered in 

this context, albeit the guidance states that assessments are not 

‘automatically…rendered outdated every time new projections are issued’6. 

7. The analysis presented in this report is therefore intended to ensure that the Council’s 

evidence of housing need has been updated to consider the implications of the latest 

available household projections. This includes considering the extent to which the new 

                                                           
1 EX/82 – Paragraph 3.33 
2 MHCLG (2019) National Planning Policy Framework 
3 MHCLG (2019) Planning Practice Guidance ‘Housing and economic development needs assessment’ 
4 Archived version accessible at 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180310103648/https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-
economic-development-needs-assessments  
5 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 and 2a-016-20150227  
6 Ibid 

https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180310103648/https:/www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
https://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20180310103648/https:/www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
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information available constitutes a meaningful change to that informing the latest 

concluded OAN, which is 800 homes per annum (2013 – 2032) as identified within the 

2017 SHMA Update7. This OAN was based upon the 2014-based household projections 

with an allowance for vacancy and a cumulative 19% adjustment to allow for 

improvement in younger household formation and to respond to evidence of 

worsening market signals. 

8. The 2016-based household projections suggest a lower level of household growth in 

Welwyn Hatfield over the plan period than the 2014-based dataset (11,082 and 12,345 

households respectively). This represents a 10% reduction which is acknowledged to 

represent what could be viewed as a meaningful change. 

9. Significantly, however, when looking at the scale of projected population growth under 

both datasets, this indicates a small but positive variance (a 0.6% increase) between 

the latest and previous dataset as shown at Table 1 below. 

Table 1:   Projected Population Change (2013 – 2032) 

 Projected change Proportionate change Annual change (%) 

2014-based 26,790 23.5% 1.1% 

2016-based 27,267 24.1% 1.1% 

Variance +477 +0.6% 0.0% 

Source: ONS8 

10. The previous technical note (EX/82) considered the appropriateness of the official 

2014-based SNPP, taking account of historic population evidence – including newly 

revised post-Census estimates, released by the ONS – and factors which could have 

shaped past growth, such as the development of the Hatfield Aerodrome site. In the 

context of a detailed presentation of variant demographic-based projections and 

historic rates of population growth, it was concluded that the 2014-based SNPP 

represented a reasonable trend-based projection for Welwyn Hatfield.  

11. This report recognises that the 2016-based population projection integrates the ONS’s 

revised mid-year population estimates, which indicated that population growth in 

Welwyn Hatfield had been slightly overestimated since 20119. Given the use of revised 

population estimates within the latest projection, and notwithstanding the very 

modest difference between the two projections, it is suggested that the OAN for 

Welwyn Hatfield can reasonably integrate the latest official population projections, 

were there to remain concerns around the accuracy of the population estimates that 

formed the basis of the 2014-based SNPP. Recognising the degree of alignment 

between the population projections, however, this does not in itself signal a 

meaningful change in the housing situation for Welwyn Hatfield, and equally would not 

undermine the retention of the earlier population projection.  

                                                           
7 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update 2017 (HOU/21) 
8 Note for the historic period of each projection the population counts are drawn from the official population mid-

year estimates (MYE) that informed their respective development. 
9 The population estimate for 2016 was revised downwards by 989 persons, or 0.8% (paragraph 3.26 of EX/82) 
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12. In this context, it is apparent that the scale of difference in the projected growth in 

households under the 2016-based household projections can be attributed almost 

entirely to the different assumptions made by the ONS around the formation of 

households. When considering this aspect, it is important to recognise that the latest 

dataset has been based upon the ONS’s implementation of a new methodological 

approach to projecting forward household formation rates. The consequences of these 

methodological changes have been closely scrutinised by the Government as it has 

been acknowledged that at a national level they have resulted in a significantly 

different projection of household growth10. 

13. For the purposes of calculating housing need under the standard method, the 

Government has confirmed that local authorities should not use the 2016-based SNHP, 

as a result of concerns around the extent to which they adequately reflect housing 

need. Specifically, this reflects concerns – identified by the ONS themselves – that the 

methodological changes implemented through the 2016-based household projections 

could: 

‘result in a downward trend in household formation for the younger age groups, which 

in turn would downplay the need for housing for younger people’11 (emphasis added) 

14. It is acknowledged at a local level that the overall supply of new housing in Welwyn 

Hatfield since 2001 has not been sufficient to avert a worsening in the rate of younger 

household formation, as shown by the historic deterioration previously identified in 

the SHMA evidence12. On the basis of the Government’s clear stance regarding the 

2016-based SNHP, it is therefore concluded that it is not appropriate at this point to 

directly apply the headship rate assumptions in the 2016-based SNHP to calculate an 

updated OAN for Welwyn Hatfield.  

15. On this basis, whilst the relevant PPG requires the latest projections to be used as a 

starting point, it is concluded that this could, for Welwyn Hatfield specifically, be 

limited to the use of the 2016-based SNPP, with the application of 2014-based SNHP 

headship rate assumptions. With the application of a consistent vacancy rate 

assumption, this indicates a ‘starting point’ need for 658 homes per annum in Welwyn 

Hatfield. This shows a strong degree of alignment with the ‘starting point’ previously 

used in the derivation of the latest OAN (670 homes per annum, derived from the 

2014-based SNHP) and is therefore not considered to represent a meaningful change 

for the purposes of assessing housing need in Welwyn Hatfield. 

16. Equally, the relationship between the supply of housing and reducing formation rates 

of younger households in particular – which has been acknowledged by the ONS / 

MHCLG in deriving household formation rates within the official datasets – also 

reinforces the importance, in the context of the relevant PPG, of considering the need 

for adjusted rates to reflect local historic under-supply. It is considered that the 

adjustment currently applied in the Council’s OAN, which assumes a gradual return to 

the younger household formation rates seen in 2001, remains an appropriate and 

reasonable response to local evidence in this regard. 

                                                           
10 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance 
11 ONS (2018) Methodology used to produce household projections for England: 2016-based 
12 Figure 5.10 of the 2015 SHMA Partial Update (HOU/15) 
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17. In combination with an acknowledged recognition of evidence of a worsening of 

market signals – previously identified within the SHMA evidence base, and discussed 

through the hearing sessions in the examination – it is equally considered that the 

cumulative adjustment (c.19%, allowing for an increase in younger household 

formation and addressing general market signals) applied to arrive at an OAN of 800 

homes per annum over the period from 2013 to 2032 remains broadly appropriate in 

accordance with the relevant PPG. 

18. In the context of the minor difference implied in the starting point projections, and 

when taking account of the above factors, it is concluded that the publication of the 

2016-based population and household projections does not suggest that the OAN of 

800 homes per annum identified in the submitted SHMA evidence should be revised. 

It is considered to remain a reasonable and appropriate OAN for Welwyn Hatfield 

following the applicable PPG and NPPF. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 This technical note has been prepared at the request of Welwyn Hatfield Borough 

Council (‘the Council’) to consider the implications of the publication of the 2016-based 

population and household projections (2016-based SNPP/ SNHP) which were released 

in May and September 2018 respectively. 

1.2 This technical note provides supplementary information to that contained in the 

previous note published in March 2018 and titled ‘Responding to the Inspector’s 

Observations through the Stage 2 Hearings’. This is included in the examination library 

as document reference EX/82. This previous note made reference to the release of the 

2016-based SNPP and the need for the Council to consider these separately with 

regards the detailed consideration of the appropriate demographic starting point to be 

used in the calculation of the OAN13. 

Implications of new official demographic projections for the OAN 

1.3 The relevant PPG requires the ‘latest available’ household projections to be used as the 

‘starting point’ when assessing housing needs14. 

1.4 It makes clear that ‘local needs assessments should be informed by the latest available 

information’ where possible15. This recognises that the datasets which inform the OAN 

are regularly updated. 

1.5 New information may signal a ‘meaningful change in the housing situation’ which must 

be considered in this context, albeit the guidance states that assessments are not 

‘automatically…rendered outdated every time new projections are issued’16. 

1.6 The analysis presented in this report is therefore intended to ensure the Council’s 

evidence of housing need has given appropriate consideration to the implications of 

the latest available household projections. This includes considering the extent to 

which the new information available constitutes a meaningful change to that informing 

the latest concluded OAN, which is 800 homes per annum (2013 to 2032) as identified 

within the 2017 SHMA Update17. This OAN was based upon the 2014-based household 

projections. 

Factoring in the wider national policy / guidance changes 

Transition to a new NPPF 

1.7 In the intervening period since the publication of the previous note (EX/82) in March 

2018, the Government published a new iteration of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) in July 2018, with further ‘very minor changes’ made in February 

                                                           
13 EX/82 – Paragraph 3.33 
14 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 and 2a-016-20150227 
15 PPG Reference ID 2a-016-20150227 
16 Ibid 
17 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update 2017 (HOU/21) 
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201918. It has also replaced the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) covering the 

calculation of housing need to reflect the revised NPPF19. 

1.8 However, the revised NPPF includes transitional arrangements for the implementation 

of its policies for the purpose of plan-making. Its Annex 2 confirms that plans 

submitted before 24 January 2019 will be examined on the basis of the previous 

iteration of the NPPF and associated guidance. 

1.9 This is important with regards to the calculation of housing need, as it requires the 

Council to continue to evidence and justify its OAN in the context of the methodology 

previously prescribed under the PPG rather than on the basis of the standard method 

referenced at paragraph 60 of the revised NPPF.  

Treatment of the latest household projections 

1.10 In the implementation of the standard method and the updating of the PPG, there has 

been a process of scrutiny regarding the 2016-based projections and their inclusion 

within the standard method. In October 2018 MHCLG launched a ‘Technical 

consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance’20, which ran until 7 

December 2018. This consultation specifically addressed changes to planning practice 

guidance relating to the standard method for assessing local housing need. 

1.11 The need for such changes stem from the significant difference between the projected 

household growth at a national level under the latest 2016-based household 

projections and the preceding 2014-based projections. The consultation document 

confirmed that the latest projections nationally ‘reduce the projected rate of household 

formation compared to the previous projections by 53,000 a year between 2018 and 

2028’21. At a national level, the integration of the new dataset would imply a reduction 

in the calculated housing need following the standard method from 269,000 to 

213,000 homes per annum. For Welwyn Hatfield, the respective figures were 867 and 

740 homes per annum (2018 to 2028). 

1.12 Acknowledging concerns with regards the implications of such a change on the need 

for housing implied by the standard method, the consultation set out MHCLG’s 

recommendation that the latest projections are disregarded, with the 2014-based 

projections retained for the purposes of calculating housing need. Reference is made 

to statements from the ONS relating to the 2016-based projections, including an 

acknowledgement that: 

“Although the latest household projections are lower than the previously published 

projections, this does not directly mean that fewer houses are needed in the future 

than thought. This is because the projections are based on recent actual numbers of 

households and are not adjusted to take account of where homes have been needed in 

recent years but have not been available. Therefore, if more homes are built, the 

increased availability of homes may result in more households forming. The opposite is 

                                                           
18 MHCLG (2019) National Planning Policy Framework 
19 MHCLG (2018) Planning Practice Guidance ‘Housing need assessment’ 
20 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance 
21 Ibid, paragraph 10 



 

3 

also true – if fewer homes are built then fewer households are able to form”22 

(emphasis added) 

1.13 Within the consultation, MHCLG proposed a change to the current PPG to make clear 

that ‘lower numbers through the 2016-based projections do not qualify as an 

exceptional circumstance that justifies a departure from the standard methodology’23. 

1.14 The Government formally responded to the consultation in February 2019, confirming 

that it considered this to be ‘the most appropriate approach for providing stability and 

certainty to the planning system in the short-term’24. It reaffirmed that: 

“…the 2016-based household projections should not be used as a reason to justify 

lower housing need. We understand respondents’ concerns about not using the latest 

evidence, but for the reasons set out in the consultation document we consider the 

consultation proposals to be the most appropriate approach in the short-term”25 

(emphasis added) 

1.15 Reflecting its response to the consultation, the Government updated the PPG in 

February 2019. This confirmed that the 2014-based household projections form the 

baseline for the standard method, in order to: 

“…provide stability for planning authorities and communities, ensure that historic 

under-delivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the 

Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes”26 

Relevance to the submitted plan for Welwyn Hatfield 

1.16 Through its consultation proposals – since implemented – it is also of relevance to note 

that MHCLG was explicitly seeking to avoid the ‘delays and uncertainty’ which had 

already been caused by often significant changes between the 2014-based and 2016-

based household projections. Reference was made to the 62 strategic plans that were 

currently being examined under the transitional arrangements – including the draft 

Local Plan for Welwyn Hatfield – when stating that: 

“…in cases where the minimum annual housing need figure calculated using the 

standard method, is identifying a number below the proposed figures being taken 

forward by plan-making authorities, the standard method is being used as the basis to 

challenge previous conclusions. Considering this challenge is likely to have resource 

implications and has the potential to cause delays”27 

1.17 Whilst the issue has clearly been identified and raised by MHCLG in the context of the 

standard method, the views expressed by the Government are considered to provide 

important context when arriving at a view on the implications of integrating the latest 

                                                           
22 ONS (2018) What our household projections really show 
23 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 

19(2) 
24 MHCLG (2019) Government response to the technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and 

guidance: a summary of consultation responses and the Government’s view on the way forward, p6 
25 Ibid, p7-8 
26 PPG Reference ID 2a-005-20190220 
27 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 22 
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2016-based household projections into a calculation of OAN at this stage of the Local 

Plan Examination for Welwyn Hatfield.  

1.18 MHCLG has itself described the consultation as providing ‘relevant background to the 

level of weight that should be afforded to the revised household projections’ within its 

representations to the London Plan Examination, which was similarly submitted before 

the implementation of the revised NPPF28. 

1.19 As such, while the relevant PPG requires the ‘latest available’ projections to be taken 

into account, the concerns expressed by MHCLG strongly indicate that any lowering of 

need resulting from their integration would need to be very carefully considered and 

justified. 

1.20 This view was implicit in a recent newsletter to have been issued by the Planning 

Directorate of MHCLG, which reaffirmed that ‘Plans submitted on or before 24 January 

can be based on existing assessments of housing need’29 (emphasis added). In the 

context of Welwyn Hatfield, this would take the form of the 2017 SHMA Update and its 

concluded OAN.  

Report Structure 

1.21 This report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2: Summary of the Evidenced OAN Position – a concise summary of the 

OAN concluded in the 2017 SHMA Update, to provide context for the 

subsequent sections which consider the implications of the latest household 

projections; 

• Section 3: The Household Projections – ‘Starting Point’ – a comparison of the 

household growth suggested by the latest 2016-based projections and the 

earlier 2014-based projections; 

• Section 4: Projected Population Growth – the 2016-based sub-national 

population projections (which underpin the household projections) are 

compared to the previous projections of population growth used in the 

derivation of the OAN; 

• Section 5: Projected Household Growth – analysis and comparison of the 

projected household formation rates within the 2016-based household 

projections and the preceding 2014-based projections as well as the adjusted 

formation rates used within the concluded OAN; 

• Section 6: Implications for Housing Need – consideration of the implications of 

the latest household projections for the concluded OAN; 

• Appendix 1: Size and Type of Housing Needed; and 

                                                           
28 London Plan Written Representation by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (Reference 

ID 2631 – Housing Requirement, matter 17s) 
29 MHCLG (November 2018) Planning Update Newsletter 
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• Appendix 2: Older Persons Housing Need. 
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2. Summary of the Evidenced OAN Position 

2.1 The OAN concluded within the 2017 SHMA Update30 is summarised below, replicated 

from Table 6.1 of this document. This shows the adjustments applied to its ‘starting 

point’ of the 2014-based household projections. 

Table 2.1: Adjustments to the ‘Starting Point’ in Arriving at the OAN 

 Adjustment 

dwellings per 

annum 

Dwellings 

per annum 

2013 – 2032 

% uplift from 

‘starting 

point’ 

The ‘starting point’ – 2014-based SNHP  670  

Adjusted demographic projection +51 721 8% 

Supporting likely job growth +0 721 8% 

Market signals adjustment (+10%) +72 793 18% 

Objectively assessed need rounded +130 800 19% 

Source: Turley; Edge Analytics 

2.2 In summary, the 2014-based official projections were used within the 2017 SHMA 

Update as the ‘starting point’ for the calculation of the OAN for Welwyn Hatfield. This 

incorporated an allowance for vacancy to suggest a baseline need for 670 dwellings per 

annum between 2013 and 2032. 

2.3 This fell midway within a range of alternative demographic projections that were 

developed by Edge Analytics, which considered the implications of basing future trends 

on a longer-term historic period. The impact of unattributable population change (UPC) 

was also explored. These alternative projections suggested that between 607 to 736 

dwellings per annum could be needed in Welwyn Hatfield. While uncertainty in 

estimating future population growth in the borough was recognised, the official 2014-

based projections were considered to represent a reasonable projection of population 

growth for Welwyn Hatfield. 

2.4 In accordance with the PPG, however, the 2014-based projections were adjusted to 

reflect the consequences of ‘under-supply and worsening affordability of housing’ and 

to ‘reflect appropriate market signals’31. These adjustments were applied as follows: 

• In order to account for the historic suppression in the rates of younger 

household formation in Welwyn Hatfield, an allowance was made to return to 

the higher rates recorded when affordability issues were less pronounced32. This 

                                                           
30 HOU/21 
31 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 and 2a-019-20140306 
32 The 2017 SHMA Update assumed that the household formation rates of those aged 15 to 34 gradually returned 

to their respective 2001 levels by 2024. At the Inspector’s request, alternative methodologies have also been 
explored (EX/82) which had a marginal impact on the outcome of the modelling 
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would require 8% more homes in Welwyn Hatfield than suggested by the 

unadjusted 2014-based household projections (721dpa); and 

• This adjusted demographic projection was further uplifted by 10% to respond to 

an evidenced long-term worsening of market signals. This responds to the PPG 

which requires a reasonable ‘supply response’ beyond the household 

projections, and suggested a need for 793 dwellings per annum in Welwyn 

Hatfield.  

2.5 No adjustment was required to support future employment growth, due to the size of 

the labour force suggested by the 2014-based SNPP. It was also recommended that no 

further uplift to the OAN was required to meet affordable housing needs, given that 

the adjustments applied would themselves facilitate the provision of a significant 

number of affordable homes. 

2.6 The rounded OAN of 800 dwellings per annum was therefore derived from the 2014-

based household projections, with a cumulative 19% adjustment to allow for 

improvement in younger household formation and respond to market signals. 
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3. The Household Projections – ‘Starting Point’ 

3.1 The 2016-based household projections were released on 20 September 2018. This is 

the first such projection to have been developed by the Office for National Statistics 

(ONS), having previously been the responsibility of the former Department for 

Communities and Local Government (DCLG). 

3.2 As shown in the following table, the 2016-based projections suggest that 10% fewer 

households will form in Welwyn Hatfield over the period covered by the SHMA 

evidence (2013 – 2032), relative to the preceding 2014-based iteration. As a starting 

point, housing need is therefore lowered by 10% when consistently allowing for 

vacancy33. 

Table 3.1: 2014-based and 2016-based household projections (2013 – 2032) 

 Households Dwellings Dwellings per annum 

2014-based 12,345 12,730 670 

2016-based 11,082 11,425 601 

Variance -10% -10% -10% 

Source: ONS; DCLG 

3.3 The relevant PPG states that the ‘latest available’ household projections should form 

the ‘starting point’ when assessing housing needs34. A direct interpretation of this 

guidance would lead to the adoption of the 2016-based household projections as a 

new ‘starting point’. However, for the reasons set out in section 1 of this paper, the 

Government’s decision to explicitly not use this dataset in the current PPG makes the 

appropriateness of this literal translation less clear. 

3.4 Where they are assumed to have merit as a new ‘starting point’, and though the PPG 

also specifies that previous assessments are not automatically outdated following the 

release of new projections, the suggestion that 10% fewer homes are needed in 

Welwyn Hatfield could reasonably be interpreted as representing a ‘meaningful 

change’ from the previous projections. 

3.5 The scale of this change is considered to warrant further consideration, not least 

because household projections require a critical review. The relevant PPG recognises 

that official projections may require adjustment to ‘reflect factors affecting local 

demography…which are not captured in past trends’, including the ‘consequences of 

past under delivery of housing’35. This is also echoed with regards the 2016-based SNHP 

specifically in the Government’s highlighted concerns as to their applicability for 

directly informing housing need as considered in section 1. 

                                                           
33 A 3% vacancy rate has been applied 
34 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 and 2a-016-20150227 
35 PPG Reference ID 2a-015-20140306 
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3.6 The following sections of this report therefore seek to isolate and appraise the factors 

that have caused this lowering of projected household growth in Welwyn Hatfield. 

