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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1  Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council carried out consultation on the Core 

Strategy Issues and Options document from 4 March to 11 May 2009.  A 

variety of consultation methods were used to engage the public.  These 

included a series of drop in events held throughout the borough and beyond, 

attended by over 1000 people.  Publicity in the local newspaper, the Welwyn 

Hatfield Times, included a series of editorial articles on consultation topics 

and adverts for the drop in events.  The council’s Life Magazine, which is sent 

to all households in the borough, the front page of the councils website, and a 

strap-line on all emails leaving the council throughout the consultation period, 

were used to promote the consultation.  Letters were also sent to all those on 

our consultation database.  In addition meetings and workshops were held 

with local businesses, the Local Strategic Partnership, Parish and Town 

Councillors and other groups, such as the Youth Council and The Interfaith 

Group. 

 

1.2  The Core Strategy Issues and Options document was available at a variety of 

locations throughout the borough and beyond; including libraries, parish 

council offices and the website.   

 

1.3  The document and the responses to it are available on the website at: 

www.welhat.gov.uk 

 

1.4 A summary of the responses received are set out in a separate report. 

 

  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/
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2. THE STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT (SCI) 

 
2.1 The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) 2007, sets out the 

statutory stakeholders, which the authority will consult where it considers the 

subject matter of the particular DPD affects such a body.  The SCI also sets 

out a list of other key stakeholders that the authority may consult, depending 

on the nature and scope of the document being produced.  This list includes, 

and also goes beyond, the range of general consultation bodies set out in the 

regulations.  Table 1 of the SCI sets out the consultation stages for the Core 

Strategy DPD.  For the Production (Issues and Options) stage, the SCI (2007) 

identifies the following: 

 

 
 
 

2.2  The Statement of Community Involvement outlines that specific efforts will be 

made to include any identified underrepresented or hard to reach groups, and 

that opportunities to work in partnership with other organisations will be 

explored.   

 

3. WHO WE CONSULTED 

 

3.1  Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council notified each of the bodies specified in 

Regulation 25 of the subject of the DPD and invited representations about 

what the DPD should contain. 

 

3.2  Specific consultation bodies, as set out in Regulation 25(2)(a), were sent a 

letter inviting them to comment together with the document, a leaflet and 

summary & guide.  A list of the Specific consultation bodies sent this 

information is included at Appendix A. 

 

3.3  Other Key Stakeholders as identified in the Statement of Community 

Involvement, including the General consultation bodies as set out in 

Regulation 25(2)(b), were also sent a letter inviting them to comment together 
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with a copy of the document, a leaflet, a summary & guide and an inspection 

places sheet.  A list of these Key Stakeholders is included at Appendix B.   

 

3.4  Other consultees, who had expressed an interest in the local development 

framework, were also sent or e-mailed a letter inviting them to comment 

together with a leaflet and an inspection places sheet.  A list of those 

consulted is set out at Appendix C. 

 

4. HOW WE CONSULTED 

 

4.1  Consultation on the Issues and Options paper took place between 4 March to 

1 May (8 ½ weeks). The period for consultation was then extended to 11 May 

(almost 10 weeks in total) to give people additional time to respond.   

 

TARGETED CONSULTATION 

 

4.2 A range of consultation methods were chosen to help reach under-

represented and hard to reach groups and meet the requirements of the 

Statement of Community Involvement and Regulation 25.  The approach 

recognised that different individuals and organisations may want to be 

involved in different ways.  Flexibility was used where possible to involve 

people in ways and times which met their needs. 

 

4.3 The Statement of Community Involvement identifies specific groups that are 

difficult to reach.  These are; young people, ethnic minority groups, people in 

more deprived areas and rural areas. 

 

Young people 

4.4 Three specific ways of contacting young people were identified.  The Youth 

Council was contacted and two team members attended the youth council 

meeting on 30 January 2009.  The purpose was to explain about the Core 

Strategy and LDF, the growth and housing figures for Welwyn Hatfield, 

encourage the young people to respond to the consultation and to ask the 

youth council for their help and ideas for engaging with young people.  The 

Space youth centre were contacted in March 2009.  A Facebook page was 

set up to encourage responses.   

 

Ethnic minority groups 

4.5 We consulted all of the bodies in the Councils LDF database which represent 

the interests of ethnic minority groups.  In addition, consultation was carried 

out with the borough’s Gypsy and Traveller community (a separate report was 

prepared). 



    Core Strategy Issues and Options  |  2009   7 

 

People in more deprived areas 

4.6 The indices of multiple deprivation 2007 identified the most deprived areas of 

the borough as part of Hatfield Central ward (pre 2008 ward boundaries) and 

Peartree ward in Welwyn Garden City.  A consultation event was held at 

Breaks Manor Youth Centre (formerly in Hatfield Central ward, now Hatfield 

East ward).  An event was also held in Hatfield town centre on a Saturday.  In 

Welwyn Garden City, an event was held in the town centre on a Saturday.  In 

addition, consultation material was made available at the Woodhall 

Community Centre and a briefing was held with the manager of the Woodhall 

Community Centre.  Leaflets and a Summary & Guide were produced to 

make the consultation accessible. 

 

Rural areas 

4.7 Locations in rural areas were identified for a number of drop in exhibitions to 

make the exhibition more accessible to those living or working in rural areas.  

The exhibitions were held in the following locations: 

 Welwyn Village Civic Centre, Wednesday 11 March, 2.00pm - 7.30pm. 

 Cuffley Youth & Community Centre, Friday 13 March, 2.00pm - 7.30pm. 

 Brookmans Park United Reformed Church, Wednesday 25 March, 2.00pm 

- 7.30pm. 

 Smallford, Oakland Campus in St. Albans, Monday 30 March, 2.00pm - 

9.00pm (in St. Albans City & District local authority area). 

 Rugby Club - Smallford Residents Association, Thursday 7 May, 7.00pm - 

9.00pm (in St. Albans City & District local authority area). 

 

4.8 In addition representatives of the Planning Policy Team attended parish 

council and residents association meetings at: 

 Northaw & Cuffley Residents Association, Thursday 23 April, evening. 

 Woolmer Green Parish Council Meeting, Woolmer Green Village hall, 

Tuesday 14 April, 7pm to 9pm. 

 

   RAISING AWARENESS OF THE CONSULTATION AND CONSULTATION 

EVENTS 

 

4.9 We raised awareness of the consultation by way of a number of methods as 

follows: 
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Briefing the press 

4.10 Press briefings resulting in the Welwyn Hatfield Times running a series of 

editorial articles on pages 2 and 3 of the paper from 14 January to 4 March to 

promote key topics of the Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper and to 

publicise the drop in exhibitions.  See Appendix D. 

 

4.11 The Council also placed adverts in the Welwyn Hatfield Times on 4 March 

and 18 March for the drop in exhibitions.  See Appendix E. 

 

Council Magazine 

4.12 Life Magazine, the council’s magazine, which is distributed to all households 

in the borough, was used to promote the consultation.  The magazine 

highlighted the consultation on the front cover and contained a four page 

centre pull-out promoting the consultation and the drop-in exhibitions.  See 

Appendix F. 

 

Posters 

4.13 Posters were displayed at locations throughout the borough including all 

libraries, council and parish council offices, at a selection of local shops and at 

the drop in event venues where possible.  An example poster is included at 

Appendix G. 

 

4.14 The consultation was also promoted within the council, on posters throughout 

council office buildings, in Team Talk which is sent to all staff each month, 

and in Team Talk Extra which is emailed to all staff every two weeks.   

 

Leaflets and Summary Document 

4.15 A leaflet explaining the consultation and promoting the exhibition dates was 

produced; copies were left at the inspection places, given out at the 

exhibitions and sent to those on the database.  See Appendix H.  A 

Summary & Guide document was also produced summarising the key issues 

to help make the document accessible to people. 

 

The Council’s website 

4.16 The Core Strategy Issues and Options consultation featured on the front page 

of the Councils website prior to and during the consultation period.  The 

Issues and Options Paper, a summary leaflet and guide, a list of the where 

the documents could be inspected, copies of the poster promoting the drop-in 

exhibitions, copies of the posters used at the exhibitions and a response form 

were all hosted on the website.  
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Strap-line on emails leaving the Council 

4.17 There was a message on all external emails sent from Welwyn Hatfield 

Council prior to and during the consultation period (25 February 2009 to 1 

May 2009). The strap-line appeared at the bottom of emails and read: 

 

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council is currently consulting on its Core 

Strategy Issues and Options - the document which will set out the strategic 

planning framework for the next 15 years. Get involved by viewing and 

commenting online. The consultation ends on 1 May 2009. 

 

4.18 This was the first time that the Council had used an email strap-line to 

promote a consultation to its customers.   

 

 EVENTS, MEETINGS AND NOTIFICATIONS 

 

Drop in exhibitions 

4.19 A series of drop-in exhibitions were held throughout the borough and beyond 

during the consultation period.  Exhibitions were held in the main town centres 

of Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City and at village locations throughout the 

borough.  The exhibitions were held at a variety of times including Saturdays, 

daytime and evenings as well as during the day to make it easier for people to 

attend.  The venues were DDA compliant.  

 

4.20 A total of ten drop in exhibitions were held: 

 Hatfield, Breaks Manor Youth Centre, 5 March, 2pm to 7.30pm. 

 Hatfield town centre, White Lion Square, 7 March, 9am to 4pm. 

 Welwyn Village, Civic Centre, 11 March, 2pm to 7.30pm. 

 Cuffley, Youth and Community Centre, 13 March, 2 to 7.30pm.  

 Welwyn Garden City town centre, Campus West, 16 March, 2pm to 

7.30pm. 

 Welwyn Garden City town centre, Howard Centre, 21 March, 10.30am to 

5.30pm. 

 Brookmans Park, United Reformed Church, 25 March, 2pm to 7.30pm. 

 Hatfield Community Hall, Next to Howe Dell School, 27 March, 2pm to 

7.30pm. 

 Smallford, Oaklands College Campus, (in St. Albans City & District local 

authority area), 30 March, 2pm to 9pm. 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/planning
http://www.welhat.gov.uk/planning
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 Smallford Residents Association, (in St. Albans City & District local 

authority area), 7 May, 7pm to 9pm. 

 

Businesses 

4.21 Hertfordshire Chamber of Commerce was contacted and briefings on the 

Core Strategy consultation were given at meetings on 26 February from 12pm 

to 2pm and on 22 April from 12.45 to 2.45pm. 

 

Local Strategic Partnership 

4.22 At the Local Strategic Partnership meeting on 19 February, the Core Strategy 

was on the agenda and the board was advised that the consultation would 

start in March.  The Interfaith Group (part of the Local Strategic Partnership) 

was briefed about the consultation by a councillor on the group.  At the 

Strategic Housing Forum (part of the Local Strategic Partnership) on 12 May, 

a workshop was held based on the Issues and Options. 

 

Parish and Town Councillors 

4.23 A Parish and Town Councillors training event included the Core Strategy 

Issues and Options consultation.  It was held on 9 April 2009 from 6.30pm to 

9.30pm.   

 

 Accommodation Services for Older People 

4.24 The Local Programme Board was briefed on the Issues and Options paper at 

a meeting held on 16th April 2009. 

 

Notifications 

4.25 All individuals and organisations on the consultation database were notified in 

writing (by letter or email) and invited to comment on the Issues and Options 

Paper. 

 

Inspection Places 

4.26 The Issues and Options Paper, publicity material, response forms and “About 

You forms” were placed at inspection places throughout the borough to 

ensure that people were able to access the material.  The list of inspection 

places is included at Appendix I.  Information was also placed at additional 

inspection places where this was suggested, for example at the Hatfield 

Central Resource Library and at locations outside the borough at St. Albans 

Central Library and Potters Bar Library. 
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5. PARTICIPATION 

 

5.1 Over 1000 people took part in these events. The most well attended 

exhibitions were those held at Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City town centres.  