Reflecting the underlying components of the projections, this relates both to: 

• Population growth, given that the household projections are underpinned by 

assumptions on the scale and profile of population change. This is explored in 

section 4; and 

• Household formation, recognising the application of assumptions on how the 

population live in households. This is explored in section 5. 
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4. Projected Population Growth 

4.1 The 2016-based household projections are underpinned by the 2016-based sub-

national population projections (SNPP), which were released by the ONS in May 2018. 

4.2 The 2016-based SNPP draw upon population trends within the preceding five year 

period (2011 – 2016). This incorporates the revised population estimates released by 

the ONS in March 2018, which were based on an improved methodology and took full 

account of previously unavailable data36. 

4.3 Table 4.1 compares the population growth projected in Welwyn Hatfield by the 2014-

based and 2016-based SNPP, over the period covered by the SHMA evidence (2013 – 

2032). The population at the start of this period is drawn from the official population 

mid-year population estimates (MYE) that informed their respective development37. 

Table 4.1: Projected Population Change (2013 – 2032) 

 Projected change Proportionate change Annual change (%) 

2014-based 26,790 23.5% 1.1% 

2016-based 27,267 24.1% 1.1% 

Variance +477 +0.6% 0.0% 

Source: ONS 

4.4 The 2016-based SNPP suggest that the population of Welwyn Hatfield will grow by 

circa 24.1% over the period from 2013 to 2032. This represents only a modest increase 

from the 2014-based SNPP, such that the population of Welwyn Hatfield would be 

fewer than 500 persons larger by 2032 compared to the 2014-based SNPP. It does not 

change the average annual growth rate when rounded to a single decimal place38. 

Historic population evidence 

4.5 It has previously been concluded that: 

“The scale of growth projected under the 2014-based SNPP shows a strong alignment 

with the rate of growth evidenced by historic counts, which have been fully validated by 

the 2011 Census”39 

4.6 The inherent consistency in the rate of annual population growth projected in Welwyn 

Hatfield (1.1%) means that this conclusion remains valid. This is reaffirmed by the 

                                                           
36 The release of revised population estimates was acknowledged in the March 2018 Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) 
37 The 2014-based SNPP incorporated the original MYE for 2013, given that they were released prior to the revision 

of population estimates in March 2018. The publication of the 2016-based SNPP in May 2018 means that the 
revised estimates were used in their trend period 
38 When rounded to two decimal places, a difference of only 0.02% per annum is suggested between the 2014-

based SNPP (1.12%) and 2016-based SNPP (1.14%) 
39 Paragraph 3.34, EX/82 
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following chart, which – like Figure 3.4 of the Technical OAN Paper – compares the 

projected growth rate to the historic annual change recorded in Welwyn Hatfield up to 

2017. The original time series of mid-year estimates (MYE) that were subsequently 

revised by the ONS are also shown for contextual purposes.  

Figure 4.1: Historic and Projected Population Growth Rates 

 

Source: ONS 

4.7 It remains the case that the 2016-based official projection does not sustain the highest 

rates of population growth recorded historically in Welwyn Hatfield, with the projected 

annual growth rate less than half recent peaks (2.7% in 2004/05 and 2015/16).  

4.8 As previously noted, the earlier peak coincided with the redevelopment of the former 

Hatfield Aerodrome site40, providing assurance that the 2016-based SNPP are not 

implying a continuation of the higher levels of population growth that occurred as this 

site was developed. This is reinforced when considered that this development was fully 

completed before the trend period for the 2016-based SNPP (2011 – 2016).  

 

 

                                                           
40 Paragraph 4.33 of the 2017 SHMA Update (HOU/21) 
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4.9 As with the 2014-based SNPP, the latest population projections suggest an annual level 

of growth, in absolute terms, which is only slightly higher than the average recorded 

between the Census years41 (2001 – 2011). In addition, the issue of UPC – a ‘specific 

quality issue’ which arose following the 2011 Census, that was ‘unlikely to be replicated 

in continuing subnational trends’42 – is of more limited relevance, given that the trend 

period (2011 – 2016) now entirely postdates the 2011 Census. 

4.10 The ONS’s revised mid-year population estimates now form the basis for the 

projections. As explained in the 2018 Technical OAN Paper, these revisions seek to 

address any concerns the ONS may have had with regards to the accuracy of their 

ongoing process of population estimation in advance of the 2021 Census, insofar as 

‘there is quantifiable evidence that new or alternative methods are more accurate’43. 

4.11 The projections suggest a growth rate which is not dissimilar to that which was 

estimated for the latest available year (1.0%; 2016/17), which itself is notably slower 

than the preceding year (2.7%; 2015/16). This year-on-year change may be influenced 

by the introduction of a new method for estimating internal migration44. While this 

year falls outside of the trend period for the 2016-based SNPP, modelling by Edge 

Analytics confirms that its integration within a rebased official projection would not 

lead to a markedly different rate of population growth in Welwyn Hatfield45. 

Variant trend-based projections 

4.12 The appropriateness of the official projections for Welwyn Hatfield has also been 

consistently explored through Edge Analytics’ development of alternative demographic 

trend-based projections46, as summarised in section 2. 

4.13 The 2017 SHMA Update illustrated the range of potential projected population growth 

scenarios modelled by Edge Analytics. This analysis is replicated at Figure 4.2 with the 

addition of the 2016-based SNPP. This clearly shows that the latest official population 

projection continues to occupy a position that is broadly midway within the range of 

variant projections produced previously. It is notable that official variants now 

produced by the ONS, released in April 2019, further reinforce this range47. 

                                                           
41 Figure 4.1 of the 2014 SHMA (HOU/14) shows that the population of Welwyn Hatfield grew by 12,984 persons, or 

13.3%, between Census years (2001 – 2011). This equates to circa 1,298 persons per annum. The 2016-based SNPP 
suggest that the population of the borough will increase by 1,435 persons per annum, which is only slightly higher in 
absolute terms and lower in proportionate terms (1.1%). This is comparable to the average (1,410) suggested by the 
2014-based SNPP and referenced at paragraph 3.23 of the Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) 
42 ONS (2018) Subnational population projections QMI. A full explanation of the issue relating to UPC in Welwyn 

Hatfield is included at Appendix 2 of the 2018 Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) 
43 ONS (2014) Population, migration and life events statistics revisions policy 
44 ONS (2018) Methodology guide for mid-2017 UK population estimates, England and Wales 
45 When the 2016-based SNPP is “rebased” to include the 2017 MYE, population growth of 23.8% is projected in 

Welwyn Hatfield over the assessment period (2013 – 2032). This is within 0.3 percentage points of the official 2016-
based projection 
46 Page 8 of the Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) summarises the demographic scenarios developed by Edge Analytics 
47 An official “ten year” variant of the 2016-based SNPP suggests population growth of 22.9% in Welwyn Hatfield 

over the plan period. Low and high international migration variants respectively suggest growth of 21.0% and 27.1% 



 

13 

Figure 4.2: Comparing Projected Population Growth (2013 – 2032) 

 

Source: ONS; Edge Analytics 

4.14 As explained within the 2018 Technical OAN Paper (EX/82), the positioning of the 

official population projection – then the 2014-based SNPP – at a broad mid-point 

within the range of variant projections led to the conclusion that it can be reasonably 

retained as an appropriate trend-based projection of population growth for Welwyn 

Hatfield. This recognised that the development of a range of projections reflected a 

number of complex demographic issues relating to historic estimates and projections in 

Welwyn Hatfield, with further detail on this issue set out in the 2018 Technical OAN 

Paper. 

4.15 The strong alignment between the 2016-based and 2014-based SNPP does not suggest 

a meaningful change in this regard, or justify an alternative conclusion as to their 

application in assessing housing needs in Welwyn Hatfield. In this context, as 

referenced in this section, the 2016-based SNPP also have the benefit of being based 
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upon revised estimates of historic population change published by the ONS, and 

therefore reflect the latest validated demographic datasets as required in the PPG. 

Summary and implications 

4.16 While section 3 identified the prospect of a meaningful change in the ‘starting point’ 

for Welwyn Hatfield (in the context of household projections), the further analysis 

within this section does not suggest a significant change in the underlying projection of 

population growth when compared with the 2014-based projections used to underpin 

the latest OAN. 

4.17 Indeed, a notably close alignment between the 2014-based and 2016-based SNPP is 

evident, with no change in the average annual growth rate over the assessment period 

when rounded to a single decimal place (1.1%). As per the conclusions of the 2017 

SHMA Update, such a rate of growth appears reasonable when compared to historic 

and recent trends, and would not represent a continuation of the peak rates of growth 

recorded over the period since 2001. 

4.18 The 2016-based SNPP also continues to fall midway within the range of variant trend-

based projections developed by Edge Analytics to inform the 2017 SHMA Update, as 

well as other variant projections published more recently by the ONS and based on the 

latest demographic data. 

4.19 The analysis in this section therefore suggests that the use of the 2016-based SNPP can 

be justified to draw upon the latest available demographic information, but does not 

in itself signal a meaningful change in the housing situation for Welwyn Hatfield or a 

significant departure from the preceding 2014-based SNPP. 
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5. Projected Household Growth 

5.1 In converting projections of population growth into a household growth estimate, the 

official projections apply age-specific assumptions around the rate of future household 

formation. This section explores these assumptions in further detail. 

Methodological changes 

5.2 As referenced in section 2, the 2016-based SNHP have been produced by the ONS, 

where previously the ONS-produced population projections were translated into 

household projections by DCLG (now MHCLG).  

5.3 Following the release of the new projections, the Government’s consultation on 

associated changes to the PPG directly referenced ‘methodological changes’48. These 

are principally understood to be in reference to the changed approach adopted by the 

ONS in the development of the latest household projections. 

5.4 In producing the 2016-based household projections, the ONS has implemented a new 

approach to household formation rates. This draws upon trends in household 

formation within a shorter ten year period (2001 – 2011) than was previously the case, 

with the 2014-based projections building household formation rate trends over a 

period which stretched back to 1971. The Government has specifically warned that: 

“Reducing the historic period of household formation on which the projections are 

based from five census points to two…focuses it more acutely on a period of low 

household formation where the English housing market was not supplying enough 

homes”49 

5.5 This concern is locally relevant to Welwyn Hatfield when considered in the context that 

the overall supply of new housing in the borough since 2001 has not been sufficient to 

avert a worsening in the rate of younger household formation, as shown by the historic 

deterioration previously identified50. 

5.6 In another methodological change, the latest projections also fix household formation 

rates after a five year projection period (i.e. from 2021 onwards), which risks 

entrenching suppressed rates and removing the prospect of future improvements. 

Preceding datasets applied assumptions through to the end of their projection periods, 

albeit remaining prone to extrapolating worsening trends. 

5.7 The ONS has acknowledged that the methodological changes implemented through the 

2016-based household projections could ‘result in a downward trend in household 

formation for the younger age groups, which in turn would downplay the need for 

housing for younger people’51. It recognises that ‘users [may] wish to investigate the 

impact of the change in the…methodology on the household projections’. It has equally 

                                                           
48 MHCLG (October 2018) Technical consultation on updates to national planning policy and guidance, paragraph 11 
49 Ibid, paragraph 11 
50 Figure 5.10 of the 2015 SHMA Partial Update (HOU/15) 
51 ONS (2018) Methodology used to produce household projections for England: 2016-based 
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committed to itself releasing a variant projection in the future in which household 

formation rates for younger adults are higher to ‘illustrate the uncertainty in the 

projections around the future household formation patterns of this age group’52. 

5.8 In a blog post following the release of the new household projections, the ONS also 

cautioned that they only show: 

“…the number of households there would be if a set of assumptions based on previous 

demographic trends in…household formation were to be realised in practice”53 

(emphases added) 

5.9 Equally, it acknowledged that: 

“They do not take account of how many people may want to form new households, but 

for whatever reason aren’t able to, such as young adults wanting to move out of their 

parents’ house, or people wanting to live on their own instead of in a house share. 

Therefore, household projections are not a measure of how many houses would need to 

be built to meet housing demand; they show what would happen if past trends in actual 

household formation continue”54 

5.10 It confirms that the projections: 

“…are not adjusted to take account of where homes have been needed in recent years 

but have not been available. Therefore, if more homes are built, the increased 

availability of homes may result in more households forming. The opposite is also true – 

if fewer homes are built then fewer households are able to form”55 

5.11 The above reinforces the need to interpret 2016-based assumptions on household 

formation rates with caution, with any marked reduction potentially being a simple 

consequence of methodological changes that have been intensely scrutinised since 

their release. 

Impact of methodological changes in Welwyn Hatfield 

5.12 In Welwyn Hatfield, the changes to the methodology have had a direct impact, and 

indeed are almost the sole cause of a ‘starting point’ that is 10% lower than previously 

(Table 3.1). This is further illustrated in Table 5.1, which presents the 2016-based 

projections alongside a scenario modelled by Edge Analytics which applies the 2014-

based household formation rates directly to the 2016-based SNPP. This variant lowers 

the previous ‘starting point’ by only 12 dwellings per annum, which equates to a 

change of less than 2%. 

Table 5.1: Impact of Revised Household Formation Rates in Welwyn Hatfield 

Population Household Household Dwellings per Relative to 

                                                           
52 Ibid 
53 ONS (October 19 2018) What our household projections really show 
54 Ibid 
55 Ibid 
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projection formation rates growth 

2013 – 2032 

annum 

2013 – 2032 

previous 

‘starting point’ 

2014-based 2014-based 12,345 670 – 

2016-based 2014-based 12,125 658 -2% 

2016-based 2016-based 11,082 601 -10% 

Source: ONS; Edge Analytics 

5.13 The overview of the Government’s consultation on the methodology for calculating 

housing need in section 1 highlighted its registered concerns as to the extent to which 

the 2016-based SNHP formed an appropriate basis for calculating housing need. Its 

proposals have since been formally reflected in official guidance, relating to the revised 

NPPF. 

5.14 The revised assumptions on household formation rates have a clear impact in Welwyn 

Hatfield. When reflecting further on Table 5.1, there is clearly a prospect that the 

2016-based assumptions will underestimate the household growth that will result 

from future change in the population (2016-based SNPP), where household formation 

continues at the rates envisaged in the 2014-based SNHP. 

5.15 There are outstanding concerns around the reliability and applicability of the new 

assumptions, which have led at least one neighbouring authority (Broxbourne) to 

attribute limited weight to lower 2016-based household projections in an approach 

that has been endorsed by the Inspector examining their Local Plan56. The latest 

projections have also been disregarded in a number of other Local Plan Examinations 

over recent months57, and have been significantly adjusted in those isolated instances 

where they were taken into account for the purposes of establishing an OAN58. 

5.16 Within this context, there would appear to be significant merit in retaining the previous 

2014-based rates for the purposes of assessing housing needs in Welwyn Hatfield at 

the current point in time. These assumptions have been widely used since their release 

in July 2016, albeit there has remained acknowledgement that they also build in issues 

of potential household suppression and therefore require consideration as to the need 

for positive adjustments where necessary. This is explored further below. 

Adjustment for suppressed household formation rates 

5.17 The OAN for Welwyn Hatfield considered in detail the extent to which the official 

household projections – most recently the 2014-based projections – reflected the 

impact of a constraint on the formation rates of younger households. The ONS has 

conceded that this is an issue affecting trend-based household projections. 

                                                           
56 Broxbourne Borough Council response to supplementary questions on Matter 3 – Housing Need and Supply; the 

Inspector’s Post Hearings Advice (10 December 2018) confirms that the submitted housing requirement is ‘justified 
and consistent with national policy’ 
57 Kirklees, South East Lincolnshire, Stockton-on-Tees and Poole, for example 
58 In Guildford, the ‘starting point’ of the 2016-based household projections was elevated by 27% to adjust 

household formation rates, with the Inspector subsequently endorsing a series of further adjustments which 
produced a housing requirement that was some 79% higher than the projections 
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5.18 The impact of an assumed recovery of younger household formation rates to the levels 

recorded in 2001 has been explored numerous times within the evidence base. This 

has been considered to represent a point at which such households were less 

restricted from accessing houses as a result of escalating affordability issues. 

5.19 The 2018 Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) took account of comments made by the 

Inspector by presenting analysis of variant adjustments being applied to the household 

formation rates of younger households within the 2014-based SNHP. Each assumed a 

full return to 2001 rates by the end of the plan period, albeit the point at which this 

recovery begins was varied. These sensitivities were found to have a ‘marginal’ impact 

on the modelling that informed the OAN, which assumed a recovery over ten years 

commencing immediately59. 

5.20 While Table 5.1 shows the impact of applying 2014-based headship rates to the 2016-

based SNPP, further modelling has been produced by Edge Analytics to positively 

adjust the assumed rate of younger household formation. This recovery is assumed to 

occur over the plan period, commencing from 201960.  

Table 5.2: Impact of Variant Household Formation Rates (2016-based SNPP), 

2013-2032 

Household formation rates Household growth 

2013 – 2032 

Dwellings per annum 

2013 – 2032 

2014-based SNHP return 13,130 712 

2014-based SNHP unadjusted 12,125 658 

2016-based SNHP unadjusted 11,082 601 

Source: ONS; Edge Analytics 

5.21 The modelling indicates that the application of adjustments to address the evidenced 

consequences of suppressed younger household formation (the scenario referenced 

‘return’) would lead to a higher level of household growth, and housing need. The 

suggested need for 712 dwellings per annum closely aligns with the previously adjusted 

demographic projection (721dpa; Table 2.1), which was based on the 2014-based SNPP 

and forms the basis of the concluded OAN. 

Summary and implications 

5.22 The 2016-based household projections imply a notably lower level of household 

formation in Welwyn Hatfield over the period for which the OAN has previously been 

calculated (2013 – 2032). 

5.23 This is almost entirely caused by new assumptions on household formation, which 

reflect methodological changes made by the ONS. The Government has expressed 

concern around these methodological changes, with the ONS itself highlighting the 

limitations of its assumptions and the impact of the changes for younger households in 
                                                           
59 Paragraph 3.47 of the Technical OAN Paper (EX/82) 
60 The Edge Analytics modelling assumes a recovery over fifteen years from 2019 to 2034 
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particular. These concerns have led to the latest projections being disregarded for the 

purposes of presenting an updated calculation of housing need in a number of recent 

Local Plan Examinations. 

5.24 Within the context of these outstanding concerns around the reliability and 

applicability of the new assumptions, there is considered to be merit in retaining the 

previous 2014-based rates for the purposes of assessing housing need in Welwyn 

Hatfield at the current point in time. Modelling by Edge Analytics indicates that the 

2016-based SNPP could generate a need for 658 dwellings per annum when 2014-

based household formation rates are applied, which closely aligns with the former 

‘starting point’ for the OAN (670dpa). 

5.25 This ‘starting point’ did, however, assume a continued worsening of the situation for 

younger households, with household formation rates for these groups projected to fall 

and subsequently not improve (without intervention). The 2017 SHMA Update 

acknowledged evidence of such issues within the 2014-based SNHP in Welwyn 

Hatfield, and applied an adjustment to allow for a return to more positive conditions 

for these household groups. This was considered further within the 2018 Technical 

OAN Paper reflecting upon comments made by the Inspector during the hearings.  

5.26 The application of comparably adjusted household formation rates to the 2016-based 

SNPP suggests that 712 dwellings per annum will be needed in Welwyn Hatfield. This 

closely aligns with the previously adjusted demographic projection (721dpa), which 

was based on the 2014-based SNPP and forms the basis of the concluded OAN. 
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6. Implications for Housing Need 

What are the implications of the 2016-based projections for the OAN? 

6.1 The OAN of 800 dwellings per annum – concluded in the 2017 SHMA Update – was 

underpinned by the 2014-based household projections. The preceding sections have 

shown that the more recent 2016-based household projections suggest a level of 

household growth which is 10% lower than implied by the 2014-based projections, 

over a consistent time period (2013 – 2032). 

6.2 In isolation, the scale of difference could be viewed as a meaningful change that 

warrants further consideration, in the context of the PPG. However, as set out in the 

PPG, it is important to arrive at a judgement as to the extent to which it indicates a 

departure from the calculated OAN in the context of evidence of a change in the 

housing situation and not just in the level of growth implied by the latest starting point 

demographic projections. 

6.3 In firstly considering the underpinning 2016-based population projections, the analysis 

presented in section 4 confirms that the overall scale of population growth remains in 

very close alignment to that projected under the 2014-based SNPP.  

6.4 Welwyn Hatfield’s SHMA evidence has consistently presented detailed analysis of 

datasets, and acknowledged that it is possible to evidence a comparatively broad range 

of potential demographic need as a result.  