Within the villages, the most well attended exhibition was at Cuffley.  The 

exhibition boards are included at Appendix J along with photographs taken at 

the exhibitions. 
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Appendix A: Specific Consultation Bodies 

 
The following specific consultation bodies were sent a letter inviting them to 
make comments, the Issues and Options Paper, a leaflet and summary & 
guide. All documents relating to the Issues and Options Paper consultation 
were available on the Council’s website or otherwise on request. 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms Joy Allcott Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council 

Mr Colin Bambury Highways Agency 

Ms Carmelle Bell Thames Water Property 

Ms Natalie Blaken East of England Development Agency 

Mr Mike Brown Essendon Parish Council 

Ms Jacqui Bunce East & North Herts. PCT & West Herts. PCT 

Mr Jonathan Bustard Natural England 

Ms Alison Callard Transco 

Mr Adrian Cannard East of England Regional Assembly 

Mr John Carwardine T-Mobile (UK) Ltd 

Mrs Lesley Chambers Datchworth Parish Council 

Mr John Chapman City & District of St Albans 

Mr G F Clark Welwyn Hatfield Association of Local Councils 

Mr William Comery 3 Ericsson Ltd 

Dr Sarah Crowther East and North Herts NHS Trust 

Mr John Dean Colney Heath Parish Council 

Mr Alan Edmonds Woolmer Green Parish Council 

Ms Louise Ellett Vodafone Headquaters 

Mrs Lorraine Ellis Codicote Parish Council 

Miss Frances Falconer English Nature 

Miss Rebecca Findlay Welwyn Parish Council 

Ms Katharine Fletcher English Heritage 

Ms Kim Gauld-Clark npower renewables 

Mrs  Gibling London Colney Parish Council 

Mr Mark Goold Orange 

Mrs C Graham Knebworth Parish Council 

Mrs B Green Wheathampstead Parish Council 

Mr Richard Grove Hertsmere Borough Council 

Mrs C Helmn Kimpton Parish Council 

Mr  Hirsch Broxbourne Borough Council 

Mr Graham Irwin Hertingfordbury Parish Council 

Mr Graham Irwin Little Berkhamsted Parish Council 

Mrs Yvonne Jones Ayot St Peter Parish Meeting 

Ms Carole King Department for Transport (Rail Group) 

Mrs Carrie Lloyd Hatfield Town Council 

Mrs Caroline Mcfarlane Tewin Parish Council 

Ms Susan Moore O2 Airwave 

Mr Andrew Muir National Grid Wireless 

Ms Keira Murphy Environment Agency 

Mr P W Neville Welwyn Parish Council 

Ms Jacqueline Nixon Hertfordshire County Council 

Mr Mike Pocock Three Valleys Water 

Mr Ian Potter Hertfordshire Police Authority 

Mrs Julie Reeve 
Hertfordshire Council Council (Minerals and 
Waste) 

Mrs  Schettino North Mymms Parish Council 

Mr D Scholes North Herts District Council 

Mr M Sharpe Transco 

  Sir / Madam Greater London Authority 

  Sir/ Madam Eastern Electricity 

  Sir/Madam O2 Acquisition Development Group 

  Sir/Madam Orange 
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Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

  Sir/Madam Three Valleys Water PLC 

  Sir/Madam NTL 

  Sir/Madam Hutchison 3G Uk Limited 

  Sir/Madam British Telecommunications plc 

  Sir/Madam Cable & Wireless 

Mr  Spragg Essendon Parish Council 

Mr Jim Stevenson O2 

Mr S Tapper London Borough of Enfield 

Mr G Taylor Ayot St Lawrence Parish Meeting 

Mr  Thomsett East Herts District Council 

Mr Jon Tiley Hertfordshire County Council 

Mrs Judith Watson Herts Association of Parish & Town Councils 

Mrs  Winn Sandridge Parish Council 

Mr Paul Fellows Go-East  
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Appendix B: List of Key Stakeholders including General 
Consultation Bodies 

 
This list includes our Key Stakeholders as identified in the Statement of 
Community Involvement, including those General Bodies set out in Regulation 
25.  The following were sent a letter or email inviting them to make comments, 
together with a range of consultation documents as considered appropriate, 
e.g. the Issues and Options Paper, a summary & guide, a leaflet and details of 
where documents may be inspected. All documents relating to the Issues and 
Options Paper consultation were available on the Council’s website or 
otherwise on request. 
 
General Bodies 
 
(a) Voluntary bodies some or all of whose activities benefit any part of the 
area 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms C Burrows Northaw WI 

Ms Shirley Butler Digswell W I 

Mrs N I Corfield Handside Womens Institute 

Mrs C Howard Hatfield Townswomans Guild 

Ms M Reeve Northaw & Cuffley WI 

Mrs S Staniforth Women's Institute 

 
Note: Many other interest groups, who have a specific interest in certain matters, e.g. 
environmental issues, may also operate in a voluntary capacity. In accordance with our 
Statement of Community Involvement, such interest groups are consulted in the same way as 
General Bodies.  

 
(b) Which represent the interests of different racial, ethnic or national groups 
in the area 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Donald Kenrick Romany Institute 

Mr Eliud Matindi 
Hertfordshire Black and Minority Ethnic (BME) 
Partnership 

Mr A Reeves ACERT 

Mr R G Smith Showmens Guild of Great Britain 

 
(c) Which represent the interests of different religious groups in the area 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr & Mrs S J Archer St Johns Church Hilltop 

Mr Nigel Davis Herts International Church 

Mr Ray Deakin Jehovah's Witnesses 

Mr Philip Harvey St John's Church 

Mr Amin Ullah Khan Welwyn Hatfield Islamic Society 

Ms M Manders St Albans Diocese 

Rev Simon Moore Panshanger Church Centre 

Rev J Smith WGC Rotary Club & Anglican Churches 

Mrs J Thom St Michael's Church 

Mr L A M White WGC Central Congregation of Jehovah's 
Witnesses 

 
Note: The Inter-Faith Group was also consulted via the Local Strategic Partnership. 
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(d) Which represent the interests of disabled persons in the area 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr T Edwards Herts Society for the Blind 

Ms Gillian Rogers Hertfordshire Action on Disability 

Mr Brian Wilson Welwyn Hatfield Access Group 

Mr & Mrs John and 
Janet 

Woodham Hornbeams Society 

 
 
(e) Which represent the interests of persons carrying on business in the area 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr R Bain Business Link Hertfordshire 

Mr Andrew Carnegie Welwyn Hatfield Chamber of Commerce 

Mr M A Hillary WGC Chamber of Commerce & Trade 

Mr W Menzies Southside Traders Association 

Mr Tim Weaver Federation of Small Businesses 

 

Other Key Stakeholders 

 
Agents, consultants and landowners (by letter) 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Paul Atton Faulkners O.B.O. Mr D Thomas 

Mr Peter Biggs David Wilson Homes 

Mr H J Brosnan  

Mr Peter Clegg Gascoyne Cecil Estates 

Mr Henry Cobbold Knebworth Estates 

Mr P Dines Gerald Eve 

Mr Ian Frost Turley Associates 

  Glaxo Smith Kline  

Mr B Hayhurst Court Homes Ltd 

Mr Steve Heywood The Places for People Group 

Mr Martin Jewell Chase Green Developments 

Mr M Jones GVA Grimley 

Mr Neil Lawrence GVA Grimley 

Mr M Longshaw Brocket Estate 

Mr David Payne Hammersmatch Properties Ltd. 

Mr Les Penn Persimmon Homes (Essex) Ltd 

Mr Stephen Robinson GVA Grimley 

Ms Suzi Saraiva White Young Green 

   DE Halpern Partnership 

   Chris Thomas Ltd. 

Ms Sally Smith Bovis Homes Ltd Central Region 

Mrs M Warwick For Trustees J Crawford Trust 

Mr Stephen Wood George Wimpey 

Mr Edward Keymer Keymer Cavendish Development Consultants 

Mr Luke Plimmer Martineau 
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Agents, consultants and landowners (by email) 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Alex Anderson Martin Grant Homes Pegasus Planning Group 

Mr Ian Anderson Iceni Projects Limited 

Ms Carolyn Apcar Apcar Smith Planning 

Mr David Armstrong GVA Grimley Ltd 

Mr Tom Ashley Turnberry Consulting 

Ms Laura Atkinson RPS Planning & Development Ltd 

Mr Alexander Bateman The Planning Bureau Ltd 

Ms Sarah Beale Terence O'Rourke 

Mr Nigel Bennett Metropolis PD 

Mr Terry Betts T J B Planning 

Ms Nicola Bickerstaff Strutt and Parker 

Ms Diane Bowyer DPDS Consulting 

Mr John Boyd JB Planning Associates Ltd 

Mr Roger Brewer Moult Walker 

Mr D Bromley Bidwells Faulkner 

Mr Darren Brown RPS Plc 

Mr Joe Burgess Mayfair Investments 

Ms Louisa Cusdin Framptons Town Planning Ltd. 

Mr Peter Edwards Berwin Leighton Paisner 

Mr John Felgate Marshmoor Consortium 

Mr James Finn Barton Willmore Planning Partnership 

Mr Graeme Free DLA Town Planning 

Mr M Gallie Savills L & P 

Mr Nick Guildford Terence O'Rourke 

Mr P. J Hamilton J. Hamilton and Associates 

Mr John Haugh DLP Planning 

Mr Kevin Haven Fairhaven 

Mr Michael Hendry Bidwells 

Ms Elspeth Heywood Putterills Land Manager 

Ms Kathryn Jemmett Jones Lang Lasalle 

Ms Gemma Jenkinson CgMs 

Mr Kevin Jewell Fairview New Homes Ltd 

Ms Lyn Jones CSJ Plannning Consultants 

Mr Mandeep Jutley Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

Mr Guy Kaddish Bidwells 

Mr Michael Kenton Kingsland Estates Ltd 

Mr Edward Keymer Keymer Cavendish Development Consultants 

Mr Richard Lewis Vincent Gorbing 

Mr David Lock David Lock Associates 

Ms Janet Long Planit Consulting 

Ms Joanna Loxton Terence O'Rourke 

Ms Nicki Mableson Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners 

Mr David Maddox Maddox & Associates 

Mr James McConnell Bellway 

Mr M Moult Moult Walker 

Mr Mike Norris Zog Investments 

Mr Daniel Palman Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

Mr Chris Pattison Turnberry Consulting 

Mr Mike J Pendock Lafarge Aggregates Ltd. 

Mr Dennis Pope Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

Ms Rosalind Price Planning Potential 

Mr Adam Pyrke Colliers CRE 

Mr Iain Rhind Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners Ltd 

Ms Laura Ross Stewart Ross Associates 

Ms Tracy-Ann Scanlan Tetlow King 

Mr Pritesh Shah Atisreal UK 

Mr Satvinder Singh  
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Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

   Peter Carter Associates 

Mr Eliot Smith ALPS Group 

Mr Simon Smith Smith Stuart Reynolds 

Mr James Stevens Home Builders Federation Ltd 

Ms Lucy Stone Bidwells Faulkners 

Mr James Stone Lands Improvement 

Mr Mike Straw CgMs Consulting 

Mr Nick Sutcliffe PPS Group 

Ms Lisa Trivett Lafarge Aggregates UK 

Mr Roger Turnbull The Barton Willmore Planning Partnership 

Ms Alexis Tysler Terence O'Rourke 

Mr Tom Vernon GVA Grimley 

Mr Jonathan Wall Heaton Planning Ltd 

Mr Tim Waller JB Associates 

Mr Kevin Warr Drivers Jonas 

Ms Suzanne White Turnberry Consulting 

Mr Jeff Wilson Indigo Planning 

Mr David Wilson A I 1 Land & Property 

Ms Felicity Wye MJP 

Ms Justine Yarwood Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners 

 

 
Allotment Societies and Groups 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr John Meers Longcroft Allotment Association 

 
 
Community Service Providers 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms Gina Nolan Shelter Hertfordshire 

Ms Gill Weston Ludwick Family Centre Management Committee 

Mrs Stephanie Merrit-Morling Together (Gingerbread) 

Mrs P Deane Parish Planner Organiser 

Mrs M Westley St Michael's School 

 
 
Conservation/Historic/Cultural Groups 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Steve Dias Welwyn Garden City Band 

Mr P Duxfield  (Chairman)St Albans Civic Society 

Ms Rose Freeman The Theatres Trust 

Mrs Linden Groves Garden History Society 

Mr  Holder Victorian Society 

Mr Bob Horrocks North Mymms District Green Belt Society 

Mr Paul Jiggens Welwyn & District Local History Society 

Mr D G King Potters Bar Society 

Ms Helen Leiper Hertfordshire Gardens Trust  

Mr John Marks Welwyn Garden City Society 

Mr  Martindale Georgian Group 

Mr P W Neville Digswell Lake Society 

Mrs Janet Oldland Welwyn Hatfield National Trust Association 

Mrs G Oliver London Green Belt Council 

Mr J S O'Reilly Welwyn Garden City Society 

Mr Tony Rook Welwyn Archaeological Society 

Mr  Saunders Ancient Monuments Society 
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Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms Rosie Shaw Twentieth Century Society 