6.5 The more recent official projections fall broadly at the mid-range of the range created 

by these variants, and also suggest a rate of growth which is lower than recent peaks 

but not disproportionate to past trends. This has previously justified the retention of 

the official projection as the basis for calculating the OAN in Welwyn Hatfield. 

6.6 In considering the 2016-based SNPP, it is recognised within this paper that this dataset 

also draws upon revised population counts produced by the ONS in 2018. On this basis 

– and recognising the consistent view of the SHMA evidence – it is considered 

reasonable to base the OAN on this new dataset, albeit it is recognised that it does not 

suggest any meaningful departure from the scale of growth projected by the 2014-

based SNPP. 

6.7 However, concerns raised by the Government as to the extent to which the household 

formation rate assumptions in the 2016-based SNHP are adequately robust for the 

purposes of evidencing housing need are noted, as are issues relating to the 

application of methodological changes identified by the ONS themselves. The revised 

rates are almost the sole cause of the 10% reduction between the former and latest 

household projections, such that a considerably more modest reduction of less than 

2% is seen when applying the former 2014-based rates to the latest 2016-based SNPP. 

6.8 Within the context of outstanding concerns around the reliability and applicability of 

the new assumptions, there is considered to be merit in retaining the previous 2014-

based rates for the purposes of assessing housing need in Welwyn Hatfield at the 

current point in time. 
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6.9 Modelling by Edge Analytics indicates that the 2016-based SNPP could generate a need 

for 658 dwellings per annum when 2014-based household formation rates are applied, 

which closely aligns with the former ‘starting point’ for the OAN (670dpa). 

6.10 This ‘starting point’ did, however, assume a continued worsening of the situation for 

younger households, with household formation rates for these groups projected to fall 

and subsequently not improve (without intervention). The 2017 SHMA Update 

acknowledged evidence of such issues within the 2014-based SNHP in Welwyn 

Hatfield, and applied an adjustment to allow for a return to more positive conditions 

for these household groups. This was considered further within the 2018 Technical 

OAN Paper reflecting upon comments made by the Inspector during the hearings.  

6.11 The application of comparably adjusted household formation rates to the 2016-based 

SNPP suggests that 712 dwellings per annum will be needed in Welwyn Hatfield. This 

closely aligns with the previously adjusted demographic projection (721dpa), which 

was derived from the 2014-based SNPP and was subject to a subsequent market 

signals adjustment in arriving at the OAN concluded in the 2017 SHMA. This does not 

suggest a meaningful change. 

6.12 As a result of this analysis, it is therefore considered reasonable and justified to retain 

the previously rounded OAN of 800 dwellings per annum. As set out in section 2 of this 

paper, this is based on the adjusted demographic projection (721dpa) with a further 

10% market signals applied before rounding. 

6.13 The above OAN is presented solely for the borough. The 2018 Technical OAN Paper 

considered the need across the wider housing market area (HMA) on the basis of a 

direct request from the Inspector. An updated review in November 2018 has confirmed 

that there has been no change in the evidence base documents drawn upon to inform 

this analysis, with housing need in the wider HMA therefore remaining within the 

range previously calculated61 (7,200 – 9,042dpa). Estimates produced for the defined 

HMA similarly remain up-to-date on the same basis. 

What are the implications for job growth? 

6.14 The Inspector has expressed the importance of avoiding ‘a situation where 

employment growth outstrips housing growth, such that the net inflow of commuters 

into Welwyn Hatfield increases’62. 

6.15 Throughout the development of the SHMA evidence base, the level of employment 

growth which could be supported by the OAN has been modelled. The 2017 SHMA 

Update concluded that likely job growth could be supported through the demographic 

projection, when assumed that the commuting ratio remains fixed throughout the plan 

period. As described by Edge Analytics, this ratio ‘specifies the balance between the 

number of workers living in a district (i.e. the resident labour force) and the number of 

                                                           
61 St Albans is the only authority to have departed from the figures presented at Appendix 1 of the 2017 SHMA 

Update, through consultation on the publication version of its Local Plan. The draft Plan is, however, based on an 
annual need for 913 dwellings per annum which formed one of the two options presented in Appendix 1 (619dpa; 
913dpa). 
62 Letter from the Inspector to Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council, 24 October 2018 
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jobs available in the district’63. The ratio of 0.77 resident workers per job in Welwyn 

Hatfield confirms that the borough currently imports labour, as recorded by the 2011 

Census64. 

6.16 Consistency in the overall level of projected population growth has led to the retention 

of the OAN for 800 dwellings per annum, albeit it is important to recognise that the 

2016-based SNPP infers a slightly different age profile. The labour force implications of 

this up-to-date 2016-based projection can therefore be considered, with reference to 

modelling developed by Edge Analytics. This applies up-to-date assumptions on labour-

force behaviour65, and initially holds the commuting ratio fixed throughout the 

modelling period. To reflect the comments made by the Inspector, however, a further 

sensitivity has also been developed which holds the absolute net inflow fixed at its 

2011 level. This is predicated upon a continued net inflow of 15,513 people into 

Welwyn Hatfield to access employment as recorded by the 2011 Census. 

Table 6.1: Jobs Supported by 2016-based SNPP 

 2013 – 2032 

Fixed commuting ratio 23,374 

Fixed commuting inflow 18,107 

Source: Edge Analytics, 2018 

6.17 The demographic modelling indicates that between 18,107 and 23,374 jobs could be 

supported over the plan period (2013 – 2032), depending upon the commuting 

behaviour assumed. With reference to the Council’s economic evidence, it is notable 

that each surpasses the 16,600 jobs suggested by the Hybrid scenario over this 

period66. 

6.18 On this basis, the integration of the latest population projections confirm that the OAN 

will be able to support the scale of economic growth recognised in the Local Plan 

evidence base with no suggestion that it will result in an increase in in-commuters. 

6.19 In reality, the opposite position could be expected to occur where housing is provided 

at the level implied by the OAN. Under this scenario, the labour force would be capable 

of supporting job growth beyond the level suggested by the Council’s economic 

evidence, thereby reducing the need to draw upon commuters from elsewhere. This 

could in turn therefore over time lead to a reduction in the net inflow of commuters to 

the borough and an increase in its level of self-containment. 

                                                           
63 Appendix 1 to the 2017 SHMA Update, paragraph B.45 
64 Ibid, Table 17; derived from Census Table WU02UK – Location of usual residence and place of work by age 
65 The unemployment rate is fixed at its 2017 value; economic activity rates are adjusted in line with 2018 analysis 

by the Office for Budget Responsibility; and the proportion of people holding more than one is based on the 
average recorded over the past ten years (2009 – 2018) 
66 2017 Updated Economic Analysis Note (Atkins) Table 4.1 (ECO/9) 
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What are the implications for the size and type of housing needed? 

6.20 The 2017 SHMA Update67 presented updated analysis on the size of housing required 

to accommodate projected household growth. This was based on the existing 

tendencies of different types of households to occupy different sizes of housing, as 

recorded in Welwyn Hatfield by the 2011 Census. This remains the most 

comprehensive and local data available on households’ occupancy patterns, with this 

data summarised at Appendix 1. 

6.21 A comparable assessment has been undertaken to incorporate the 2016-based SNPP, 

when applying adjusted 2014-based household formation rates. As shown in the table 

below, the implied size of housing required across all tenures remains largely 

consistent, with only a marginal increase in the proportion of households requiring 

smaller homes and a slight reduction in the proportion of households requiring at least 

four bedrooms. The analysis continues to suggest that the greatest proportion of 

households will require three bedrooms. 

Table 6.2: Implied Size of Housing Required (2013 – 2032) 

 1 bed 2 beds 3 beds 4+ beds 

2017 SHMA Update 13% 22% 41% 23% 

2016-based SNPP* 14% 23% 41% 22% 

Source: Turley analysis  * 2014-based headship rates with “return” adjustment 

6.22 The proportionate split between houses and flats that may be required to deliver such 

a mix can also be estimated, through reference to 2011 Census data which 

disaggregates different sizes of home by accommodation type. This indicates that 

around three quarters of households will require houses, with the residual requiring 

flats. 

Table 6.3: Implied Type of Housing Required (2013 – 2032) 

 Houses Flats 

2016-based SNPP 77% 23% 

Source: Turley analysis 

6.23 As highlighted in the 2017 SHMA Update, this modelling exercise represents an 

illustrative interpretation of available historic evidence, for the purposes of estimating 

the size and type of housing that may be required in Welwyn Hatfield. While it is 

appropriate to use this analysis to guide policy and monitoring at borough level, it is 

recommended that policies are not overly prescriptive in directly basing requirements 

for individual sites on the illustrative mix presented above. The individual mix of 

housing provided on a site-by-site basis will need to respond to the changing demands 

and needs of the market, and take account of local market evidence and viability 

considerations. 

                                                           
67 Paragraph 5.4 – 5.20 of the 2017 SHMA Update (HOU/21) 
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What are the implications for older persons’ housing need? 

6.24 Appendix 2 of the 2015 SHMA Partial Update provided a calculation of the potential 

need for additional specialist housing for older persons over the plan period, including 

residential care housing (Use Class C2). This was updated to reflect the 2014-based 

SNPP in section 5 of the 2017 SHMA Update. 

6.25 A similar exercise has been followed at Appendix 2 to take into account the 2016-

based SNPP, when continuing to apply 2014-based household formation rate 

assumptions. This concludes that there is a need for: 

• 31 specialist housing units for older households per annum (2013 to 2032). This 

need is included within the OAN; and 

• 13 bedspaces per annum required in C2 accommodation (2013 to 2032). This 

need is calculated as in addition to the OAN. 



 

 

Appendix 1: Size and Type of Housing Needed 

Section 6 of this report presents an updated assessment of the size and type of housing 

needed in Welwyn Hatfield. This appendix summarises the data used to inform this exercise. 

Table 1.1 summarises the size of housing occupied by different types of households in Welwyn 

Hatfield, as recorded by the 2011 Census. 

Table 1.1 Size of Housing Occupied by Household Type (2011) 

 1 bed 2 beds 3 beds 4+ beds Total 

One person households 33% 29% 30% 8% 100% 

Families without children 9% 24% 44% 23% 100% 

Households with dependent children 3% 19% 49% 29% 100% 

Families with other adults 1% 13% 55% 30% 100% 

Other households 6% 19% 29% 45% 100% 

Source: Census 2011 

Figure 1.1 shows the growth projected amongst different types of households in Welwyn 

Hatfield, under the 2016-based SNPP scenario with adjusted 2014-based household formation 

rates. Change is presented over the period from 2013 to 2032. 

Figure 1.1 Projected Change by Household Type in Welwyn Hatfield (2013 – 2032) 

 

Source: ONS; MHCLG; Edge Analytics 

Figure 1.2 overleaf shows how the existing stock of homes in Welwyn Hatfield, of varying sizes, 

is split between flats and houses. This was recorded by the 2011 Census. 
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Figure 1.2 Number of Bedrooms by Accommodation Type in Welwyn Hatfield (2011) 
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Appendix 2: Older Persons Housing Need 

Appendix 2 of the 2015 SHMA Partial Update provided a calculation of the potential need for 

additional specialist housing for older persons over the plan period, including residential care 

housing (Use Class C2). This was updated to reflect the 2014-based SNPP in section 5 of the 

2017 SHMA Update. 

Recognising the release of the 2016-based SNPP, this appendix considers their implications for 

the need for C3 housing specifically designed for older people and C2 (accommodation in 

communal housing). The modelling outputs presented herein are based on the application of 

2014-based headship rates, to reflect the conclusions of this report. 

Table 2.1 shows that the latest 2016-based SNPP continue to project a sizeable growth in the 

number of older people (65+) in the borough.  

Table 2.1 Change in Older Population under 2016-based SNPP (2013 – 2032) 

 2013 2032 Change 

65 – 74  8,771 12,828 4,057 

75 – 84 6,455 8,267 1,812 

85 and over 2,799 4,657 1,858 

Total 65+ 18,025 25,752 7,727 

Total 75+ 9,254 12,924 3,670 

Source: ONS 

As in the 2015 SHMA Partial Update and the 2017 Update, the Strategic Housing for Older 

People Analysis (SHOP@) tool has been used to identify the prevalence of those aged 75+ to 

require different forms of specialist housing provision. These are unchanged from those 

applied in these updates, as follows: 

• Demand for 125 sheltered housing units per 1,000 residents aged 75+; 

• Demand for 20 enhanced sheltered housing units per 1,000 residents aged 75+; and 

• Demand for 25 extra care units with 24/7 support per 1,000 residents aged 75+. 

The Edge Analytics modelling presented at Table 2.1 suggests a growth of the population aged 

75+ of some 3,670 persons. The number of residents in this cohort living in private households 

is projected to grow by 3,422 over the period from 2013 to 2032, based on the application of 

assumptions from the 2014-based household projections68. 

As explained within the 2017 SHMA Update69, the household projections incorporate this 

projected change in the older private household population, and the resultant need is included 

                                                           
68 The comparable figure when applying assumptions from the 2016-based household projections is 3,375 
69 Paragraph 5.34 



 

 

within the OAN for dwellings as considered at section 6 of this report. The additional demand 

for different types of specialist accommodation generated by this population growth is 

presented in Table 2.2. 

Table 2.2 Projected Need for Specialist Housing 

 Total additional 

demand 

Average per 

annum 

Sheltered housing 428 23 

Enhanced sheltered housing 68 4 

Extra care units with 24/7 support 86 5 

Total 582 31 

Source: ONS; Housing LIN 

The modelling implies an annual demand for circa 31 specialist housing units in Welwyn 

Hatfield over the period from 2013 to 2032. This compares with 38 dwellings per annum in the 

2017 SHMA Update70. 

As referenced above, in calculating this need those individuals projected to live in communal 

households were omitted. Edge Analytics’ modelling confirms that there is a projected growth 

of 248 such residents over the period from 2013 to 2032. 

These persons are not assumed to live within dwellings, and are therefore excluded from and 

additional to the overall OAN presented for the borough. The modelling suggests that circa 13 

additional bedspaces per annum are required to meet this projected need over the period to 

2032. This compares with a need for 18 bedspaces per annum calculated within the 2017 

SHMA Update71. 

As per the previous analysis within the Council’s OAN evidence, no subsequent adjustments 

are applied to take account of the potential for C3 housing to accommodate those suggested 

as being in need of C2 accommodation. This would need to reflect and strategy in this regard 

implemented by the Council and reflected in additional housing provision appropriate to meet 

these needs. 

                                                           
70 Table 5.6  
71 Table 5.7 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

1.1.1 This technical note has been produced in support of HG Group’s appeal at Bio Park, Broadwater Road, 

Welwyn Garden City, in relation to the refusal of the permission 6/2020/3420/MAJ: 

Demolition of existing buildings and construction of 289 residential units (Use Class C3) and 

community hub (Use Class E/F.2), with public realm and open space, landscaping, access, 

associated car and cycle parking, refuse and recycling storage and supporting infrastructure. 

1.1.2 The decision notice gave three reasons for refusal, the first of which related to housing mix in stating that 

the proposed development would fail to meet the objectively assessed need for housing in Welwyn Hatfield 

and in contrary to Policy SP7 in the emerging local plan: 

The proposed housing tenures and mix (including affordable housing) would fail to meet the 

objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing in the borough and would not contribute to creating a 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed community. As such, the application is contrary to Policy SP 7 of 

the emerging local plan. 

1.1.3 LSH have been instructed by HG Group to produce this report on matters relating to Five Year Housing Land 

Supply and Housing Mix. 

  



  

    
 

2.0 FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY  

2.1 National Policy and Guidance 

This chapter will set out the applicable National Planning Policy Framework and Planning Practice Guidance 

paragraphs relating to Five Year Housing Land Supply. 

i) Local Housing Need (LHN) 

2.1.1 The most recent NPPF was published in July 2021 and came into force with immediate effect. Chapter 5 of 

the Framework covers delivering a sufficient supply of homes.  

2.1.2 Paragraph 61 states that the local housing need should be calculated using the standard method unless 

there are exceptional circumstances to justify an alternative approach: 

“To determine the minimum number of homes needed, strategic policies should be informed by a 

local housing need assessment, conducted using the standard method in national planning 

guidance – unless exceptional circumstances justify an alternative approach which also reflects 

current and future demographic trends and market signals. In addition to the local housing need 

figure, any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account 

in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for.” 

2.1.3 Paragraph 74 states that local planning authorities should identify and update annually a five-year supply of 

deliverable housing against their housing requirement. The housing requirement should either be that set 

out in the Local Plan where it is less than five years old, or the Local Housing Need (LHN) as calculated by 

the standard method where the adopted Local Plan is in excess of five years old. 

“Strategic policies should include a trajectory illustrating the expected rate of housing delivery over 

the plan period, and all plans should consider whether it is appropriate to set out the anticipated 

rate of development for specific sites. Local planning authorities should identify and update 

annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth 

of housing against their housing requirement set out in adopted strategic policies, or against their 

local housing need where the strategic policies are more than five years old.” 

2.1.4 In the context of paragraph 74, LHN is defined by reference to Annex 2 of the Framework which states that 

the Local Housing Need is: 

“The number of homes identified as being needed through the application of the standard method 

set out in national planning guidance (or, in the context of preparing strategic policies only, this 

may be calculated using a justified alternative approach as provided for in paragraph 61 of this 

Framework).” 

2.1.5 The PPG sets out the standard method at paragraph 005 Reference ID: 2a-005-20190220 as follows:  

a) Step 1 – Setting the baseline – The projected average annual household growth over the next 10 year 

period using the 2014-based household projections.  



  

    
 

b) Step 2 – An adjustment to take account of affordability – where the median affordability ratio is above 

4, an adjustment factor should be applied. The adjustment factor is to be calculated using the formular 

below: 

 

c) Step 3 – Capping the level of any increase – where a local authority adopted a local plan more than 5 

years ago and has not reviewed their housing requirement figure since then, the cap is set at 40% above 

the higher of the most recent average annual housing requirement figure or household growth.  

ii) Buffer 

2.1.6 Paragraph 74 of the Framework also states that in addition to the housing requirement, a buffer should be 

added of between 5% to 20% as follows:  

“The supply of specific deliverable sites should in addition include a buffer (moved forward from 

later in the plan period) of: 

a) 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; or  

b) 10% where the local planning authority wishes to demonstrate a five year supply of 

deliverable sites through an annual position statement or recently adopted plan, to 

account for any fluctuations in the market during that year; or  

c) 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the previous three 

years, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned supply.” 

iii) The definition of ‘deliverable’ 

2.1.7 Paragraph 74 identifies that the five year land supply of housing should be ‘deliverable’. The definition of 

deliverable set out in Annex 2 of the Framework is stated below. This identifies two broad categories of 

sites. Category A sites are small sites with extant permissions and large sites with detailed permission, here 

the sites are considered deliverable unless there is clear evidence that they will not be delivered. Category 

B sites are large sites with outline permission, allocations, sites with permission in principle, and brownfield 

register sites; here there has to be clear additional evidence to justify their inclusion into the land supply.  

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, offer a suitable location 

for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on 

the site within five years. In particular:  

a) sites which do not involve major development and have planning permission, and all sites 

with detailed planning permission, should be considered deliverable until permission 

expires, unless there is clear evidence that homes will not be delivered within five years 



  

    
 

(for example because they are no longer viable, there is no longer a demand for the type 

of units or sites have long term phasing plans).  

b) where a site has outline planning permission for major development, has been allocated 

in a development plan, has a grant of permission in principle, or is identified on a 

brownfield register, it should only be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence 

that housing completions will begin on site within five years.” 

2.1.8 The PPG provides further guidance on the definition of deliverable relating to those sites which are Category 

B, Paragraph: 007 Reference ID: 68-007-20190722: 

“In order to demonstrate 5 years’ worth of deliverable housing sites, robust, up to date evidence 

needs to be available to support the preparation of strategic policies and planning decisions. Annex 

2 of the National Planning Policy Framework defines a deliverable site. As well as sites which are 

considered to be deliverable in principle, this definition also sets out the sites which would require 

further evidence to be considered deliverable, namely those which: 

• have outline planning permission for major development; 

• are allocated in a development plan; 

• have a grant of permission in principle; or 

• are identified on a brownfield register. 

Such evidence, to demonstrate deliverability, may include: 

• current planning status – for example, on larger scale sites with outline or hybrid 

permission how much progress has been made towards approving reserved matters, or 

whether these link to a planning performance agreement that sets out the timescale for 

approval of reserved matters applications and discharge of conditions; 

• firm progress being made towards the submission of an application – for example, a 

written agreement between the local planning authority and the site developer(s) which 

confirms the developers’ delivery intentions and anticipated start and build-out rates; 

• firm progress with site assessment work; or 

• clear relevant information about site viability, ownership constraints or infrastructure 

provision, such as successful participation in bids for large-scale infrastructure funding or 

other similar projects. 