Mr A Sheerman The Tewin Society 

Mr Alan Steele The Essendon Society 

Mr Derek Titchner The Essendon Society 

Mr Robert Ward Ayot St Lawrence Society 

 
 
Environmental & Amenity Groups 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms Wendy Attwell Friends of the Earth 

Mr Geoff Bunce Groundwork Hertfordshire 

Mr Tom Davidson Welwyn Hatfield Environmental Network 

Mr Kevin Fitzgerald CPRE- The Hertfordshire Society 

Mr W Harrison Mid-Herts Footpaths Society 

Ms Carol Lodge Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust 

Dr John Reay Welwyn Planning & Amenity Group 

Mr M Riches Welwyn Hatfield Environmental Network 

Mr Bernard Spatz Gobions Woodland Trust 

Mr K St Pier Panshanger Considerate Flying Group 

Ms Gill Taylor Groundwork Hertfordshire 

Mr C Wilkinson RSPB 

 
 
Further & Higher Education 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Ian Mehrtens The Royal Veterinary College 

Mr K Thornton Oaklands College 

Mr Tim Wilson University of Hertfordshire 

 
House Builders and Developers 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

   George Wimpey North Thames 

Mr David Payne Hammersmatch Properties Ltd. 

  Linden Homes Linden Homes (Chiltern) Ltd. 

Mr Les Penn Persimmon Homes (Essex) Ltd 

   Spenhill Regeneration Ltd 

 
 
Leisure Sport Recreation & Tourism 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Mike Barlow Finesse Leisure Partnership 

Mr A Barnett Caravan Club 

Mr Jon Brindle Sport Hatfield 

Mr J E Brindle Hatfield Town FC 

Dr K B Everard Welwyn Hatfield YMCA 

Dr K B Everard Monks Walk School Friday Evening Swimming Club 

Mr Mark Fisher Lawn Tennis Association 

Mr M Hayward English Golf Union 

Mr M Smelt Hyde Association (Carpet Bowls Section) 

Dr P D Wadey British Horse Society 
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Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr  Warren East of England Tourist Board 

Mr Don Earley Fields In Trust 

Mr Roy Warren Sport England 

 
Local Strategic Partnership 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms Sue Cave Welwyn Hatfield Alliance 

 
 
Members of Parliament 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Grant Shapps  M.P. Welwyn Hatfield Conservatives 

Mr Charles Walker M.P.  

 
 
Passenger Transport Users 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation 

Mrs S J Archer  

Mr and Mrs S J Archer Herts Bus and Coach Operators Association 

Mr Malcolm Cowan Welwyn Rail Users Group 

Mr Adam Edwards Hatfield Association of Rail Travellers 

Mrs Julia Guerra Welham Green Rail Users Group 

 
 
Postal Services 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr T Haines Royal Mail Group 

 
Public (Passenger) Transport Providers/Operators 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr John T Appleby London Luton Airport Operations Limited (LLAOL) 

Mr Larry Heyman First Capital Connect 

Mr A Hide GNER 

Mr David Steedman Moat Housing Group 

Mr R Warner WAGN Railway Ltd 

Mr Laurie Blair Arriva The Shires and Essex 

Mr M Finn Uno 

 
 
 
 
 
Registered Social Landlords 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr R Bek Welwyn Garden City Housing Association 

Mrs Angela Epps Metropolitan Housing Group 
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Mr Andrew Hull Circle Anglia 

Mrs Tracey Walker Aldwyck Housing Association 

Ms Sara Joanne Allen Guinness Trust 

Mrs P Johnson Circle Anglia 

 
 
Residents Association & Community Groups 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr G Wiltshire Newgate Street Village Committee 

Mr O. L. Simmons Welwyn Area Residents Group 

Mr D Tibbles Ellenbrook Residents Association 

Mr R J Budge Drovers Way Residents Association 

Mr F Grover Panshanger Community Group 

Mrs A Kovic Sycamore Avenue Residents Association 

Mr John Townend Oaklands Association 

Mrs M E Brown (Hon Sec) Smallford Residents Association 

Mr P S Beaumont Hyde Association 

Mrs P A Cokayne Burycroft Residents 

Mr Peter Ball De Havilland Residents Association 

Mr J Moss Hatfield Garden Village Residents Assoc 

Mr Ron Marks Rotary Club of Welwyn Garden City 

Mr M J Rowlands The Avenue Road Association 

Mr Peter Branchflower Danesbury Residents Association 

Mr P E Boulton Oaklands / Mardley Heath Residents Association 

Mr Mike Larkins Westfield Residents Association 

Mrs A Pye The Residents Association of Mardley Heath 

Mr Lister Newcombe Northaw & Cuffley Residents Association 

Mr J Bolitho Ryde Residents 

Mr J Day Birchwood Residents Association 

Mr Jon Starling Roe Green Area Residents Association 

Mrs S Rogers Woolmer Green Residents Association 

Mrs J M McCann Mid Valley Road Residents Association 

 
Retired & Older Persons Groups 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Ms M Birch Age Concern 

 
Rural/Countryside 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Jo Stephens Countryside Development Agency 

Mr Paul Hammett NFU East Anglia Region 

Mr Philip Greswell Ramblers Association 

 
 
Service Providers 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Organisation Details 

Constable Linda Stevens 
Architectural Liaison Officer Hertfordshire 
Constabulary 

Mr R Craig Herts Building Preservation Trust 

Mr Paul Dickinson H M Prison Service 

Mr Ben Wood Hertfordshire Forward 

Mr Ian Potter 
Head of Estates and Facilities Hertfordshire Police 
Authority 
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Mr Roy Wilsher 
Hertfordshire Fire and Rescue Officer Fire Rescue 
Service 

Mr Tony Bradford Countryside Management Service 

Mr Graham Goodall Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre 

Mr S Mckellar Family Health Service Agency 

Mr Rob Rees Watling Chase Community Forest 

  QE 2 Hospital QE2 Hospital 

Mr Norbert McCabe 
Head of Gypsy & Traveller Section Hertfordshire 
County Council 

Mrs Sue Swain Herts County Council 

Mr Matthew Wood Herts County Council 

 
 
Tenants Panel 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr Dennis Hedges Welwyn Hatfield Tenants Panel 

Note: Borough /Citizens Panel not available for consultation at this time 

 
 
Utilities (Property) 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mrs M C Barnes British Gas Properties 

Miss Hilary Bishop British Telecommunications Property 

 
Young People 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Organisation 

Mr David Irving YMCA 

Mr Barry Clark Breaks Manor Youth 

Mr J Mellville Hatfield Youth Town Council 

Mr Roger Chapman St Johns Youth & Community Centre 

Mrs Sheila Archer St John's Youth Centre 

Mr Rod Reeves 11th Welwyn Garden City Scout Group 

Mrs Ann Snook Sea Cadets Corps 

Mrs L S Hansen Welwyn Garden City & District Scout Council 

Mr Ron Dunning YMCA 

 
 

Appendix C: The Wider Community 

List of those in the Wider Community who were specifically consulted 
(Includes people/organisations who are resident or those carrying out a 
business in the area):  
 
Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

  
John Lewis 
Partnership John Lewis Partnership 

Mr D B Stuart Carl Zeiss Ltd. 

Mr Andrew Newland  

  
Tesco Store 
Ltd Tesco Stores Limited 

  Waitrose Ltd Waitrose Limited 

Mr John Bryce Bryce Associates 

Ms Wendy Sockett Paul & Company 
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Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

  W M Morrison WM Morrison Supermarket PLC 

Mr R.E. Whitten  

Mr Mark Rilley Glaxo Smith Kline 

Mr John Lane Ratcliff Palfinger Ltd 

Mr John Felgate  

Ms Joy Delhanty  

Mrs E Nolan  

Mr Bryn Gwyndaf Jones  

Mr Peter Carter  

Mr Philip Porter  

Mr E Baker  

Mr Christopher Adams 
Nursery Gardens Management Company 
(Welwyn) 

Mrs S J Archer  

Mr Kieren Adair LIDL UK Gmbh 

Mr B Appleby  

Mr Robin Bilson  

Mr & Mrs M Goring  

Mrs Alice Hamilton  

Mr T.M. Hogan  

Mr W H Searl  

Mr Roger Francis  

Ms Ruth McCarthy  

Mr B Meggitt  

Mr Barry Moon  

Mr Daniel Rinsler  

Mr Robert William Thomas  

Mr & Mrs W J Chandler  

Mr. John Onslow  

Mr P Neville  

Mr Nigel Hutton  

Mr Clive R. Godsave  

Mr William Holland  

Mr P L Neal  

Mr Andy Churn  

Mr D J Whines  

Ms Christine Ewer  

Mr Gordon Bird  

Mrs B R Kurstein  

Ms R K Alcock  

Mr Brian Rothwell  

Misses L and T Hanchett  

Ms Sue Grellier  

Mr D Swanson  

Mr Chris Thomas Outdoor Advertising Association 

Ms Pat Taylor  

Mr Alex Harvey  

Mr Neville Hutchinson  

Mr S S Grewal  

Ms Kathryn Wallace  

Mr S Wildman Fusion Online Ltd 

Mr & Mrs J.C. and G.T. Ward  

Ms Maria Georgiou  

Mrs Barbara Brand  

Dr S Chopra  

Mr Philip Tubb  

Mr & Mrs Terry & Mary Deacon  

Mr Ron Mitcham  

Mr Richard Gay  

Ms Claire Taylor  

Mrs Kathryn Tubb-Wallace  

Mr Terry Betts T J B Planning 
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Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

Ms Charlotte Baker Michael Shanly 

Mr Warren Murtaugh  

Mr Roger Brewer  

Dr Dennis Lewis  

Mr Peter Davies  

Mr  Richardson  

Mr John Aughton  

Mr Philip Harvey  

Ms Delphine Tipper  

Mr Marc Tims  

Mr  Bridgeman  

Mrs Carol Beckerman  

Mr Mike Cook  

Mr Neil Bedford  

 

Appendix D: List of other consultees 

 
Other consultees, who either the Council considered it would be appropriate 
to consult, e.g. non-adjoining local authorities, those who had expressed an 
interest in the Core Strategy (or other LDF documents) or those who local 
authorities were (then) advised by PPS12 should consider consulting, were 
sent or e-mailed a letter inviting them to make comments together with a 
leaflet and details of where documents may be inspected. All documents 
relating to the Issues and Options Paper consultation were available on the 
Council’s website or otherwise on request. 
 
List of other consultees sent a letter or email: 
 
Non-adjoining local authorities 
 

Title 
Given 
Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

Mr P Bandy Stevenage Borough Council 

Mr R Blackburn Dacorum Borough Council 

Mr P Kerr Three Rivers District Council 

Mr Ian Platt Luton Borough Council 

Mr Carley Billett Watford Borough Council 

 
Other consultees 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

Mr  Bowden DCLG 

  
Land Strategy 
Team DEFRA 

Mrs  Marshall Health & Safety Executive 

Mr  Payne Civil Aviation Authority 

Ms Lorna Reith London Travel Watch 

Mr L D Simmons Post Office Property Holdings 

   Department for Transport 

 
 
Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

Mr Mike Evans English Partnerships 

Ms Rosalind Eyre National Grid 

Mr Andrew Muir National Grid Wireless 

Mr Ashley Pollerd Network Rail 

Mr Steve Scott Forestry Commission 
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Title Given Name Family Name Company / Organisation 

Mr Brian Underwood NATS 

Mr Mark White English Partnerships 

Ms  Wyatt Royal Town Planning Institute 
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Appendix E: Articles in the Welwyn Hatfield Times 

 

14 January 2009  
front page 
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21 January 2009 page 2 

14 January 
2009  
page 3 
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28 January 2009 page 2 
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4 February 2009 page 2 
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11 February 2009 page 2 
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18 February 2009 page 2 

 
 



 33 

25 February 2009 page 2 

 
 



 34 

4 March 2009 page 2 
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Appendix F: Adverts in the Welwyn Hatfield Times 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

4 March 2009 

18 March 2009 
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Appendix G: Life Magazine 

 
Front page of Life Magazine 
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Special Insert in Life Magazine 
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Appendix H: Poster 
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Appendix I: Consultation Material, Letter and Leaflet 

 
 
Consultation Material 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 44 

 
 
 
 
Example letter 
 
 
 
Name 
Address 
Address 
Town 
Postcode 
 
 
Dear Mr Bloggs, 
 
Planning the future of Welwyn Hatfield - Core Strategy Issues and Options 
 
Thank you for the interest you have previously shown in planning the future of 
Welwyn Hatfield.  The Council is carrying out public consultation on issues and 
options for the Core Strategy from Wednesday 4 March to Friday 1 May.  The 
Core Strategy is the key planning document in the Local Development 
Framework. 
 