• Plan-makers can use the Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment in 

demonstrating the deliverability of sites.” 

iv) Windfall Allowances  

2.1.9 As defined by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in Annex 2, windfall sites are sites that are not 

specifically identified in the development plan 



  

    
 

2.1.10 Paragraph 71 of the NPPF states that anticipated supply figures can include a windfall allowance, and that 

it should be realistic and based on historic trends:  

“Where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be 

compelling evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply. Any allowance should be 

realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability assessment, historic windfall 

delivery rates and expected future trends. Plans should consider the case for setting out policies to 

resist inappropriate development of residential gardens, for example where development would 

cause harm to the local area.”  

2.1.11 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) sets out the method for assessing Housing and Economic Land 

Availability. Stage 3 sets out the method for undertaking a windfall assessment. This states that:  

“A windfall allowance may be justified in the anticipated supply if a local planning authority has 

compelling evidence as set out in paragraph 70 [now paragraph 71 above] of the National Planning 

Policy Framework.  

Local planning authorities have the ability to identify broad locations in years 6-15, which could 

include a windfall allowance (using the same criteria as set out in paragraph 67 [now paragraph 

68] of the National Planning Policy Framework).” 

2.2 Council’s land supply position 

2.2.1 Welwyn Hatfield update their housing land supply as part of their Annual Monitoring Report. As such, 

Welwyn Hatfield’s 2019/20 Annual Monitoring report published in January 2021 includes their most recent 

land supply assessment covering the period September 2020 to September 2025. 

2.2.2 Here the Council have identified a supply of 2,706 dwellings against the requirement of 5,250, equating to 

a supply of 2.58 years. The Council’s position is detailed below. 

 Council’s Housing Land Supply Position 

Element of supply /requirement  Dwellings 

Local Housing Need (875) 4,375 

Addition of buffer (20%) 5,250 

Housing Requirement  5,250 

Supply 2020/21-2024/25 2,553 

Windfall assumption  215 

Non implementation rate  -62 

Five year supply  2,706 

Years supply 2.58 

Source: Table 14 Welwyn Hatfield AMR 



  

    
 

i) Council’s Local Plan  

2.2.3 The Council’s emerging Local Plan is still under examination and has been for a number of years. If a Local 

Plan is going to be adopted by the Council, it must first be found sound by the examining Inspector. For this 

to happen it is necessary for the Plan to identify 5 years’ worth of housing supply upon adoption of the Plan. 

The site, which is the subject of this appeal, forms part of the Council’s emerging land supply. Without this 

site it is unlikely the Council will be able to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply.  

2.2.4 The plan currently under examination, was submitted in May 2017 and was prepared under the 2012 NPPF, 

it is therefore subject to the transition arrangements, as set out in the subsequent 2018, 2019 and 2021 

versions of the NPPF. Through this period of change, the policy and supporting guidance to the calculating 

of a 5 year housing land supply has changed. One key change in this regard is how a local planning authority 

can demonstrate a site is ‘deliverable’. A key change in this regard is the necessity to produced clear 

evidence. In short, there is a difference between the policy framework which the plan is being prepared 

under, and the framework which it will find its self in once a plan is adopted. Therefore, it is not necessarily 

true that the land supply examined by the Inspector, and perhaps adopted by the Council, will be sufficiently 

robust to demonstrate 5 years worth of supply post Plan adoption.  

2.3 Appellant’s assessment of land supply 

2.3.1 The Council’s Five Year Housing Land Supply position statement is included as part of their Annual 

Monitoring Report which has a base date of September each year and is typically updated in January. 

Therefore, it is possible a new position will emerge from the Council on their land supply, during the course 

of the appeal. We therefore request the Council inform our client of any changes to their position as soon 

as possible.  

2.3.2 We have carried out a review of the Council’s land supply position. This has been divided into Category A 

sites (small sites with permission and large sites with detailed permission), Category B sites (large sites with 

outline permission, allocations, sites with permission in principle, and brownfield register sites), and windfall 

allowance in accordance with the NPPF’s definition of deliverable.  

i) Category A Sites  

2.3.3 As defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF, Category A sites are small sites with permission or large sites with detailed 

permission.  

2.3.4 Whilst they should be considered deliverable unless there is clear evidence against this, the lead in times 

and delivery rates of the sites should still be realistic and supported by robust evidence.  

2.3.5 Broadwater Road West SPD / Shredded Wheat Quarter appears to have overly optimistic lead in times and 

build out rates which has inflated their contribution to the supply. Here, whilst it may be demonstrable that 

the site is deliverable; we would at least seek to demonstrate that the levels of delivery anticipated by the 

Council are overly optimistic. 



  

    
 

2.3.6 The site has detailed planning permission (6/2018/0171/MAJ) for up to 1,340 dwellings (including 414 

affordable homes, 114 extra care comes), as well as 14,531m² of commercial/community space in a range 

of flexible uses, including A1/A2/A3/A4/B1/B8/D1/D2. Permission was granted on the 15th February 2019. 

2.3.7 The Council’s trajectory for this site is as follows: 

 Site Trajectory for Broadwater Road West SPD 

Site  2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total 

Broadwater Road West SPD 0 0 360 152 239 751 

 

2.3.8 There is also an application (6/2021/0671/MAJ) on the south side of the former Shredded Wheat Factory 

for full planning of 317 dwellings (Class C3) and outline planning for up to 404 dwellings (Class C3). The 

application was submitted on 1/3/2021 by Metropolitan Thames Valley Housing and is currently awaiting 

decision.  

2.3.9 There is a hybrid application (6/2021/0181/MAJ) on the north side of the former Shredded Wheat Factory 

for 399 Private Rented Sector (PRS) dwellings and 153 dwellings (Class C3), 250 units of residential care 

accommodation for the elderly (Use Class C2) with associated communal facilities, 15,247m2 of community 

and commercial hub (Use Classes E and F1); and Outline Planning Application for up to 418 dwellings (Class 

C3) with all matters reserved except access. This application was submitted 20/1/2012 by John West from 

the Wheat Quarter Ltd and is currently awaiting decision. 

2.3.10 Whilst the sites have extant permissions and we concur with the Council that they are deliverable, the 

delivery rate assumed by the council does not appear realistic.  

2.3.11 The council has not published any information supporting this assumed delivery rate, or any information on 

general local lead in times and delivery rates. 

2.3.12 Consequently, we have applied nationally based assumptions published in the 2021 NLP report Start to 

Finish – using lead-in times and build-out rates to ascertain a more realistic trajectory.  

2.3.13 A lead-in time of 2.3 years from planning approval to delivery has been applied meaning completions would 

have been in September 2021 (year 2), at a build-out rate of 107 dwellings. Given that no start has been 

made on site and there is no evidence to suggest deliver is imminent, delivery has been pushed back to year 

3, with completions at 107dpa.  

  

https://planning.welhat.gov.uk/Planning/Display/6/2018/0171/MAJ


  

    
 

2.3.14 Therefore, the altered trajectory is as shown below:  

 Council’s and Appellants Site Trajectory for Broadwater Road West SPD 

 Site  2020/21 2021/22 2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 Total 

Welwyn Hatfield’s  Broadwater 

Road West SPD 

0 0 360 152 239 751 

Appellant’s Broadwater 

Road West SPD 

0 0 107 107 107 321 

Difference - 430 

 

ii) Category B Sites  

2.3.15 As detailed in the guidance and policy outlined above, category B sites requires clear evidence to form part 

of the published land supply assessment by the Council to confirm their deliverability.  

2.3.16 The following sites fall into category B, however, no additional evidence has been provided to justify their 

inclusion into the supply.  Therefore, the sites we consider should be removed are as follows: 

 Category B Sites to be removed from Supply  

Potential Category B Sites to remove from supply Capacity 

Hat148 (HE17) Link Drive Car Park C3 6/2019/2431/MAJ N/A BLR/RG 8 80 

Hat101b (HC100b) 1-9 Town Centre C 3 6/2019/2430/MAJ N/A BLR/RG 70 

Hat125 (HS91) Land south of Filbert Close C 3 6/2019/2162/OUTLINE N/A PG 39 

Hat113 (HS31) Garages at Hollyfield C 3 N/A N/A BLR 13 

WGC149 29 Broadwater Road C 3 6/2019/3024/MAJ N/A BLR/RG 128 

WGC148 Norton Building, Bridge Road East C 3 N/A N/A BLR 122 

Total to remove 452 

 

iii) Windfall  

2.3.17 The council have included a windfall allowance of 214 dwellings, equating to 107dpa for years 4 and 5 of 

the 5-year period.  

2.3.18 As per paragraph 71 of the guidance outlined above, there has to be compelling evidence that the windfall 

will provide a reliable source of supply, having regard to future trends. The windfall assessment is detailed 

in the December 2019 Housing and Economic Availability Assessment.  

2.3.19 Whilst the inclusion of a windfall allowance in Welwyn Hatfield is appropriate, the Council’s windfall 

calculation is significantly reliant upon the continuation of the loss of employment land to residential. This 

is shown in the table below whereby the council have included an allowance of 103 dwellings for windfall 

allowance on office conversions in year 4, and 52 dwellings in year 5. This accounts for 73% of the windfall 

allowance. 



  

    
 

2.3.20 n the four years since 2016, the average windfall completions on office sites has been 103dpa, however, 

prior to the introduction of permitted development rights temporarily in 2013 and permanently in 2016, 

the average windfall completions on office land was 9dpa. I 

 Windfall Assessment  

Previous land use source Council’s Windfall Assessment (dwellings) 

Residential  26dpa 

Agriculture and Rural Buildings 4dpa 

Business - Offices 103 (2023/24) + 52 (2024/25) 

Total 2023/24-2024/25 214 

 

2.3.21 At the time of the assessment, an Article 4 Direction was being proposed to remove these Permitted 

Development Rights in four of the key employment areas in the borough. This would mean that planning 

permission would again be required for change of use from B1 office to C3 residential. The assessment states 

that: 

“It would be expected that this would have a significant impact on windfall from office use, with 

permitted development applications remaining high or even increasing in the months leading up to 

the implementation of the Article 4 Direction. As applications are usually valid for three years, and 

usually take between 2-3 years to complete, a higher level of windfall would be expected early on 

as these applications progress to completion.” 

2.3.22 Therefore, the council has made a windfall allowance for 103 dwellings in year 4 (2020/21) in line with 

historic annual rates, 52 dwellings for year 5 where permitted development is expected to drop off, and 

then 21 dwellings beyond year 5 which is the average supply from offices where planning applications have 

been submitted since 2013/14 (table below) 

2.3.23 As such, the council have adopted the following windfall allowance from offices: 

 Welwyn Hatfield windfall allowance from offices 

Year 
Year 1 – 

2020/21 

Year 2 – 

2021/22 

Year 3 – 

2022/23 

Year 4 - 

2023/24 

Year 5 - 

2024/25 

Year 5 - 

2022/23 + 

beyond 

Dwellings 0 0 0 103 52 21 

 

2.3.24 However, the windfall allowance included does not sufficiently account for the progression of the Article 4 

Direction. Whereby, the Article 4 Directive coming into place in February 2022 which will prevent office to 

residential conversions happening under permitted development.  

2.3.25 As such, it is likely that any future office to residential conversions under permitted development rights will 

have already submitted plans and will be known to the Council, thereby not constituting windfall. 



  

    
 

2.3.26 As a result, it is likely that the windfall completions on previous office uses in 2023/24 will also be at the 

reduced level of 52 dpa. 

 Council’s and Appellant’s windfall assessment comparison  

Previous land use source Council’s Windfall Assessment 

(dwellings) 

Appellant’s Windfall Assessment 

(dwellings) 

Residential  26dpa 26dpa 

Agriculture and Rural Buildings 4dpa 4dpa 

Business - Offices 103 (2023/24) + 52 (2024/25) 52dpa 

Total 2023/24-2024/25 214 164 

Difference  -51 

 

2.3.27 Therefore, as the Council’s windfall assessment has failed to adequately address the imminent Article 4 

directive to be placed on employment land across the district, it is considered that 51 dwellings can be 

removed from the windfall allowance 

iv) Summary and conclusions on AMR 2021 

2.3.28 The steps outlined above have assessed Category A sites, Category B sites, as well as the windfall allowance.  

2.3.29 These reductions result in the Council’s supply being reduced to 1.69 years as shown in the table below.  

 Comparison of council’s and appellants land supply assessments  

Element of supply /requirement  Council’s supply Adjusted Supply  

Local Housing Need (875) 4,375 4,375 

Addition of buffer (20%) 5,250 5,250 

Housing Requirement  5,250 5,250 

Supply 2020/21-2024/25 2,553 1671 

Windfall assumption  215 164 

Non implementation rate  -62 -62 

Five year supply  2,706 1,773 

Years supply 2.58 1.69 

 

2.3.30 To conclude, the Council’s current published land supply position is 2.58 years, thereby falling far below the 

five years as required by the Framework. Further to this, our assessment of the sites has found that this 

position can be reduced to 1.69 years, thereby demonstrating that there is an extreme and significant 

deficiency of land for housing and that the only way to reduce this gap further is by permitting development 

such as the appeal site. 

v) Council’s Housing Delivery Test  



  

    
 

2.3.31 The Housing Delivery Test is an annual measurement of housing delivery in a local authority. The HDT 

compares the net homes delivered over the previous three years, to the homes required over that period. 

The Housing Delivery Test is published annually, with the most recent version being the 2021 HDT covering 

the period 2018/19, 2019/20, and 2020/21. 

2.3.32 The Housing Delivery Test also indicates the buffer that should be used by a local authority to calculate their 

housing requirement.  

2.3.33 In addition to this, the results of the Housing Delivery can trigger the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development as per paragraph 11 of the Framework. Paragraph 11d states that the presumption should 

apply: 

a)  “where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are most important 

for determining the application are out-of-date8, granting permission unless: 

i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular 

importance provides a clear reason for refusing the development proposed7; or 

ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” 

2.3.34 Here footnote 8 states that development plan policies can be considered out of date where the council are 

unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, or where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that 

the delivery of housing was substantially below (less than 75%) the housing requirement over the past three 

years. 

2.3.35 The results of the 2021 HDT for Welwyn Hatfield is 66% and therefore is substantially less than the housing 

requirement over the past three years. As per paragraph 11 d) i) of the Framework is relevant and the 

presumption in favour applies in Welwyn Hatfield. 

 Housing Delivery Test 2021 – Welwyn Hatfield  

Welwyn Hatfield  

Number of homes 
required 

Total 
number 

of homes 
required 

Number of homes 
delivered 

Total 
number of 

homes 
delivered 

HDT: 2021 
measurement 

HDT: 2021 
consequence 

2018
-19 

2019
-20 

2020
-21 

2018
-19 

2019
-20 

2020
-21 

867 795 583 2244 463 673 352 1488 66% Presumption 

 

2.3.36 Nonetheless, despite this presumption in favour of sustainable development being applied, the land supply 

position is still relevant as the extent of the shortfall determines what weight should be applied to the 

development plan policies. This is indicated by the Hallam Land v Secretary of State for Communities and 

Local Government [2018] EWCA Civ 1808 decision. Here, the key point is that whilst the Framework does 

not state what weight should be given to those development plan policies that are out-of-date, logically, 



  

    
 

the weight given to those policies should be less if the shortfall in the housing land supply is large. 

Furthermore, it is not always important to quantify the precise extent of any shortfall, nonetheless 

inspectors should seek to determine the broad magnitude of shortfall. 

 

 

  



  

    
 

i) HOUSING MIX 

a. National Policy  

2.3.37 This chapter will set out the applicable National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs relating to Housing 

Mix.  

2.3.38 Chapter 5 of the Framework covers the delivery of a sufficient supply of homes.  

2.3.39 Paragraph 60 states: 

To support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is important 

that a sufficient amount and variety of land can come forward where it is needed, that the needs 

of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed and that land with permission is 

developed without unnecessary delay. 

2.3.40 Paragraph 62 states: 

the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in the community should be 

assessed and reflected in planning policies (including, but not limited to, those who require 

affordable housing, families with children, older people, students, people with disabilities, service 

families, travellers27, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build their 

own homes28). 

b. Summary of Council’s and Appellants positions  

i) Welwyn Hatfield’s position  

2.3.41 The Council have refused the proposed development referencing three reasons in their decision notice. The 

first reason relates to Housing Mix and notes that the proposed development is contrary to Policy SP7 of 

the emerging Local Plan: 

The proposed housing tenures and mix (including affordable housing) would fail to meet the 

objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing in the borough and would not contribute to creating a 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed community. As such, the application is contrary to Policy SP 7 of 

the emerging local plan. 

2.3.42 With regard to housing mix, emerging policy SP7 identifies that for proposals larger than 11 dwellings, the 

proposed development should reflect the Council’s latest evidence of housing need and market demand, 

and contribute towards meeting a variety of housing needs:  

“Proposals for 11 or more new dwellings should demonstrate how the mix of tenure, type and size 

of housing proposed on sites will reflect the council's latest evidence of housing need and market 

demand and contribute towards meeting the varied needs of different households including single 

person households, couples, families with children, older people, people with disabilities and people 

wishing to build their own homes. For larger sites, there should be a greater opportunity to deliver 

a broader mix” 



  

    
 

2.3.43 However, as part of the proposed Main Modifications to the emerging Local Plan, policy SP7 is proposed to 

be amended, with revised wording being: 

“Proposals for 10 or more new dwellings should demonstrate how the mix of tenure, type and size 

of housing proposed on sites has had regard to the council’s latest evidence of housing need and 

market demand and contribute towards meeting the varied needs of different households including 

single person households, couples, families with children, older people, people with disabilities and 

people wishing to build their own homes. For larger sites, there should be a greater opportunity to 

deliver a broader mix.” 

2.3.44 This revised wording of emerging plan policy SP7 reduces extent to which the housing mix identified in the 

SHMA should be reflected exactly in developments. 

2.3.45 Nonetheless, the Council do not consider that the proposed development sufficiently reflects the latest 

evidence on housing need with regard to housing tenure, type and size.  

2.3.46 At the time of the application the latest evidence on housing need and market demand was contained in 

the Strategic Housing Market Assessment Update published in 2017. Section 5 of the SHMA considers the 

need for different sizes and types of housing. This concluded that approximately 13% of homes should be 

1-bedroom, 22% should be 2-bedroom, 41% should be 3-bedroom, and 23% should be 4-bedroom.  

2.3.47 When this is applied to the total identified housing need of 12,000 identified in the 2017 SHMA, this shows 

the number of each house size needed (table below, note figures do not add due to rounding).  

 Extract SHMA 2017 Implied Size of Housing Required (All Tenures) 2013-2032 

 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed 4+ bed Total 

Size of Housing Required (SHMA 2017) 2013 - 2032 13% 22% 41% 23% 100% 

SHMA Identified Housing Need (800dpa) (2013-2032) 1,560 2,640 4,920 2,760 12,000 

 

2.3.48 However, importantly, the last paragraph of section 5, the report states: 

The analysis presented above should therefore only be used for guidance in its translation into 

policy and for the monitoring of future development. While this evidence provides a valuable overall 

indication of the broad mix of housing which may be required, it is recommended that policies are 

not overly prescriptive in directly basing requirements for individual sites on the illustrative mix 

presented above. The individual mix of housing provided on a site-by-site basis will need to take 

account of local market evidence and viability considerations, which will have an important 

influence on the appropriate mix. 

2.3.49 With regard to affordable housing need, the 2017 SHMA identifies the following mix : 

 Extract SHMA 2017 Implied Size of Affordable Housing Required (All Tenures) 2013-2032  

 1-bed 2-bed 3-bed 4+ bed 

Implied Size of Housing Required 
(All Tenures) 2013 - 2032 

39% 24% 28% 9% 

 



  

    
 

a) Appellant’s  position  

2.3.50 We consider that the mix of housing proposed on the site does meet housing need, and is therefore in 

accordance with policy SP7 of the emerging Local Plan.  

2.3.51 As set out in the application documents, the proposed development comprises the mix as detailed below. 

This includes 10% (29 units) affordable housing with a tenure split of 20 (69%) shared ownership and 9 (31%) 

social rented units. 