The ‘Core Strategy Issues and Options’ document is available to view online at 
www.welhat.gov.uk/planning.  A Summary and Guide and a Planning the Future 
leaflet is also available.  The documents are also available to view at deposit 
locations throughout the borough and these are listed on the enclosed sheet, 
along with the opening hours. 
 
We are holding public ‘drop in’ sessions during March and the dates and venues 
are detailed in the enclosed Planning the Future leaflet.  We hope that you are 
able to attend one of the public ‘drop in’ sessions, we want to hear your views 
about the future of Welwyn Hatfield.  
 
You can respond to the consultation document online at 
www.welhat.gov.uk/planning.  The consultation portal has a site tour which 
explains how to view and participate in the consultation.  There is an area to 
login, your username is 2083.  If you do not know your password, click on the link 
and it will be sent to your e-mail address. 
 
You can also respond using a Response Form.  We would also be grateful if you 
could complete an About You Form as this helps us to monitor how effective our 
consultation is. Both forms are available online at www.welhat.gov.uk/planning 
and at the deposit locations. 
 
The consultation deadline is 4.45pm on Friday 1 May 2009.  We look forward to 
hearing from you. 
 
Yours sincerely 

Chris Conway 
Director (Strategy & Development) 

Chris Conway 
Director (Strategy & Development) 

 
 

Reply To: address as below                                                                                                                                
Our Ref: CS I&O public consultation 

Email: planningpolicy@welhat.gov.uk 
Tel: 01707 357352 
Fax: 01707 357255 
Date: 2 March 2009  
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Leaflet (A5 folded front page) 
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Leaflet (A5 folded back page) 
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Appendix J: List of Inspection Points 
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Appendix K: Exhibition Boards and Photographs 
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Photographs 
 

 
Exhibition in Hatfield Town Centre 7 March 2009 
 
 

 
Exhibition in Hatfield Town Centre 7 March 2009 
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Exhibition in Cuffley village 13 March 2009 
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Summary of the main issues raised in response to the  
Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper 2009 and how these 
were taken into account in preparing the emerging Core 
Strategy 
 

The Vision 

V1 and V2 

Number of responses received: 30 

Summary of Main Issues  

Whilst a number of the responses were in support of the vision (or parts of the vision), the majority of 
responses suggested amendments to reflect the following issues: 

The need for a more locally distinctive, settlement focussed and deliverable vision. Consideration for the 
Garden City ethos and the value of the natural and historic environment. Avoiding ribbon development and 
coalescence is cited a priority for maintaining the character and identity of settlements. The role of the 
villages and rural areas should be articulated as should the value of the landscape, environment and bio-
diversity. The need to deliver the regeneration of Hatfield Town Centre and ensure that Welwyn Garden 
City remains a major town centre. Creating communities, making provision for play, community facilities 
within easy walking distance with good public transport, education and health provision. Development 
should be located around, as well as within, settlements to ensure the viability of existing services and 
make use of existing infrastructure. There is concern that growing prosperity is incompatible with reducing 
impact on the environment. Notions of neighbourliness and caring should be incorporated to promote ways 
of promoting happiness. Create a new community in one place rather than developing many areas and 
creating chaos for years. Suggested wording includes reference to retaining distinctive character, 
strengthening our town centres, securing economic growth, reinforcing existing neighbourhoods and 
creating new neighbourhoods with the necessary supportive infrastructure. 

How these views were taken into account:  

The vision has been amended to be more locally distinctive and settlement focussed reflecting the 
comments set out above. In addition separate town centre visions have been developed for Welwyn 
Garden City and Hatfield.  

 

Objectives 

Options O1, O2, O3  

Number of responses received: 38 

Summary of Main Issues  

Some responses were supportive of the objectives. However, most responses suggest either amending, 
deleting or introducing certain objectives. The main issues raised were: 

 Reduce water consumption and dependence on fossil fuels. 

 Sufficient infrastructure to support the new housing.  

 Green Belt should be sacrosanct. No coalescence of any towns and villages. 

 Development should be planned for around the main towns and villages (as well as within) and at other 
sustainable locations that are well connected to public transport and services and on previously 
developed land. Will help sustain local services and communities. 

 Make provision for an ageing population and for the young. 

 Ensure that health and social care provision is accessible and local. 

 Affordable, frequent public transport to improve quality of life for the less well off. 

 Be more explicit about undertaking a strategic review and release of Green Belt land; when and how 
will such a review take place within the plan period.  

 Objective of maintaining the Green Belt is not deliverable in light of RSS targets. 

 Ensure a sustainable and sufficient housing land supply. 

 “Improving access to the countryside” is already good and covered elsewhere. 

 Correct the underachievement in educational attainment. 

 Delete reference to mixed-use development. 
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 Retain distinctive pattern and character of settlements. 

 The importance of sustainable development should underpin all planning policies. 

 Housing should not be permitted on industrial land as this leads to a loss of jobs. 

 Refer to the Regional Economic Strategy and the ambitions for the region. 

 Set out the local dimension and what the Core Strategy is trying to achieve. 

 Recognise the importance of minimising the need to travel.  

 Locate high density development relative to transport nodes. 

 Reflect the vision of Ebenezer Howard and the Garden City. 

 Development should blend well with existing development. 

 Maintain access to the countryside. 

 Reduce traffic and congestion through town and village centres. 

 Raise the profile of the University as a focus for cultural activities. 

 Lead on waste recycling and disposal. 

 Maximise affordable housing. 

 Provide for family houses. 

 Maintain the character of existing settlements. 

 Some objectives are counter intuitive, e.g. protecting historic environment and supporting growth in 
Welwyn Garden city Town centre. 

 Objectives should be focussed on delivering what is intended. 

 Should protect natural resources and cultural assets and enhance the built environment through 
regeneration and new development which complements its setting and meets the current and future 
needs of the community. 

 Should reflect the regional target of 60% brown field land but not at the expense of the character of 
Welwyn Hatfield. Should also balance housing growth with employment. 