 Housing Mix of Proposed Development  

Size Dwellings Percentage 

1-bed 129 44% 

2-bed 126 44% 

3-bed 26 9% 

4-bed 8 3% 

Total 289 100% 

 

2.3.52 The table below illustrates how the total unit mix of the proposed development compares with the dwelling 

type and size requirements set out in the 2017 SHMA Update: 

 Comparison of Housing Mix Requirement and Proposed Development  

 Proposed Scheme Indicative Mix - 2017 

SHMA 

Difference 

Size Dwellings Percentage Dwellings Percentage Dwellings Percentage 

1-bed 129 44% 38 13% +91 +31% 

2-bed 126 44% 64 22% +62 +22% 

3-bed 26 9% 119 41% -93 -32% 

4-bed 8 3% 67 23% -59 -20% 

 

2.3.53 Whilst the housing mix does vary from that proposed in the SHMA, it is stated within the SHMA that the mix 

is a broad indication of what housing may be required and advises that policies are not ‘overly prescriptive’. 

As such, the proposed main modifications reduce the prescriptiveness of policy SP7 . 

2.3.54 The table below shows the delivery of housing by size as detailed in the Annual Monitoring Reports 

published by the Council 2015/16-2019/20. The AMR’s prior to 2015/16 do not provide exact figures on 

housing delivered by size1. 

  

 
1 Information is provided, however it is not possible to identify exact figures based on the pie-charts used to 
present the data 



  

    
 

 

 Delivery of housing by house size - AMR 

  2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19* 2019/20* 

Total 

Percentag

e 2015/16 

– 2019/20 

1 bedroom studio 0 34 8 40 15 4% 

1 bedroom flat 56 77 51 100 245 24% 

2 bedroom flat 139 119 63 230 255 37% 

2 bedroom house 44 19 18 25 15 6% 

3 bedroom house 36 62 61 40 135 16% 

4 bedroom house 31 36 42 32 10 7% 

Other 32 23 23 27 19 6% 

*These figures are estimates of bar chart data published by the council 
 

2.3.55 The table below compares the housing delivered between 2015/16-2019/20 with the identified housing 

need in the 2017 SHMA for the period 2013-2032. Here it should again be noted that the delivery of housing 

by house size for the two years 2013/14-2014/15 has not been published by the council in a quantifiable 

format. 

2.3.56 This shows that in recent years (2015/16-2019/20), the delivery of 1-bed and 2-bed properties has just about 

met the housing need identified in the SHMA, to date, cumulatively between sites that have been delivered. 

However, considering the delivery 2015/16-2019/20 against the identified need over the whole plan period, 

which is the period assessed in the SHMA and what an emerging policy should seek to achieve, there is still 

a substantial deflect in 1-bed and 2-bed properties, even if the additional two years of completions were 

included.  

 Comparison of Housing Delivery with identified need  

  

SHMA 

Identified 

Housing 

Need 

(800dpa) 

(2013-2032) 

Delivered 

2015/16-

2019/20 Difference 

SHMA 

Identified 

Housing 

Need 

(800dpa) 

2015/16-

2019/20  

Delivered 

2015/16-

2019/20 Difference 

1-bed 1560 626 -934 520 626 106 

2-bed 2640 927 -1713 880 927 47 

3-bed 4920 485 -4435 1640 485 -1155 

4+ bed 2760 151 -2609 920 151 -769 

Other 0 124 124   124 124 

Total 12000 2313 -9687 3960 2313 -1647 

 



  

    
 

2.3.57 To achieve the indicative housing mix identified in the SHMA, it is necessary for a range of sites to come 

forward and deliver new homes within the Plan period. It is not right to assume that all development 

schemes will achieve the exact mix suggested in the SHMA, nor does that evidence base assume it will 

happen. It is necessary for a range of development sites, to bring forward a range of housing types. The 

house types delivered will always be dependant on the context of the site, viability and demand.  

2.3.58 The appeal scheme supports the delivery of smaller homes in Welwyn Hatfield and will make an important 

contribution to the delivery of smaller and more affordable house types in coming years. Furthermore, one- 

and two-bedroom homes are the most suitable stock for the centrally-located site near the train station and 

town centre.  

2.3.59 It can be inferred from the reason for refusal that the Council would wish to see a higher proportion of 3 

and 4+ bed dwellings in the proposal. The technical note prepared by Kempton, Carr and Croft, 

demonstrates that the proposed scheme is technically non-viable, and therefore by reducing the number of 

units in the proposal to include proportionally more 3 and 4+ bed units, would worsen the viability of a 

revised scheme. As such, to achieve their desired broader mix of house types, it is imperative that the 

Council brings forward a wide range of housing allocations in the Local Plan. Given the extensive Green Belt 

coverage in Welwyn Hatfield, the delivery of more 3 and 4+ bed homes is predicated on the release of Green 

Belt sites, without this the Council cannot meet their housing needs either in absolute numbers or certain 

house types. Therefore, it should not be incumbent, nor is it feasible for reasons set out above, upon all 

proposal that come before the release of these Green Belt sites to address the Council’s failure to release 

land for family housing.  

 

 
 

  



  

    
 

ii) CONCLUISON  

a. Five year Housing Land Supply  

2.3.60 The Council have published a supply of 2.58 years which falls far below the requirement for a five year 

deliverable supply of housing. Upon reviewing this position we consider that it is not sufficiently robust and 

cannot be supported with clear evidence.  Reductions should be made to the contribution of a range of sites 

contained within categories A and B and a reduction to the windfall allowance. By making these changes 

the Council has a realistic land supply position of only 1.69 years.  

2.3.61 This means that there will only be 1,773 new homes delivered across the whole of Welwyn Hatfield in the 

next five years, this shortfall is extreme and demonstrates a significant deficiently in the supply of new 

homes. Based on the Local Housing Need figure, there will be a deficit of 3,477 homes in this 5 year period 

and it is unimaginable how this shortfall will be recouped in an expedient manner. Even through the 

adoption of a new Local Plan, it cannot be realistic this shortfall can be bridged.  

2.3.62 The lack of a 5 year housing land supply has been evident for a long time in Welwyn Hatfield and the Council 

have so far failed to resolve this important issue.  

2.3.63 This thereby demonstrates that there is an extreme and significant deficiency of land for housing and that 

the only way to reduce this gap further is by permitting development such as the appeal site. 

b. Housing Mix 

2.3.64 One of the Council’s reasons for refusal was that the proposed scheme was contrary to Policy SP 7 of the 

emerging Local Plan, which in itself is reliant upon the most up to date SHMA evidence. Presently the 

Council’s most up to date SHMA was from 2017 and identifies that between 2013 and 2031, of the 12,000 

new homes needed, approximately 13% and 22% of new homes will respectively be 1 and 2 bed dwellings. 

2.3.65 The proposed scheme will deliver a range of dwellings and will predominantly bring forward new 1 and 2 

bed homes. 129 1-bed and 126 2-bed. Whilst this is at a higher proportion than set out in the SHMA, it is 

clear that the SHMA does not expect this mix to be provided exactly on each site and that other 

consideration will have an important influence on the appropriate mix. 

2.3.66 Further to the SHMA’s important caveat to the proposed mix on schemes, is the fact that over recent years 

the deliver of smaller new homes has only just about met the indicative requirements in the SHMA and that 

to achieve the targets for the whole plan period, up to 2033 it will be necessary for proposals, such as the 

appeal site, to continue delivering smaller new homes. The notion that each site, across the district, can 

deliver a perfect housing mix aligned to the SHMA is false. To achieve a housing mix identified in any SHMA 

it is important that sites cumulatively deliver the desired housing mix. Therefore for the Council to increase 

the delivery of larger new homes, action must be taken to release land from the Green Belt where it is more 

appropriate to deliver this type of housing. 



  

    
 

2.3.67 Therefore, in conclusion, it is important that this appeal is allowed, to ensure an identified housing need 

continues to be delivered through the plan period and that an important contribution to bridging the almost 

insurmountable gap in 5 year housing land supply is made. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

    
 

APPENDIX 1 

 

• Since 2010 (for Welwyn Garden City), the new homes proportion versus total transactions was 11% 

• Since 2010 (for Welwyn), the new homes proportion versus total transactions was 13% 

• Since 2010 (for Hatfield), the new homes proportion versus total transactions was 28% 

 
Chart: Welwyn Garden City: Average price paid, volumes of new builds and second-hand transactions since 
2010 

 
PS – can create the above chart for Hatfield and Welwyn going back to 1995 (if needed) 
 
Proportion of transactions for a three-year period to 31st Oct 21 across the three markets, Welwyn 
Garden City (WGC), Welwyn Hatfield: 
Observations: 

• The average price paid across Welwyn Garden City, Welwyn Hatfield was £399,000, £547,000, and £439,000 

respectively. 

• Between the price brackets £200k to £700k, WGC represented 86% of transactions, Welwyn presented 70% 

of transactions and across Hatfield, transactions were presented by 88% of transactions. 

• Just under a quarter of transactions were in the higher price bracket of £700k to £900k for Welwyn. These 

were detached property sales were the average price paid here was £864,000. 

i.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



  

    
 

 
Chart: Proportion of transactions by price band across the three markets: Welwyn Garden City (WGC), 
Welwyn Hatfield. 

 
 
Welwyn Garden City: 
Looking at price paid transactions across Welwyn Garden City, the below thematic map shows the spread 
of transactions across the area. The average price paid for the three years to Oct 21 was £399,000. The 
map shows the spread of these with the colour red presenting dearer properties and the blues presenting 
prices paid less than the average. 
Map: Price paid heat map of all property transactions for the three years to 31st Oct. 21 (please refer to the 
key below) 



  

    
 

 
The key below shows where these transactions lie across the price band scale: 
For example, as mentioned, the average price paid for the three years to Oct 21 was £399,000 and there 
were a total of 2057 transactions.  

• 12% of transactions were between £379k and £419k. 

• 32% of transactions were between £299k and £379k. We can see from the heat map, many of the properties 

less than the average were of property type terraced which accounted for 38% of all transactions. 

• Detached property transactions were largely concentrated to the North, East and West of Welwyn Garden 

City and the average price paid for a detached property was £705k. 

 
 
As expected, detached properties would be dearest property type as they offer they greatest square foot. 
The maps below shows where the four property types of transactions have occurred over the three years 
along with the proportion of all transactions and the average price paid. 
Map of where each of the four property type transactions have occurred across Welwyn Garden City: 

Key

Average price paid 

across Welwyn 

Garen City (three 

years to Oct 2021)

Proportion variance
-75% to -

100%

-50% to -

75%

-25% to -

50%

-5% to -

25%
£399k 5% to  25%

25% to 

50%

50% to 

75%

75% to 

100%

Greater than 

100%

% of Properties in 

bandings
0% 7% 19% 32% 12% 11% 7% 5% 3% 4%



  

    
 

 
 
New Build transactions versus second-hand transactions across Welwyn Garden City 
Focussing on new build and second-hand transactions within Welwyn Garden City. 
Observations: 

• From the total of 2057 transactions, 14% (295) were new build properties. (The remainder 86% were 

second-hand property sales). 

• New builds have been concentrated up to £400k price point where 88% of new build transactions has 

occurred. Conversely, 73% of second-hand transactions have occurred between the £200k to £500k price 

bracket. 

• Many new build flats have been sold, representing 90% of the 295 new build sales.  

Chart: Proportion of transactions distinguishing new build and second-hand sales by price band across 
Welwyn Garden City. 
 

Detached = 11 % of transactions with an 
average price paid of £705,000.

Semi detached = 18 % of transactions with 
an average price paid of £483,000. 

Terraced = 38 % of transactions with an 
average price paid of £379,000.

Flat = 32 % of transactions with an average 
price paid of £267,000.



  

    
 

 
Particularly, new build sales have occurred at: 

• Chrysler House: 91 sales at an average price of £279,000 

• Waldorf House: 49 sales at an average price of £284,000 

• Trinity House: 38 sales at an average price of £199,000 

• Woolworth House: 29 sales at an average price of £348,000 

• Dakota House: 27 sales at an average price of £268,000 
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1. Introduction 
 
Further to our Viability Appraisal and Report of 14th January 2021 on behalf of the Appellant HG Group 
and Aspinall Verdi’s “Financial Viability Assessment” on behalf of Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council 
dated February 2021, which confirmed that the proposed development was not able to viably provide 
any level of affordable housing contribution, the Planning Application (Reference 6/2020/3420/MAJ) 
was subsequently refused on 16th September 2021. 
 
Whilst there was agreement between the parties that affordable housing could not viably be provided, 
the Appellant agreed to provide a shared ownership provision of 10% of the units. 
 
Whilst the level of affordable housing was not a reason for refusal, we understand that the Council had 
concerns with the housing tenures and mix of units (including affordable housing), as set out within 
Reason 1 for Refusal below. 
 

 
 
The mix of units is being dealt with in the Housing Technical Note by Lambert Smith Hampton.  

However, it was considered sensible that our Viability Appraisal and Report should be brought up-to-

date to reflect current market conditions. 

We set out below an up-date to the Gross Development Values and Build Costs,  reflecting up-dated 

figures to those previously agreed with Aspinall Verdi.  All other agreed cost assumptions remain the 

same as agreed with Aspinall Verdi within the original viability process as these are generally 

percentages which are linked to the Gross Development Values and Build Costs.  However, for clarity we 

include a table within our Conclusions below of all values and costs adopted and agreed later on in this 

report. 

2. Gross Development Value 

Residential 

In February 2021 Aspinall Verdi (AV) agreed that the residential Gross Development Values adopted by 

Kempton Carr Croft (KCC) at £95,096,838 (£466 psf) were reasonable and adopted the same GDV.  The 

Gross Development Value adopted at that time was reached by obtaining advice from two local 

companies, Ashtons and Lambert Smith Hampton.  After undertaking our own research into recent 
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properties sales within the immediate locality we established that the Gross Development Value 

assessed by Lambert Smith Hampton (the highest figure of the two agents) was most reflective of the 

local market place. 

In establishing the current day Gross Development Value for the proposed scheme we have approached 

Countrywide who own Lambert Smith Hampton (and indeed the part of the company who produced the 

values that accompanied our original report) for their assessment of current values.  We attach their 

Pricing Report and Schedule of Sales Advice at Appendix A.  It will be noted that Countrywide’s most 

optimistic assessment of current values totals £97,163,993 (£480 psf). 

In assessing this advice we have also undertaken our own analysis of average values achieved elsewhere 

in the area (as provided by Countrywide within their Pricing Report), particularly on new build homes.  

We have also consulted the Land Registry House Price Indices to establish the percentage level of 

increase in the residential market since the beginning of 2021.  This demonstrates the following 

movement in the residential market since January 2021:- 

 

It is demonstrated above that between January 2021 and November 2021 Flats and Maisonettes on 

average increased in value by 4.11% and Terraced Houses on average increased in value by 4.64%.  

However, the Land Registry House Price Index is lagging behind slightly and does not yet include data for 

December 2021 and January 2022.   
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Having assessed marketing prices for new developments in Welwyn Hatfield together with the 

comparable evidence provided by Countrywide for nearby schemes, we consider that, alongside the 

above Land Registry Data the Gross Development Value asserted by Countrywide may be slightly low.   

We have therefore added an increase in value of 5.5% in order to also allow for any further market 

increases since November 2021 and we have therefore adopted a residential Gross Development Value 

of £100,327,164 (£491 psf) and consider this to be reflective of the current values achievable for the 

proposed scheme. 

Commercial 

Within our original Viability Appraisal and Report we inadvertently omitted to include a value for the 

Commercial element of the scheme.  This omission was corrected by Aspinall Verdi within their Financial 

Viability Assessment of February 2021. 

It is well publicised that the Retail Sector has suffered exponentially over the last nearly 2 years due to 

the Covid-19 Pandemic and we have therefore, not sought to up-date the value that Aspinall Verdi 

adopted as we consider that this area of the market remains similar to that from February 2021. 

We have therefore adopted the same level of value as that adopted in February 2021, valuing the rental 

level of the proposed commercial/retail unit at £16.92 psf, capitalised at 7%, equating to a total 

capitalised value of £266,094. 

3. Build Costs 

Aspinall Verdi’s appointed Quantity Surveyor, Concert, was broadly in agreement with the build costs 

assessed and adopted by HG Group, and in fact considered them to be slightly understated, although 

Aspinall Verdi adopted HG Group’s asserted build cost figure of £61,530,132 (£181.58 psf) including 

contingency. 

In assessing the current build costs we have consulted the BCIS Indices to establish the level of 

movement in costs that has taken place between January 2021 and the current day for the construction 

of flats and terraced housing.  We attach at Appendix B the BCIS Average Cost Indices rebased to 

Welwyn Hatfield as published on 1st January 2021 and another as published on 29th January 2022.  These 

show Mean build costs at:- 
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    As at 01.01.2021 As at 29.01.2022   Increase 

Flats Generally   £1,598/m2  £1,702/m2   6.5% 

Estate Housing Terraced £1,399/m2  £1,488/m2   6.3% 

We have also consulted the BCIS Private Housing Construction Price Index #861 which shows the 

increase in build costs that have taken place overall during the course of 2021.  This is also attached at 

Appendix B and demonstrates a total increase in build costs across 2021 of 8.7%. 

In consultation with HG Group we have discussed the price increases that have been published, together 

with those being experienced by them and they consider an increase in build costs of 7% to be 

appropriate.   

As set out within HG Group’s up-dated Build Cost Schedule for the proposed scheme (Appendix C), they 

have therefore adopted an increase in build costs of 7% which now total £65,195,775 and we have 

adopted this figure within our appraisal. 

 
4. Section 106 Contributions 
 
As stated within our Viability Appraisal and Report of 14th January 2021 Section 106 costs had not yet 
been calculated and therefore these were not yet included within our appraisal. 
 
However, we have now received confirmation that Section 106 Costs are required as follows:- 
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Indoor Sport Contributions   £    210,429 
Athletics Track Improvements   £    194,417 
Waste Collection and Recycling   £      22,334 
Primary Education    £    872,102 
Secondary Education    £    138,694 
Childcare     £      12,200 
Youth Services     £        3,668 
Library Services     £      31,952 
Waste Services     £      35,902 
NHS – General Medical Services   £    204,612 
NHS – Mental Health    £      58,306 
NHS – Community Healthcare   £      52,607 
S106 Monitoring Fee    £        5,000 
Bus Service Improvement   £    100,000 
South Central Growth & Transport Plan  £      92,772 
Travel Plan Monitoring    £        6,000 
 
Total:      £2,040,995 
 
We have therefore now included this cost within our appraisal. 
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5. Up-dated Viability Position 
 
We set out below a schedule of the inputs included within our appraisal, a full copy of which is attached 
at Appendix D 
 

Gross Development Value Residential:  £100,327,164 (full private sale) 
Commercial: £266,094 

Acquisition Costs Agent Fee:  1% 
Legal Fee: 0.8% 
SDLT: £289,500 (2% of £150,000 - £250,000 
                              5% of above £250,000) 

Construction Costs (inc 
contingency) 

£65,195,775 

Section 106 Costs £2,040,995 

Professional Fees 6% of Build Cost 

Sales, Marketing & Legal Costs 3% of GDV 

Commercial Sales & Legal Costs 2% of GDV 

Development Timetable Pre-construction:        8 months 
Construction:             24 months 
Sales:                           29 months 
 
Allowing for 40% off-plan sales with the 
remaining 60% to be sold at 6 units/month. 

Interest Rate 6.75% 

Developer’s Profit Residential:    17.5% of GDV 
Commercial:   15% of GDV 
 
Blended Profit: 17.49% 

Residual Land Value £1,576,922 

Less Existing Use Value £6,000,000 

Deficit -£4,423,078 

Adjusted Developer’s Profit £13,170,683 (13.09% of GDV) 
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6. Conclusion 
 
It is therefore clear that whilst the Appellant is prepared to continue to offer an on-site affordable 
housing contribution of 10% of the units for Shared Ownership, the proposed scheme remains in deficit 
by -£4,423,078 with an adjusted Developer’s Profit of 13.09% on the basis of a fully private sale scheme.  
Therefore, the scheme cannot viably support the provision of any element of affordable housing, nor 
any other tenure of affordable unit as this would increase the deficit further. 
 
 
 

      
         
PETRINA J FROUD     MICHAEL DARROCH  BSc(Hons) MRICS 
Senior Development & Viability Surveyor  RICS Registered Valuer 
FOR KEMPTON CARR CROFT    FOR KEMPTON CARR CROFT 
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constitute legal, financial or other advice. The use of this document is at your own risk, and you should not use or rely upon 
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the purpose set out in the Engagement Letter and must not be used or relied upon by any other person or for any other 

purpose. The Report shall not be disclosed or published without CEA’s prior written approval. CEA and its affiliates (and any 

of their respective directors, officers, agents, contractors, interns, suppliers and employees) will not be liable for any 

damages, losses or causes of action of any nature arising from any use, reliance or reference of this Report.’ 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The below table provides the summary of suggested prices per house type for the development 

at Broadwater Gardens, Welwyn Garden City, AL7 3AX. 

We have undertaken a data-led approach utilising Countrywide proprietary and public data sets, 

Land Registry price paid data, EPC, Countrywide Surveying. 

The following pages provide the methodology, charts, and commentary that support the table 

below. 
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BROADWATER GARDENS, AL7 3AX 

PRICING SCHEDULE: 

For the proposed development of 289 units, we have suggested a range between £458 ser sq. ft. 

and £480 per sq.ft. The scheme comprises of 281 flats and 8 townhouses.  

Please see attached schedule for the unit breakdown. 

Summary at a total of £480 per sq. ft.: 

Source: EPC/Land Registry/Countrywide Research 

Summary at a total of £458 per sq. ft.: 

Source: EPC/Land Registry/Countrywide Research 

Please see supporting document for full price schedule. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Totals including Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium 

of 10%
Baseline Price Floor  Premium

Town Hou

se  

Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £465 £328,397 £11,269 £339,028 £480

TOTAL (incl. parking) 289 18,977 204,287 £94,906,793 £2,941,330 -£684,131 £97,978,993

Car Parking Spaces -

163 £5,000 £815,000

Totals excluding Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium 

of 10%
Baseline Price Floor  Premium

Town Hou

se  

Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £465 £328,397 £11,269 £336,208 £476

TOTAL 289 18,977 204,287 £94,906,793 £2,941,330 -£684,131 £97,163,993

Totals including Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium of 

5%
Baseline Price

Floor  

Premium

Town Hous

e  Discount

Overall Selling

  Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £443 £313,470 £10,757 £323,745 £458

TOTAL (incl. parking) 289 18,977 204,287 £90,592,848 £2,807,634 -£653,034 £93,562,448

Car Parking Spaces -

163 £5,000 £815,000

Totals excluding Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium of 

5%
Baseline Price

Floor  

Premium

Town Hous

e  Discount

Overall Selling

  Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £443 £313,470 £10,757 £320,925 £454

TOTAL 289 18,977 204,287 £90,592,848 £2,807,634 -£653,034 £92,747,448
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METHODOLOGY: 

We have based the pricing from two aspects: Data analysis and current market listings. 

Market Listings: 

Selecting from Rightmove's current market listings produces the list below. Collectively this 

produces an asking price of £469 per sq. ft. Theodores Place is the common listed product and 

provides an asking price of £468 per sq. ft. 

 

Data analysis: 

By utilising Countrywide proprietary and public data sets, Land Registry price paid data, EPC, 

Countrywide Surveying, we have analysed all completed sales transactions within a one-mile 

radius of Broadwater Gardens, AL7 3AX.  

Within a mile radius, there are over 750 postcodes. Our analysis considers a mile radius to ensure 

we collect a robust volume of data to analyse and summarise. 

The map below shows the site location, along with a mile radius. 

Development
Asking 

Price
Sq. Ft.

£ per sq. 

ft.
PC

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £515,000 1058 £487 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £500,000 1068 £468 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £480,000 1041 £461 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £475,000 1005 £473 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £425,000 915 £464 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £385,000 881 £437 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £360,000 818 £440 AL8 6NQ

Bessemer Road, Hertforshire, Welwyn Garden City, AL7 1HW £350,000 818 £428 AL7 1HW

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £350,000 802 £436 AL8 6NQ

Duchess Court, Welwyn Garden City £340,000 728 £467 AL7 4FP

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £340,000 731 £465 AL8 6NQ

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £335,000 652 £514 AL8 6NQ

Duchess Court, Welwyn Garden City £335,000 597 £561 AL7 4FP

Theodores Place, Stonehills, Welwyn Garden City £320,000 619 £517 AL8 6NQ

Bridge Road East, Welwyn Garden City £260,000 566 £459 AL7 1JR

£5,770,000 12299 £469
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It is worth noting that since Dec 2020, the flat market has grown by 4.7% for Welwyn & Hatfield. 

And since Jun 19 (as many new builds were recorded in this year), the flat market has only 

grown by 4.6%. 

The following table shows new-build developments within 0.5-mile radius and their achieved £ 

per sq. ft. Collectively, these transactions accounted for 95% of the new builds, i.e., 273. 

According to our analysis, the average £ per sq. ft. achieved across these developments were: 

 

 

 

 

Development
£ per sq. 

ft.
Sales Period

Vol. of 

sales

Griffin Place £426 Nov 19 to Dec 20 24

Trinity House £302 Jun 20 to Aug 20 38

Mercury House £521 Jul 19 to Aug 20 41

Chrysler House £434 Apr 19 to Jan 20 82

Waldorf House £426 Jan 19 to Jul 21 45

Woolworth House £430 Sep 19 to Dec 19 29

Bridge Road East £400 Dec 19 to Oct 20 8

Birkin Court £401 Feb 19 to May 19 6

1 mile  

At the time of writing 

there were no new-

build housing 

transactions in 2021. 

There were 79 flat 

transactions in 2020 

and 208 flat 

transactions in 2019.  

Therefore, we have 

considered the years 

2019, 2020 to 

understand a baseline 

new build £ per sq. ft. 
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Example of individual transactions: Below are a sample of new-build transactions used to make 

up our analysis. 

Property type: Flat 

    

Address Year Sold Sold Price Sq. Ft. 
Price per sq. 

ft. 

Flat 54 Chrysler House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GS 2LQ 31/01/2020 367024 936 £392 

Flat 89 Chrysler House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GS 2LQ 31/01/2020 346467 818 £424 

Flat 90 Chrysler House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GS 2LQ 31/01/2020 346467 818 £424 

Flat 7 Chrysler House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GS 2LQ 31/01/2020 367023 936 £392 

Flat 55 Chrysler House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GS 2LQ 31/01/2020 360626 721 £500 

Flat 12 Mercury House, Hertfordshire AL7 3FB  24/04/2020 252500 517 £489 

Flat 13 Mercury House, Hertfordshire AL7 3FB 2LQ 21/02/2020 245000 538 £455 

Flat 5 Mercury House, Hertfordshire AL7 3FB 2LQ 11/02/2020 250000 549 £455 

Flat 24 Mercury House, Hertfordshire AL7 3FB 2LQ 07/02/2020 242500 538 £451 

Flat 3 Mercury House, Hertfordshire AL7 3FB 2LQ 06/01/2020 230000 549 £419 

Flat 37 Trinity House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GP  28/08/2020 330512 775 £426 

Flat 35 Trinity House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GP  28/08/2020 125671 549 £229 

Flat 34 Trinity House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GP  28/08/2020 233034 549 £425 

Flat 28 Trinity House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GP  31/07/2020 328008 797 £412 

Flat 4 Trinity House, Hertfordshire AL7 1GP  30/06/2020 125671 549 £229 

Flat 32 Griffin Place, Hertfordshire AL7 3FD  18/09/2020 285000 646 £441 

Flat 21 Griffin Place, Hertfordshire AL7 3FD  18/09/2020 267500 624 £428 

Flat 28 Griffin Place, Hertfordshire AL7 3FD  15/09/2020 255000 624 £408 
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Flat 16 Griffin Place, Hertfordshire AL7 3FD  04/09/2020 272500 603 £452 

Flat 33 Griffin Place, Hertfordshire AL7 3FD  03/09/2020 280000 646 £434 

In producing the suggested selling price, we have analysed the total 1074 sales transactions 

(between 2019, 2020 and 2021 to date) and grouped these by square footage to understand £ 

per sq. ft. for both new-build (vol. of 287) and second-hand (vol. of 787) properties. We have then 

used the related new build £ per sq. ft. and applied this according to the related product type 

per the pricing schedule. 

For example,  

- A 3B5P is in the range of 926 to 1010 square foot.  

- According to our analysis, new build £ per sq. ft evidence ranges from £409 to £420 and 

across this range the average is £412 per sq. ft.  

- This has been applied to this product type along with a 5% and 10% new build premium. 

Please note, the floor premium has been calculated and incorporated separately.  

- Therefore, for this product type, the £ per sq. ft. under a 5% premium ranges from £432 to 

£458, and under a 10% premium, the range is between £453 per sq. ft. and £480 per sq. ft. 

The following tables are summaries of our residential market analysis. 

As there were only ‘flat’ transactions, the overall new build premium versus the second-hand 

market was -3%. As mentioned, 95% of new build flats were accounted for within a 0.5-mile 

radius. For completeness, we have added the second-hand transactions to understand the £ 

per sq. ft. across these property types within the mile radius. 

These new-build flat sales related to £422 per sq. ft. 

Figure 1: New Build sales transactions 

2021/20/19
New Build 

proportion of sales

New Build price per 

sq. ft.

Premium versus 

second-hand 

market

Average size of new 

build property (sq. 

ft.)

Detached 0% n/a n/a 1247

Semi-detached 0% n/a n/a 1318

Terraced 0% n/a n/a 1375

Flat 100% £422 -3% 696

Total 287 £422 -11% 757  
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Map of new buil developmens within a 0.5 mile radius and their respective £ per sq. ft. 

 

As mentioned, we analysed 1074 sales transactions, of which 787 related to the second-hand 

market. In particular, there were 238 second-hand flat sales at an average of £435 per sq. ft. We 

have not used the second-hand price as a basis as they are all located outside of 0.5 mile and 

thus not direct comparables. 

Figure 2: Second-hand sales transactions 

 

 

 

2021/20/19
Proportion of second-

hand sales

Second-hand price per 

sq. ft.

Average size of second-

hand property (sq. ft.)

Detached 9% £628 1379

Semi-detached 22% £482 1047

Terraced 39% £435 911

Flat 30% £435 644

Total 787 £472 941

Broadwater Gardens is 

adjacent to Griffin Place 

(in understanding current 

price) and overlooks a 

railway line which could 

discourage some buyers. 

Please note: 

Developments Trinity 

House, Chrysler House, 

Waldorf House, Woolworth 

House, Birkin Court, Griffin 

House and Mercury House 

are based upon achieved 

sales. 

Bessemer Court, Bridge 

Road East, Theodores 

Place are based upon 

advertised sales. 



 

9 | P a g e  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Contact details: 

Kami Nagi, Director, Research Consultancy 

Countrywide House, 6 Caldecotte Lake Business Park, 

Caldecotte Lake Drive, Caldecotte, 

Milton Keynes, MK7 8JT. 

 

M: +44 (0) 7526 915 105 

E: kami.nagi@countrywide.co.uk 



Broadwater Gardens, AL7 3AX Premium of 5% Premium of 10%

Suggested Pricing, January 2022

Totals including Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium of 

5%
Baseline Price

Floor  

Premium

Town House

  Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Premium 

of 10%
Baseline Price Floor  Premium

Town Hou

se  

Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £443 £313,470 £10,757 £323,745 £458 £465 £328,397 £11,269 £339,028 £480

TOTAL (incl. parking) 289 18,977 204,287 £90,592,848 £2,807,634 -£653,034 £93,562,448 £94,906,793 £2,941,330 -£684,131 £97,978,993

Car Parking Spaces -

163 £5,000 £815,000 £815,000

Totals excluding Car Parking Spaces Units Size M2 Size FT2

Existing Ne

w Build 

Baseline

Premium of 

5%
Baseline Price

Floor  

Premium

Town House

  Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Premium 

of 10%
Baseline Price Floor  Premium

Town Hou

se  

Discount

Overall Selling  

Price
£psf

Average 66 707 £422 £443 £313,470 £10,757 £320,925 £454 £465 £328,397 £11,269 £336,208 £476

TOTAL 289 18,977 204,287 £90,592,848 £2,807,634 -£653,034 £92,747,448 £94,906,793 £2,941,330 -£684,131 £97,163,993

Apartment 

No.
Floor

Type e.g 1-

bed
Category e.g 2B/4P Size M2 Size FT2

Current 

New Build 

Property 

Baseline

Newbuild 

Premium 

(5%)

£psf

New Build 

Price

Floor  

Premium 

(1%)

Town House

 Discount 

(12.5%)

Overall Selling 

Price
£psf

Newbuild 

Premium 

(10%)

£psf

New Build 

Price

Floor  Premium 

(1%)

Town Hou

se Discoun

t (12.5%)

Overall Selling 

Price
£psf

A001 0 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £320,849 £458 £480 £336,128 £336,128 £480

A002 0 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £351,369 £459 £481 £368,100 £368,100 £481

A003 0 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £340,078 £440 £461 £356,272 £356,272 £461

A004 0 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £354,156 £440 £461 £371,020 £371,020 £461

A005 0 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £359,430 £433 £453 £376,545 £376,545 £453

A006 0 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £268,205 £431 £452 £280,977 £280,977 £452

A007 0 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £419,330 £432 £453 £439,298 £439,298 £453

A008 0 2B 2B4P 80.0 861 £419 £440 £378,793 £378,793 £440 £461 £396,831 £396,831 £461

B001 0 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £327,485 £459 £481 £343,079 £343,079 £481

B002 0 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £331,279 £440 £461 £347,054 £347,054 £461

B003 0 1B 1B2P 50.1 539 £411 £431 £232,415 £232,415 £431 £452 £243,483 £243,483 £452

B004 0 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £318,299 £459 £481 £333,456 £333,456 £481

B005 0 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £327,725 £458 £480 £343,331 £343,331 £480

B006 0 2B 2B4P 78.4 844 £419 £440 £371,314 £371,314 £440 £461 £388,995 £388,995 £461

C001 0 1B 1B2P 54.9 591 £411 £431 £254,838 £254,838 £431 £452 £266,973 £266,973 £452

C002 0 1B 1B2P WCH 71.1 765 £437 £458 £350,642 £350,642 £458 £480 £367,340 £367,340 £480

C003 0 2B 2B3P WCH 78.3 843 £409 £430 £362,197 £362,197 £430 £450 £379,444 £379,444 £450

C004 0 2B 2B3P 65.8 708 £437 £459 £325,188 £325,188 £459 £481 £340,673 £340,673 £481

C005 0 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £311,868 £459 £481 £326,719 £326,719 £481

C006 0 1B 1B2P WCH 69.9 752 £437 £458 £344,684 £344,684 £458 £480 £361,097 £361,097 £480

D001 0 0B 0B1P STUDIO 43.1 464 £422 £443 £205,596 £205,596 £443 £464 £215,386 £215,386 £464

D002 0 1B 1B2P 52.0 560 £411 £431 £241,471 £241,471 £431 £452 £252,969 £252,969 £452

D003 0 1B 1B2P WCH 74.1 798 £437 £458 £365,768 £365,768 £458 £480 £383,186 £383,186 £480

D004 0 1B 1B2P 53.7 578 £411 £431 £249,232 £249,232 £431 £452 £261,100 £261,100 £452

D005 0 1B 1B2P WCH 70.7 761 £437 £458 £348,809 £348,809 £458 £480 £365,419 £365,419 £480

D006 0 2B 2B3P WCH 83.1 894 £409 £430 £384,109 £384,109 £430 £450 £402,400 £402,400 £450

E001 0 1B 1B2P 52.9 569 £411 £431 £245,351 £245,351 £431 £452 £257,035 £257,035 £452

E002 0 1B 1B2P 53.5 576 £411 £431 £248,370 £248,370 £431 £452 £260,197 £260,197 £452

A101 1 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £3,208 £324,058 £463 £480 £336,128 £3,361 £339,489 £485

A102 1 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £3,514 £354,882 £464 £481 £368,100 £3,681 £371,781 £486

A103 1 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £3,401 £343,478 £444 £461 £356,272 £3,563 £359,835 £466

A104 1 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £3,542 £357,697 £444 £461 £371,020 £3,710 £374,731 £466

A105 1 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £3,594 £363,024 £437 £453 £376,545 £3,765 £380,311 £458

A106 1 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £2,682 £270,887 £436 £452 £280,977 £2,810 £283,786 £456

Accommodation Summary



A107 1 3B 3B5P 90.3 972 £412 £432 £420,194 £4,202 £424,396 £437 £453 £440,204 £4,402 £444,606 £457

A108 1 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £2,665 £269,145 £436 £452 £279,170 £2,792 £281,961 £456

A109 1 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £2,406 £243,014 £436 £452 £252,066 £2,521 £254,586 £456

A110 1 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £3,634 £367,029 £444 £461 £380,699 £3,807 £384,506 £466

B101 1 3B 3B4P 78.2 842 £412 £433 £364,187 £3,642 £367,829 £437 £453 £381,530 £3,815 £385,345 £458

B102 1 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £3,313 £334,592 £444 £461 £347,054 £3,471 £350,524 £466

B103 1 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £1,772 £179,010 £448 £464 £185,677 £1,857 £187,534 £469

B104 1 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £2,350 £237,353 £436 £452 £246,193 £2,462 £248,655 £456

B105 1 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £2,341 £236,482 £436 £452 £245,290 £2,453 £247,743 £456

B106 1 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £3,169 £320,090 £464 £481 £332,012 £3,320 £335,332 £486

B107 1 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £3,277 £331,002 £463 £480 £343,331 £3,433 £346,764 £485

B108 1 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £2,406 £243,014 £436 £452 £252,066 £2,521 £254,586 £456

B109 1 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £3,634 £367,029 £444 £461 £380,699 £3,807 £384,506 £466

C101 1 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £3,183 £321,482 £464 £481 £333,456 £3,335 £336,790 £486

C102 1 2B 2B4P 71.6 771 £419 £440 £339,198 £3,392 £342,590 £444 £461 £355,350 £3,554 £358,904 £466

C103 1 2B 2B3P 61.6 663 £437 £459 £304,519 £3,045 £307,565 £464 £481 £319,020 £3,190 £322,211 £486

C104 1 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £3,119 £314,987 £464 £481 £326,719 £3,267 £329,986 £486

C105 1 1B 1B2P 51.2 551 £411 £431 £237,590 £2,376 £239,966 £436 £452 £248,904 £2,489 £251,393 £456

C106 1 2B 2B4P 69.9 752 £419 £440 £330,839 £3,308 £334,147 £444 £461 £346,593 £3,466 £350,059 £466

C107 1 1B 1B2P WCH 65.2 702 £437 £458 £321,766 £3,218 £324,984 £463 £480 £337,088 £3,371 £340,459 £485

C108 1 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £2,333 £235,611 £436 £452 £244,386 £2,444 £246,830 £456

D101 1 1B 1B2P WCH 65.3 703 £437 £458 £322,224 £3,222 £325,447 £463 £480 £337,568 £3,376 £340,944 £485

D102 1 2B 2B3P 63.5 684 £437 £459 £314,165 £3,142 £317,307 £464 £481 £329,125 £3,291 £332,416 £486

D103 1 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £2,410 £243,450 £436 £452 £252,518 £2,525 £255,043 £456

D104 1 2B 2B4P 74.1 798 £419 £440 £351,076 £3,511 £354,587 £444 £461 £367,794 £3,678 £371,472 £466

D105 1 1B 1B2P 53.7 578 £411 £431 £249,232 £2,492 £251,725 £436 £452 £261,100 £2,611 £263,711 £456

D106 1 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £2,410 £243,450 £436 £452 £252,518 £2,525 £255,043 £456

D107 1 2B 2B4P 74.3 800 £419 £440 £351,956 £3,520 £355,476 £444 £461 £368,716 £3,687 £372,403 £466

D108 1 1B 1B2P 51.7 556 £411 £431 £239,746 £2,397 £242,143 £436 £452 £251,162 £2,512 £253,674 £456

E101 1 1B 1B2P 52.0 560 £411 £431 £241,471 £2,415 £243,885 £436 £452 £252,969 £2,530 £255,499 £456

E102 1 1B 1B2P 50.8 547 £411 £431 £235,865 £2,359 £238,224 £436 £452 £247,097 £2,471 £249,568 £456

E103 1 3B 3B4P 81.2 874 £412 £433 £378,028 £3,780 £381,809 £437 £453 £396,030 £3,960 £399,990 £458

F101 1 3B 3B5P 93.7 1009 £412 £432 £436,190 £4,362 £440,551 £437 £453 £456,960 £4,570 £461,530 £457

F102 1 2B 2B4P 70.6 760 £419 £440 £334,358 £3,344 £337,702 £444 £461 £350,280 £3,503 £353,783 £466

A201 2 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £6,417 £327,266 £468 £480 £336,128 £6,723 £342,850 £490

A202 2 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £7,027 £358,396 £468 £481 £368,100 £7,362 £375,462 £491

A203 2 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £6,802 £346,879 £449 £461 £356,272 £7,125 £363,397 £470

A204 2 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £7,083 £361,239 £449 £461 £371,020 £7,420 £378,441 £470

A205 2 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £7,189 £366,618 £441 £453 £376,545 £7,531 £384,076 £462

A206 2 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £5,364 £273,569 £440 £452 £280,977 £5,620 £286,596 £461

A207 2 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £8,387 £427,716 £441 £453 £439,298 £8,786 £448,084 £462

A208 2 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £5,330 £271,810 £440 £452 £279,170 £5,583 £284,753 £461

A209 2 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £4,812 £245,420 £440 £452 £252,066 £5,041 £257,107 £461

A210 2 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £7,268 £370,663 £449 £461 £380,699 £7,614 £388,313 £470

B201 2 3B 3B4P 78.2 842 £412 £433 £364,187 £7,284 £371,471 £441 £453 £381,530 £7,631 £389,160 £462

B202 2 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £6,626 £337,904 £449 £461 £347,054 £6,941 £353,995 £470

B203 2 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £3,545 £180,782 £452 £464 £185,677 £3,714 £189,391 £473

B204 2 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £4,700 £239,703 £440 £452 £246,193 £4,924 £251,117 £461

B205 2 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £4,683 £238,823 £440 £452 £245,290 £4,906 £250,196 £461

B206 2 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £6,338 £323,259 £468 £481 £332,012 £6,640 £338,652 £491

B207 2 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £6,554 £334,279 £468 £480 £343,331 £6,867 £350,197 £490

B208 2 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £4,812 £245,420 £440 £452 £252,066 £5,041 £257,107 £461

B209 2 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £7,268 £370,663 £449 £461 £380,699 £7,614 £388,313 £470

C201 2 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £6,366 £324,665 £468 £481 £333,456 £6,669 £340,125 £491

C202 2 2B 2B4P 71.6 771 £419 £440 £339,198 £6,784 £345,982 £449 £461 £355,350 £7,107 £362,457 £470

C203 2 2B 2B3P 61.6 663 £437 £459 £304,519 £6,090 £310,610 £468 £481 £319,020 £6,380 £325,401 £491

C204 2 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £6,237 £318,106 £468 £481 £326,719 £6,534 £333,254 £491

C205 2 1B 1B2P 51.2 551 £411 £431 £237,590 £4,752 £242,342 £440 £452 £248,904 £4,978 £253,882 £461



C206 2 2B 2B4P 69.9 752 £419 £440 £330,839 £6,617 £337,456 £449 £461 £346,593 £6,932 £353,525 £470

C207 2 1B 1B2P WCH 65.2 702 £437 £458 £321,766 £6,435 £328,201 £468 £480 £337,088 £6,742 £343,830 £490

C208 2 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £4,666 £237,943 £440 £452 £244,386 £4,888 £249,274 £461

D201 2 1B 1B2P WCH 65.3 703 £437 £458 £322,224 £6,444 £328,669 £468 £480 £337,568 £6,751 £344,320 £490

D202 2 2B 2B3P 63.5 684 £437 £459 £314,165 £6,283 £320,448 £468 £481 £329,125 £6,583 £335,708 £491

D203 2 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £4,821 £245,860 £440 £452 £252,518 £5,050 £257,568 £461

D204 2 2B 2B4P 74.1 798 £419 £440 £351,076 £7,022 £358,098 £449 £461 £367,794 £7,356 £375,150 £470

D205 2 1B 1B2P 53.7 578 £411 £431 £249,232 £4,985 £254,217 £440 £452 £261,100 £5,222 £266,322 £461

D206 2 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £4,821 £245,860 £440 £452 £252,518 £5,050 £257,568 £461

D207 2 2B 2B4P 74.3 800 £419 £440 £351,956 £7,039 £358,995 £449 £461 £368,716 £7,374 £376,090 £470

D208 2 1B 1B2P 51.7 556 £411 £431 £239,746 £4,795 £244,541 £440 £452 £251,162 £5,023 £256,186 £461

E201 2 2B 2B4P 70.3 757 £419 £440 £333,039 £6,661 £339,699 £449 £461 £348,898 £6,978 £355,875 £470

E202 2 2B 2B4P 74.0 797 £419 £440 £350,636 £7,013 £357,649 £449 £461 £367,333 £7,347 £374,680 £470

E203 2 1B 1B2P 50.8 547 £411 £431 £235,865 £4,717 £240,582 £440 £452 £247,097 £4,942 £252,039 £461

E204 2 2B 2B3P 63.3 681 £437 £459 £312,787 £6,256 £319,043 £468 £481 £327,682 £6,554 £334,235 £491

E205 2 2B 2B3P 64.0 689 £437 £459 £316,461 £6,329 £322,791 £468 £481 £331,531 £6,631 £338,162 £491

E206 2 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £6,550 £334,034 £468 £481 £343,079 £6,862 £349,941 £491

F201 2 2B 2B4P 70.2 756 £419 £440 £332,599 £6,652 £339,251 £449 £461 £348,437 £6,969 £355,405 £470

F202 2 2B 2B4P 70.6 760 £419 £440 £334,358 £6,687 £341,046 £449 £461 £350,280 £7,006 £357,286 £470

A301 3 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £9,625 £330,475 £472 £480 £336,128 £10,084 £346,212 £495

A302 3 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £10,541 £361,910 £473 £481 £368,100 £11,043 £379,143 £496

A303 3 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £10,202 £350,280 £453 £461 £356,272 £10,688 £366,960 £475

A304 3 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £10,625 £364,781 £453 £461 £371,020 £11,131 £382,151 £475

A305 3 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £10,783 £370,212 £446 £453 £376,545 £11,296 £387,842 £467

A306 3 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £8,046 £276,251 £444 £452 £280,977 £8,429 £289,406 £465

A307 3 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £12,580 £431,910 £445 £453 £439,298 £13,179 £452,477 £466

A308 3 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £7,994 £274,475 £444 £452 £279,170 £8,375 £287,545 £465

A309 3 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £7,218 £247,826 £444 £452 £252,066 £7,562 £259,628 £465

A310 3 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £10,902 £374,297 £453 £461 £380,699 £11,421 £392,120 £475

B301 3 3B 3B4P 78.2 842 £412 £433 £364,187 £10,926 £375,113 £446 £453 £381,530 £11,446 £392,976 £467

B302 3 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £9,938 £341,217 £453 £461 £347,054 £10,412 £357,466 £475

B303 3 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £5,317 £182,555 £456 £464 £185,677 £5,570 £191,248 £478

B304 3 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £7,050 £242,053 £444 £452 £246,193 £7,386 £253,579 £465

B305 3 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £7,024 £241,164 £444 £452 £245,290 £7,359 £252,649 £465

B306 3 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £9,508 £326,428 £473 £481 £332,012 £9,960 £341,973 £496

B307 3 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £9,832 £337,556 £472 £480 £343,331 £10,300 £353,630 £495

B308 3 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £7,218 £247,826 £444 £452 £252,066 £7,562 £259,628 £465

B309 3 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £10,902 £374,297 £453 £461 £380,699 £11,421 £392,120 £475

C301 3 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £9,549 £327,848 £473 £481 £333,456 £10,004 £343,459 £496

C302 3 2B 2B4P 71.6 771 £419 £440 £339,198 £10,176 £349,374 £453 £461 £355,350 £10,661 £366,011 £475

C303 3 2B 2B3P 61.6 663 £437 £459 £304,519 £9,136 £313,655 £473 £481 £319,020 £9,571 £328,591 £496

C304 3 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £9,356 £321,224 £473 £481 £326,719 £9,802 £336,521 £496

C305 3 1B 1B2P 51.2 551 £411 £431 £237,590 £7,128 £244,718 £444 £452 £248,904 £7,467 £256,371 £465

C306 3 2B 2B4P 69.9 752 £419 £440 £330,839 £9,925 £340,764 £453 £461 £346,593 £10,398 £356,991 £475

C307 3 1B 1B2P WCH 65.2 702 £437 £458 £321,766 £9,653 £331,419 £472 £480 £337,088 £10,113 £347,201 £495

C308 3 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £6,998 £240,276 £444 £452 £244,386 £7,332 £251,718 £465

D301 3 1B 1B2P WCH 65.3 703 £437 £458 £322,224 £9,667 £331,891 £472 £480 £337,568 £10,127 £347,695 £495

D302 3 2B 2B3P 63.5 684 £437 £459 £314,165 £9,425 £323,590 £473 £481 £329,125 £9,874 £338,999 £496

D303 3 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £7,231 £248,271 £444 £452 £252,518 £7,576 £260,093 £465

D304 3 2B 2B4P 74.1 798 £419 £440 £351,076 £10,532 £361,609 £453 £461 £367,794 £11,034 £378,828 £475

D305 3 1B 1B2P 53.7 578 £411 £431 £249,232 £7,477 £256,709 £444 £452 £261,100 £7,833 £268,933 £465

D306 3 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £7,231 £248,271 £444 £452 £252,518 £7,576 £260,093 £465

D307 3 2B 2B4P 74.3 800 £419 £440 £351,956 £10,559 £362,515 £453 £461 £368,716 £11,061 £379,777 £475

D308 3 1B 1B2P 51.7 556 £411 £431 £239,746 £7,192 £246,938 £444 £452 £251,162 £7,535 £258,697 £465

E301 3 2B 2B4P 70.3 757 £419 £440 £333,039 £9,991 £343,030 £453 £461 £348,898 £10,467 £359,364 £475

E302 3 2B 2B4P 74.0 797 £419 £440 £350,636 £10,519 £361,155 £453 £461 £367,333 £11,020 £378,353 £475

E303 3 1B 1B2P 50.8 547 £411 £431 £235,865 £7,076 £242,941 £444 £452 £247,097 £7,413 £254,510 £465

E304 3 2B 2B3P 63.3 681 £437 £459 £312,787 £9,384 £322,171 £473 £481 £327,682 £9,830 £337,512 £496



E305 3 2B 2B3P 64.0 689 £437 £459 £316,461 £9,494 £325,955 £473 £481 £331,531 £9,946 £341,477 £496

E306 3 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £9,825 £337,309 £473 £481 £343,079 £10,292 £353,372 £496

F301 3 3B 3B5P 93.8 1010 £412 £432 £436,622 £13,099 £449,720 £445 £453 £457,413 £13,722 £471,136 £466

A401 4 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £12,834 £333,683 £477 £480 £336,128 £13,445 £349,573 £499

A402 4 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £14,055 £365,423 £478 £481 £368,100 £14,724 £382,824 £500

A403 4 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £13,603 £353,681 £458 £461 £356,272 £14,251 £370,523 £479

A404 4 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £14,166 £368,322 £458 £461 £371,020 £14,841 £385,861 £479

A405 4 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £14,377 £373,807 £450 £453 £376,545 £15,062 £391,607 £471

A406 4 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £10,728 £278,933 £448 £452 £280,977 £11,239 £292,216 £470

A407 4 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £16,773 £436,103 £450 £453 £439,298 £17,572 £456,870 £471

A408 4 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £10,659 £277,139 £448 £452 £279,170 £11,167 £290,336 £470

A409 4 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £9,624 £250,233 £448 £452 £252,066 £10,083 £262,148 £470

A410 4 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £14,536 £377,931 £458 £461 £380,699 £15,228 £395,927 £479

B401 4 3B 3B4P 78.2 842 £412 £433 £364,187 £14,567 £378,755 £450 £453 £381,530 £15,261 £396,791 £471

B402 4 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £13,251 £344,530 £458 £461 £347,054 £13,882 £360,936 £479

B403 4 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £7,090 £184,327 £461 £464 £185,677 £7,427 £193,105 £483

B404 4 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £9,400 £244,403 £448 £452 £246,193 £9,848 £256,041 £470

B405 4 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £9,366 £243,506 £448 £452 £245,290 £9,812 £255,101 £470

B406 4 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £12,677 £329,598 £478 £481 £332,012 £13,280 £345,293 £500

B407 4 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £13,109 £340,834 £477 £480 £343,331 £13,733 £357,064 £499

B408 4 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £9,624 £250,233 £448 £452 £252,066 £10,083 £262,148 £470

B409 4 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £14,536 £377,931 £458 £461 £380,699 £15,228 £395,927 £479

C401 4 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £12,732 £331,031 £478 £481 £333,456 £13,338 £346,794 £500

C402 4 2B 2B4P 71.6 771 £419 £440 £339,198 £13,568 £352,766 £458 £461 £355,350 £14,214 £369,564 £479

C403 4 2B 2B3P 61.6 663 £437 £459 £304,519 £12,181 £316,700 £478 £481 £319,020 £12,761 £331,781 £500

C404 4 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £12,475 £324,343 £478 £481 £326,719 £13,069 £339,788 £500

C405 4 1B 1B2P 51.2 551 £411 £431 £237,590 £9,504 £247,093 £448 £452 £248,904 £9,956 £258,860 £470

C406 4 2B 2B4P 69.9 752 £419 £440 £330,839 £13,234 £344,072 £458 £461 £346,593 £13,864 £360,457 £479

C407 4 1B 1B2P WCH 65.2 702 £437 £458 £321,766 £12,871 £334,637 £477 £480 £337,088 £13,484 £350,572 £499

C408 4 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £9,331 £242,609 £448 £452 £244,386 £9,775 £254,162 £470

D401 4 1B 1B2P WCH 65.3 703 £437 £458 £322,224 £12,889 £335,113 £477 £480 £337,568 £13,503 £351,071 £499

D402 4 2B 2B3P 63.5 684 £437 £459 £314,165 £12,567 £326,731 £478 £481 £329,125 £13,165 £342,290 £500

D403 4 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £9,642 £250,681 £448 £452 £252,518 £10,101 £262,618 £470

D404 4 2B 2B4P 74.1 798 £419 £440 £351,076 £14,043 £365,119 £458 £461 £367,794 £14,712 £382,506 £479

D405 4 1B 1B2P 53.7 578 £411 £431 £249,232 £9,969 £259,201 £448 £452 £261,100 £10,444 £271,544 £470

D406 4 1B 1B2P 51.9 559 £411 £431 £241,039 £9,642 £250,681 £448 £452 £252,518 £10,101 £262,618 £470

D407 4 2B 2B3P 74.3 800 £437 £459 £367,444 £14,698 £382,142 £478 £481 £384,942 £15,398 £400,339 £500

D408 4 1B 1B2P 51.7 556 £411 £431 £239,746 £9,590 £249,336 £448 £452 £251,162 £10,046 £261,209 £470

E401 4 2B 2B4P 70.3 757 £419 £440 £333,039 £13,322 £346,360 £458 £461 £348,898 £13,956 £362,853 £479

E402 4 2B 2B4P 74.2 799 £419 £440 £351,516 £14,061 £365,577 £458 £461 £368,255 £14,730 £382,985 £479

E403 4 1B 1B2P 50.8 547 £411 £431 £235,865 £9,435 £245,300 £448 £452 £247,097 £9,884 £256,981 £470

E404 4 2B 2B3P 63.3 681 £437 £459 £312,787 £12,511 £325,298 £478 £481 £327,682 £13,107 £340,789 £500

E405 4 2B 2B3P 64.0 689 £437 £459 £316,461 £12,658 £329,120 £478 £481 £331,531 £13,261 £344,792 £500

E406 4 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £13,099 £340,584 £478 £481 £343,079 £13,723 £356,802 £500

A501 5 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £16,042 £336,892 £481 £480 £336,128 £16,806 £352,934 £504

A502 5 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £17,568 £368,937 £482 £481 £368,100 £18,405 £386,505 £505

A503 5 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £17,004 £357,082 £462 £461 £356,272 £17,814 £374,085 £484

A504 5 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £17,708 £371,864 £462 £461 £371,020 £18,551 £389,571 £484

A505 5 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £17,971 £377,401 £454 £453 £376,545 £18,827 £395,373 £476

A506 5 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £13,410 £281,615 £453 £452 £280,977 £14,049 £295,025 £474

A507 5 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £20,966 £440,296 £454 £453 £439,298 £21,965 £461,263 £476

A508 5 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £13,324 £279,804 £453 £452 £279,170 £13,958 £293,128 £474

A509 5 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £12,030 £252,639 £453 £452 £252,066 £12,603 £264,669 £474

A510 5 2B 2B4P 76.7 826 £419 £440 £363,395 £18,170 £381,564 £462 £461 £380,699 £19,035 £399,734 £484

B501 5 3B 3B4P 78.2 842 £412 £433 £364,187 £18,209 £382,397 £454 £453 £381,530 £19,076 £400,606 £476

B502 5 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £16,564 £347,843 £462 £461 £347,054 £17,353 £364,407 £484

B503 5 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £8,862 £186,099 £465 £464 £185,677 £9,284 £194,961 £487

B504 5 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £11,750 £246,753 £453 £452 £246,193 £12,310 £258,503 £474



B505 5 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £11,707 £245,847 £453 £452 £245,290 £12,264 £257,554 £474

B506 5 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £15,846 £332,767 £482 £481 £332,012 £16,601 £348,613 £505

B507 5 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £16,386 £344,111 £481 £480 £343,331 £17,167 £360,497 £504

B508 5 1B 1B2P 51.8 558 £411 £431 £240,608 £12,030 £252,639 £453 £452 £252,066 £12,603 £264,669 £474

B509 5 2B 2B4P 76.4 822 £419 £440 £361,635 £18,082 £379,717 £462 £461 £378,856 £18,943 £397,798 £484

C501 5 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £15,915 £334,214 £482 £481 £333,456 £16,673 £350,128 £505

C502 5 2B 2B4P 71.6 771 £419 £440 £339,198 £16,960 £356,158 £462 £461 £355,350 £17,768 £373,118 £484

C503 5 2B 2B3P 61.6 663 £437 £459 £304,519 £15,226 £319,745 £482 £481 £319,020 £15,951 £334,971 £505

C504 5 2B 2B3P 63.1 679 £437 £459 £311,868 £15,593 £327,462 £482 £481 £326,719 £16,336 £343,055 £505

C505 5 1B 1B2P 51.2 551 £411 £431 £237,590 £11,879 £249,469 £453 £452 £248,904 £12,445 £261,349 £474

C506 5 2B 2B4P 69.8 751 £419 £440 £330,399 £16,520 £346,919 £462 £461 £346,132 £17,307 £363,439 £484

C507 5 1B 1B2P WCH 65.0 700 £437 £458 £320,849 £16,042 £336,892 £481 £480 £336,128 £16,806 £352,934 £504

C508 5 1B 1B2P 50.5 544 £411 £431 £234,571 £11,729 £246,300 £453 £452 £245,742 £12,287 £258,029 £474

D501 5 2B 2B3P 68.0 732 £437 £459 £336,212 £16,811 £353,022 £482 £481 £352,222 £17,611 £369,833 £505

D502 5 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.0 398 £422 £443 £176,351 £8,818 £185,169 £465 £464 £184,749 £9,237 £193,987 £487

D503 5 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £11,664 £244,942 £453 £452 £244,386 £12,219 £256,606 £474

D504 5 2B 2B4P 72.5 780 £419 £440 £343,157 £17,158 £360,315 £462 £461 £359,498 £17,975 £377,473 £484

D507 5 1B 1B2P 50.3 541 £411 £431 £233,278 £11,664 £244,942 £453 £452 £244,386 £12,219 £256,606 £474

E501 5 2B 2B4P 70.3 757 £419 £440 £333,039 £16,652 £349,690 £462 £461 £348,898 £17,445 £366,342 £484

E502 5 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £16,374 £343,859 £482 £481 £343,079 £17,154 £360,233 £505

E503 5 1B 1B2P 50.1 539 £411 £431 £232,415 £11,621 £244,036 £453 £452 £243,483 £12,174 £255,657 £474

E504 5 2B 2B3P 66.2 713 £437 £459 £327,485 £16,374 £343,859 £482 £481 £343,079 £17,154 £360,233 £505

A601 6 1B 1B2P WCH 65.1 701 £437 £458 £321,308 £19,278 £340,586 £486 £480 £336,608 £20,196 £356,804 £509

A602 6 2B 2B3P 71.1 765 £437 £459 £351,369 £21,082 £372,451 £487 £481 £368,100 £22,086 £390,186 £510

A603 6 2B 2B4P 71.8 773 £419 £440 £340,078 £20,405 £360,482 £466 £461 £356,272 £21,376 £377,648 £489

A604 6 2B 2B4P 74.8 805 £419 £440 £354,156 £21,249 £375,405 £466 £461 £371,020 £22,261 £393,282 £489

A605 6 3B 3B4P 77.2 831 £412 £433 £359,430 £21,566 £380,995 £458 £453 £376,545 £22,593 £399,138 £480

A606 6 1B 1B2P 57.8 622 £411 £431 £268,205 £16,092 £284,297 £457 £452 £280,977 £16,859 £297,835 £479

A607 6 3B 3B5P 90.1 970 £412 £432 £419,330 £25,160 £444,490 £458 £453 £439,298 £26,358 £465,656 £480

A608 6 1B 1B2P 57.4 618 £411 £431 £266,480 £15,989 £282,469 £457 £452 £279,170 £16,750 £295,920 £479

B601 6 3B 3B4P 78.3 843 £412 £433 £364,620 £21,877 £386,497 £458 £453 £381,983 £22,919 £404,902 £480

B602 6 2B 2B4P 70.0 753 £419 £440 £331,279 £19,877 £351,155 £466 £461 £347,054 £20,823 £367,877 £489

B603 6 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.2 400 £422 £443 £177,238 £10,634 £187,872 £470 £464 £185,677 £11,141 £196,818 £492

B604 6 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £14,100 £249,103 £457 £452 £246,193 £14,772 £260,965 £479

B605 6 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £14,048 £248,189 £457 £452 £245,290 £14,717 £260,007 £479

B606 6 2B 2B3P 64.2 691 £437 £459 £317,380 £19,043 £336,423 £487 £481 £332,493 £19,950 £352,443 £510

B607 6 1B 1B2P WCH 66.4 715 £437 £458 £327,725 £19,663 £347,388 £486 £480 £343,331 £20,600 £363,930 £509

C601 6 3B 3B5P 86.0 926 £412 £432 £400,309 £24,019 £424,327 £458 £453 £419,371 £25,162 £444,533 £480

C603 6 2B 2B3P 61.0 657 £437 £459 £301,764 £18,106 £319,869 £487 £481 £316,133 £18,968 £335,101 £510

C604 6 2B 2B3P 67.7 729 £437 £459 £334,834 £20,090 £354,924 £487 £481 £350,778 £21,047 £371,825 £510

C605 6 1B 1B2P 56.7 610 £411 £431 £263,031 £15,782 £278,812 £457 £452 £275,556 £16,533 £292,089 £479

D602 6 3B 3B4P 83.2 896 £412 £433 £387,544 £23,253 £410,796 £458 £453 £405,998 £24,360 £430,358 £480

D603 6 1B 1B2P 50.7 546 £411 £431 £235,434 £14,126 £249,560 £457 £452 £246,645 £14,799 £261,444 £479

D604 6 2B 2B4P 70.1 755 £419 £440 £332,159 £19,930 £352,088 £466 £461 £347,976 £20,879 £368,854 £489

D605 6 0B 0B1P STUDIO 47.5 511 £422 £443 £226,421 £13,585 £240,006 £470 £464 £237,203 £14,232 £251,435 £492

E601 6 1B 1B2P 52.8 568 £411 £431 £244,920 £14,695 £259,615 £457 £452 £256,583 £15,395 £271,978 £479

E602 6 0B 0B1P STUDIO 42.4 456 £422 £443 £202,051 £12,123 £214,174 £470 £464 £211,672 £12,700 £224,373 £492

A701 7 1B 1B2P 56.5 608 £411 £431 £262,168 £18,352 £280,520 £461 £452 £274,652 £19,226 £293,878 £483

A702 7 2B 2B3P 63.8 687 £437 £459 £315,543 £22,088 £337,631 £491 £481 £330,569 £23,140 £353,708 £515

A703 7 0B 0B1P STUDIO 37.4 403 £422 £443 £178,567 £12,500 £191,067 £474 £464 £187,070 £13,095 £200,165 £497

A704 7 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £22,184 £339,105 £491 £481 £332,012 £23,241 £355,253 £515

A705 7 1B 1B2P 56.1 604 £411 £431 £260,443 £18,231 £278,674 £461 £452 £272,845 £19,099 £291,945 £483

A706 7 1B 1B2P 51.4 553 £411 £431 £238,452 £16,692 £255,144 £461 £452 £249,807 £17,486 £267,294 £483

A707 7 2B 2B4P 72.0 775 £419 £440 £340,958 £23,867 £364,825 £471 £461 £357,194 £25,004 £382,197 £493

B701 7 1B 1B2P 53.8 579 £411 £431 £249,663 £17,476 £267,140 £461 £452 £261,552 £18,309 £279,861 £483

B702 7 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £16,390 £250,530 £461 £452 £245,290 £17,170 £262,460 £483

B703 7 1B 1B2P 50.4 543 £411 £431 £234,140 £16,390 £250,530 £461 £452 £245,290 £17,170 £262,460 £483

B704 7 2B 2B4P 74.1 798 £419 £440 £351,076 £24,575 £375,652 £471 £461 £367,794 £25,746 £393,540 £493



B705 7 2B 2B3P 64.4 693 £437 £459 £318,299 £22,281 £340,580 £491 £481 £333,456 £23,342 £356,798 £515

C702 7 1B 1B2P 58.3 628 £411 £431 £270,792 £18,955 £289,748 £461 £452 £283,687 £19,858 £303,545 £483

C703 7 2B 2B4P 70.2 756 £419 £440 £332,599 £23,282 £355,880 £471 £461 £348,437 £24,391 £372,827 £493

C704 7 2B 2B3P 63.4 682 £437 £459 £313,246 £21,927 £335,174 £491 £481 £328,163 £22,971 £351,134 £515

C705 7 1B 1B2P 50.9 548 £411 £431 £236,296 £16,541 £252,837 £461 £452 £247,548 £17,328 £264,877 £483

A801 8 2B 2B4P 78.1 841 £419 £440 £369,994 £29,600 £399,593 £475 £461 £387,613 £31,009 £418,622 £498

A802 8 2B 2B3P 67.2 723 £437 £459 £332,078 £26,566 £358,644 £496 £481 £347,891 £27,831 £375,722 £520

A803 8 0B 0B1P STUDIO 36.8 396 £422 £443 £175,465 £14,037 £189,502 £479 £464 £183,821 £14,706 £198,526 £501

A804 8 1B 1B2P 50.6 545 £411 £431 £235,003 £18,800 £253,803 £466 £452 £246,193 £19,695 £265,889 £488

A805 8 1B 1B2P 53.5 576 £411 £431 £248,370 £19,870 £268,239 £466 £452 £260,197 £20,816 £281,013 £488

A806 8 2B 2B3P 64.5 694 £437 £459 £318,758 £25,501 £344,259 £496 £481 £333,937 £26,715 £360,652 £520

B801 8 3B 3B4P 79.4 855 £412 £433 £369,810 £29,585 £399,395 £467 £453 £387,420 £30,994 £418,414 £489

B802 8 1B 1B2P 53.0 570 £411 £431 £245,783 £19,663 £265,445 £466 £452 £257,487 £20,599 £278,085 £488

B803 8 2B 2B3P 64.1 690 £437 £459 £316,921 £25,354 £342,274 £496 £481 £332,012 £26,561 £358,573 £520

B804 8 1B 1B2P 54.1 582 £411 £431 £250,957 £20,077 £271,034 £466 £452 £262,907 £21,033 £283,940 £488

G001 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G002 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G003 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G004 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G005 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G006 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G007 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419

G008 0 4B 4B6PTownhouse 132.7 1428 £436 £457 £653,034 £0 -£81,629 £571,404 £400 £479 £684,131 £0 -£85,516 £598,614 £419
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APPENDIX B 



The results contained on the page are as published on 01Jan2021 

Description: Rate per m2 gross internal floor area for the building Cost including prelims.   
Last updated: 19Dec2020 00:35

 Rebased to Welwyn Hatfield ( 108; sample 13 )   

£/m2 study

Maximum age of results: Default period

Building function 
(Maximum age of projects)

£/m² gross internal floor area
Sample

Mean Lowest Lower quartiles Median Upper quartiles Highest

New build

810.1   Estate housing

Generally (15) 1,362 659 1,163 1,314 1,491 4,769 1576

Single storey (15) 1,529 870 1,292 1,477 1,724 4,769 256

2storey (15) 1,318 659 1,147 1,286 1,438 2,855 1213

3storey (15) 1,394 849 1,136 1,338 1,563 2,820 102

4storey or above (15) 2,865 1,391 2,302 2,570 3,826 4,235 5

810.11   Estate housing
detached (15)

1,763 1,014 1,317 1,501 1,756 4,769 21

810.12   Estate housing
semi detached

Generally (15) 1,355 806 1,170 1,328 1,492 2,488 374

Single storey (15) 1,502 968 1,285 1,487 1,674 2,488 74

2storey (15) 1,320 806 1,168 1,298 1,448 2,273 286

3storey (15) 1,295 976 1,049 1,271 1,379 1,973 14

810.13   Estate housing
terraced

Generally (15) 1,399 849 1,149 1,322 1,542 4,235 307

Single storey (15) 1,573 1,043 1,335 1,483 1,837 2,233 31

2storey (15) 1,352 856 1,142 1,299 1,491 2,855 227

3storey (15) 1,402 849 1,128 1,318 1,541 2,820 47

4storey or above (10) 4,031 3,826    4,235 2

816.   Flats (apartments)

Generally (15) 1,598 793 1,329 1,517 1,803 5,504 904

12 storey (15) 1,515 928 1,292 1,449 1,674 2,770 215

35 storey (15) 1,573 793 1,323 1,513 1,774 3,346 588

6 storey or above (15) 1,929 1,176 1,568 1,806 2,092 5,504 98

01Feb2022 16:09 © RICS 2022 Page 1 of 1



Description: Rate per m2 gross internal floor area for the building Cost including prelims.   
Last updated: 29Jan2022 00:39

 Rebased to Welwyn Hatfield ( 107; sample 13 )   

£/m2 study

Maximum age of results: Default period

Building function 
(Maximum age of projects)

£/m² gross internal floor area
Sample

Mean Lowest Lower quartiles Median Upper quartiles Highest

New build

810.1   Estate housing

Generally (15) 1,443 698 1,230 1,391 1,576 5,006 1491

Single storey (15) 1,623 923 1,380 1,570 1,805 5,006 244

2storey (15) 1,395 698 1,214 1,356 1,523 3,044 1150

3storey (15) 1,491 904 1,198 1,425 1,672 2,976 92

4storey or above (15) 3,043 1,483 2,428 2,711 4,078 4,514 5

810.11   Estate housing
detached (15)

1,868 1,076 1,410 1,592 1,880 5,006 21

810.12   Estate housing
semi detached

Generally (15) 1,439 854 1,239 1,405 1,580 2,665 353

Single storey (15) 1,606 1,067 1,395 1,582 1,773 2,665 73

2storey (15) 1,397 854 1,232 1,369 1,529 2,435 267

3storey (15) 1,371 1,025 1,092 1,354 1,483 2,093 13

810.13   Estate housing
terraced

Generally (15) 1,488 904 1,214 1,410 1,636 4,514 275

Single storey (15) 1,673 1,106 1,423 1,576 1,924 2,342 25

2storey (15) 1,432 908 1,211 1,368 1,574 3,044 205

3storey (15) 1,519 904 1,190 1,409 1,711 2,976 43

4storey or above (10) 4,296 4,078    4,514 2

816.   Flats (apartments)

Generally (15) 1,702 841 1,416 1,617 1,916 5,867 852

12 storey (15) 1,615 1,000 1,376 1,543 1,809 2,895 194

35 storey (15) 1,677 841 1,409 1,604 1,901 3,553 558

6 storey or above (15) 2,020 1,247 1,666 1,894 2,156 5,867 97
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APPENDIX C 



HG Construction Ltd
BioPark WGC
18th January 2022

Elemental Total Block A Block B Block C Block D Block E Block F Block G Total £/m2 £/Unit Previous Difference

Basement New 1,974 1,974 0 0 0 0 0 3,948 3,948 N/A
Basement Existing 2,047 2,047 0 0 0 0 0 4,093 4,093 N/A
Residential 6,678 5,284 4,359 3,788 2,466 688 1,553 24,816 24,816 N/A
Total G.I.A 10,699 9,305 4,359 3,788 2,466 688 1,553 32,857 32,857 N/A
Units 79 68 54 47 29 5 8 290 N/A 290

FACILITATING WORKS
Demolition / Enabling 350,141 307,451 153,413 129,287 92,785 24,335 36,989 1,094,400 33 3,774 1,094,400 0
SUBSTRUCTURE
Basement contruction 2,451,218 2,152,360 1,073,990 905,091 649,553 N/A N/A 7,232,213 220 24,939 7,232,213 0
Substructures Inc Basement Inc Basement Inc Basement Inc Basement Inc Basement 87,781 239,366 327,147 10 1,128 327,147 0
Drainage 142,200 113,400 97,200 84,600 52,200 9,000 14,400 513,000 16 1,769 513,000 0
SUPERSTRUCTURE
Frame 408,847 372,743 337,978 198,689 190,063 60,322 0 1,568,642 48 5,409 1,568,642 0
Upper Floors 815,296 606,085 519,583 455,104 337,975 84,884 194,750 3,013,677 92 10,392 3,013,677 0
Roof and Rainwater Goods 274,590 264,555 174,555 171,315 125,085 125,085 54,000 1,189,185 36 4,101 1,189,185 0
Staircases and Ballustrades 141,000 141,000 105,750 94,000 94,000 58,750 44,000 678,500 21 2,340 678,500 0
External Walls 1,586,886 1,579,767 1,221,523 1,025,883 751,940 232,759 698,122 7,096,879 216 24,472 7,096,879 0
Windows and External Doors 769,205 769,205 530,712 427,190 399,672 116,626 182,520 3,195,130 97 11,018 3,195,130 0
Internal Walls and Partitions 603,400 556,694 651,879 310,017 278,950 206,657 44,506 2,652,102 81 9,145 2,652,102 0
Internal Doors 319,720 253,715 241,945 212,110 132,370 24,750 34,140 1,218,750 37 4,203 1,218,750 0
INTERNAL FINISHES
Wall Finishes 213,300 170,100 145,800 126,900 78,300 13,500 21,600 769,500 23 2,653 769,500 0
Floor Finishes 454,975 398,925 376,460 435,010 232,060 44,280 22,960 1,964,670 60 6,775 1,964,670 0
Ceiling Finishes 206,150 180,355 170,590 197,610 105,770 20,510 10,360 891,345 27 3,074 891,345 0
FITTINGS, FURNISHINGS AND EQUIPMENT
Kitchens 513,500 409,500 351,000 305,500 188,500 32,500 52,000 1,852,500 56 6,388 1,852,500 0
Joinery 79,000 63,000 54,000 47,000 29,000 5,000 8,000 285,000 9 983 285,000 0
Other - Communal Items 59,250 51,000 40,500 35,250 21,750 3,750 6,000 217,500 7 750 217,500 0
SERVICES
Sanitary installations (POD Installation) 876,265 666,178 573,412 458,429 265,658 57,631 92,209 2,989,781 91 10,310 2,989,781 0
Mechanical installation 1,631,350 1,404,200 1,115,100 970,550 598,850 103,250 165,200 5,988,500 182 20,650 5,988,500 0
Electrical installation 1,133,650 975,800 774,900 674,450 416,150 71,750 114,800 4,161,500 127 14,350 4,161,500 0
Lift Installation - Cat 1 156,000 156,000 156,000 156,000 156,000 N/A N/A 780,000 24 2,690 780,000 0
Builders Work in Connection 113,918 96,065 78,582 67,783 43,100 6,979 11,166 417,593 13 1,440 417,593 0
WORKS TO EXISTING BUILDINGS 

250,800 250,800 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 501,600 15 1,730 501,600 0
EXTERNAL WORKS
Site Works 415,921 365,211 182,234 153,575 110,216 28,906 43,938 1,300,000 40 4,483 1,300,000 0
External Services (Provisional Sum) 150,000 102,000 81,000 70,500 43,500 7,500 12,000 466,500 14 1,609 466,500 0
SUB TOTAL: FACILITATING AND BUILDING WORKS 14,116,581 12,406,109 9,208,106 7,711,842 5,393,446 1,426,504 2,103,026 52,365,614 1,594 180,571 52,365,614 0

ADJUST FOR:

Main Contractors Preliminaries & Design 1,411,658 1,240,611 920,811 771,184 539,345 142,650 210,303 5,236,561 159 18,057 5,236,561 0
Design Fees Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded
Building Gurantee Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded Excluded
Main Contractor Overheads and Profit 621,130 545,869 405,157 339,321 237,312 62,766 92,533 2,304,087 70 7,945 2,304,087 0

TOTAL: BUILDING WORKS ESTIMATE 16,149,369 14,192,588 10,534,073 8,822,348 6,170,102 1,631,921 2,405,862 59,906,263 1,823 206,573 59,906,263 0

PROVISIONAL SUMS / CONTINGENCIES
Contingency - General 358,516 315,075 233,856 195,856 136,976 36,229 53,410 1,329,919 40 4,586 1,329,919 0
Construction Inflation Adjustment as of January 2022 988,161 868,428 644,567 539,829 377,541 99,855 147,212 3,665,593 112 12,640 0 3,665,593
Provisional Sums 94,062 82,594 41,213 34,732 24,926 6,537 9,937 294,000 9 1,014 294,000 0

TOTAL: BASE COST ESTIMATE 17,590,108 15,458,685 11,453,709 9,592,764 6,709,545 1,774,542 2,616,420 65,195,775 1,984 224,813 61,530,182 3,665,593
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 All private scheme 

 Broadwater Gardens (Biopark) 
 Welwyn Garden City 

 Development Appraisal 
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 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  KEMPTON CARR CROFT 
 Viability Appraisal 
 All private scheme 

 Appraisal Summary for Phase 1 Phase 1 

 Currency in £ 

 REVENUE 
 Sales Valuation  Units  ft²  Sales Rate ft²  Unit Price  Gross Sales 

 Residential Development  289  204,266  491.16  347,153  100,327,164 

 Rental Area Summary  Initial  Net Rent  Initial 
 Units  ft²  Rent Rate ft²  MRV/Unit  at Sale  MRV 

 Commercial space  1  1,101  16.92  18,627  18,627  18,627 

 Investment Valuation 

 Commercial space 
 Current Rent  18,627  YP @  7.0000%  14.2857  266,094 

 GROSS DEVELOPMENT VALUE  100,593,258 

 NET REALISATION  100,593,258 

 OUTLAY 

 ACQUISITION COSTS 
 Residualised Price  1,576,922 

 1,576,922 
 Stamp Duty  289,500 
 Effective Stamp Duty Rate  18.36% 
 Agent Fee  1.00%  15,769 
 Legal Fee  0.80%  12,615 

 317,885 

 CONSTRUCTION COSTS 
 Construction  ft²  Build Rate ft²  Cost  

 Residential Development  338,862  192.40  65,195,775 
 Section 106  2,040,995 

 67,236,770 

 PROFESSIONAL FEES 
 Professional Fees  6.00%  3,911,746 

 3,911,746 
 DISPOSAL FEES 

 Effective Purchaser's Costs Rate  0.00% 
 Private Sales Marketing & Legal Fee  3.00%  3,009,815 
 Commercial Sales & Legal Fee  2.00%  5,322 

 3,015,137 
 FINANCE 

 Timescale  Duration  Commences 
 Preconstruction & demo  8  Dec 2020 
 Construction  24  Aug 2021 
 Sale  29  Aug 2023 
 Total Duration  61 

 Debit Rate 6.750%, Credit Rate 0.000% (Effective) 
 Land  348,293 
 Construction  4,532,343 
 Other  2,060,401 
 Total Finance Cost  6,941,037 

  Project: C:\Users\trina.froud\Kempton Carr Croft\KCC Sharepoint - General Practice\Viability Reports 2020\Biopark, Broadwater Road, Welwyn GC\Broadwater Gardens (Biopark), Welwyn Garden City - updated appraisal 01.02.22.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.002  Date: 14/02/2022  



 APPRAISAL SUMMARY  KEMPTON CARR CROFT 
 Viability Appraisal 
 All private scheme 
 TOTAL COSTS  82,999,497 

 PROFIT 
 17,593,761 

 Performance Measures 
 Profit on Cost%  21.20% 
 Profit on GDV%  17.49% 
 Profit on NDV%  17.49% 
 Development Yield% (on Rent)  0.02% 
 Equivalent Yield% (Nominal)  7.00% 
 Equivalent Yield% (True)  7.32% 
 Gross Initial Yield%  7.00% 
 Net Initial Yield%  7.00% 

 IRR% (without Interest)  18.12% 

 Rent Cover  944 yrs 7 mths 
 Profit Erosion (finance rate 6.750)  2 yrs 10 mths 

  Project: C:\Users\trina.froud\Kempton Carr Croft\KCC Sharepoint - General Practice\Viability Reports 2020\Biopark, Broadwater Road, Welwyn GC\Broadwater Gardens (Biopark), Welwyn Garden City - updated appraisal 01.02.22.wcfx 
  ARGUS Developer Version: 8.20.002  Date: 14/02/2022  
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