 Use Area Action plans to provide detailed policies and deliver growth and regeneration. 

 Support objectives which offer the potential not to add a disproportionate number of trips to the Trunk 
Road network. 

 Need a new objective to manage flood risk. 

 Supports growth of the local economy.  

 Support families to live together to reduce the need for housing. 

 Have conducted a review of the Green Belt. 

 Brookmans Park and Cuffley should be deleted as potential areas for development as infrastructure 
cannot cope. Affordable housing would de-value property values and increase crime.  

 Keep green spaces free from development. 

 Do not build on land previously used as gardens. 

 Delete “in line with the East of England Plan”, Key Centres for Development and Change. 

 Consider Park and Ride 

 An over-reliance on PDL will lead to small units for small households. 

 Ensure that Welwyn Garden City town centre maintains its role as a major town centre through 
focusing on upgrading the retail environment and enhancing the retail offer and customer choice. 

How these views were taken into account:  

The objectives have been amended to; 

 Update them in light of the forthcoming abolition of the East of England Plan. Points relating to the 
Regional Spatial Strategy and the Regional Economic Strategy are not addressed because of the 
government’s changed approach to regional planning. 

 Take into account many of the points raised in these comments by clarifying or expanding the 
previous objectives .This includes being more explicit about the need for a review of the  Green 
Belt boundaries have been addressed. 

 In addition local objectives have been developed in consultation with representatives of the local 
community such as parish and town councillors. These appear in the Spatial section of the Core 
Strategy. 
 

 
 

Natural Resources and Environmental Assets 

Issue I1 Impact of the Scale of Growth on The Landscape 
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Number of responses received: 7 

Summary of Main Issues  

Respondents considered that the Council has identified the relevant key issues. 

 Reviews of the Green Belt boundary should be carried out.  

 Development can contribute to the conservation, maintenance and enhancement of the local landscape 
character of the area in which they are located. 

 The Council should fully consider the effect on people’s quality of life, in the towns and villages, of 
major development, which will erode the greenbelt and result in the loss of open spaces. 

 The development of Panshanger Aerodrome would ruin the views of the Mimram Valley. 

 Commercial use of land such as golf courses and mineral extraction has a detrimental impact on the 
landscape and as such should be tightly controlled. 

 The use of brownfield sites, major developed sites (MDS) and reserve sites for development will help to 
protect the landscape from the impact of development. 

 The impact on the landscape is one of a range of issues to be considered, when assessing the 
sustainability of alternative options. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Green Belt boundary reviews will need to be carried out for subsequent development plan documents as 
part of the site allocations and master planning process.  The council recognises the importance of open 
space to the quality of life of residents and will require that proposals for new development provide open 
space and maintain and enhance the landscape wherever possible; this includes the development of golf 
courses and restoration of the land after mineral extraction. The council agrees that the sensitive 
development of brownfield sites, Major Developed Sites and reserve sites can protect the landscape from 
harm, but the impact of such development on the landscape will be considered on an individual basis. The 
Protection of Critical Assets policy recognises the importance of the local landscape character in the 
borough to people’s quality of life and seeks to ensure that it is protected from harm. The impact on the 
local landscape has been taken into consideration when assessing the suitability of the potential Broad 
Locations for Growth. The Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity work carried out indicates that the 
development of Panshanger Aerodrome would not as a matter of course ruin views of the Mimram valley 
subject to it being appropriately designed and landscaped. 

 
 

Natural Resources and Environmental Assets  

Issue I2 Soils and the Protection of Agricultural Land 

Number of responses received: 13 

Summary of Main Issues  

Respondents generally agreed that the relevant key issues had been identified. 

 Directing development away from the best and most versatile agricultural land (grade1, 2 and 3a) is 
one issue. However, it should not be considered in isolation, but as one of a significant range of 
sustainability issues that need to be weighed up in deciding where to locate strategic development. 

 In some instances it may be appropriate to release higher grade agricultural land for development if it 
proves to be the most sustainable location when considering the release of land. 

 Agricultural land should not be developed until all avenues for developments elsewhere have been 
exhausted 

 Agricultural land should be retained to meet the demand that a growing population creates for food. 
Hertfordshire lacks a sustainable farming policy, to encourage local food production. 

 Greater importance should be given to allotments, which provide locally grown food and habitats for 
wildlife. 

 Farmers should be allowed to diversity by developing some of their land, in order to be able to reinvest 
the money in their farms. 

 Agriculture may require increasing water for irrigation, due to drier weather as a consequence of 
climate change.  

 Agricultural land is a key source for water for the natural recharge of the groundwater aquifer. 
Development has the potential to increase the pressure on a resource which is currently over-
abstracted. 
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How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises that protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land which has the greatest 
potential for food production from development may conflict with the aim of locating development in the 
most sustainable locations, but agricultural land is a finite resource, which cannot be replaced, so a 
balance must be struck. The impact of agriculture on water is considered separately under the issue of 
water quality and contamination. 

 
 

Natural Resources and Environmental Assets 

Issue I3 Sterilisation of Minerals 

Number of responses received: 7 

Summary of Main Issues  

Respondents generally agreed that the relevant key issues had been identified. 

 The loss of Ellenbrook Country Park to mineral extraction would be contrary to the objectives of the 
Community Forest.  

 Mineral extraction would probably delay development beyond the timescale proposed in the East of 
England Plan; alternatively if mineral extraction is not extracted the major reserves would sterilised by 
development and further mineral sites(s) would need to be identified. 

 Mineral extraction on the former Hatfield Aerodrome site would have a detrimental impact on the 
residential amenity of properties in the area. It would conflict with the environmental policies contained 
in the document. 

 Alternative forms of house building construction would significantly reduce the need for mineral 
extraction. Putting a stop on building more roads would also result in significantly less demand for 
minerals. 

 Green Belt land should not be the preferred area for mineral extraction. 

 Before the extraction of minerals is permitted, the environmental impact on the site and adjacent area 
must be considered. Mineral extraction must not damage wildlife habitats. 

 
Hertfordshire County Council stated that in line with national and local policy the County Council will seek 
to safeguard mineral reserves from unnecessary sterilisation. No mention is made of the Hertfordshire 
County Council's mineral consultation Areas SPD, which encourages collaboration between the two 
planning authorities to help two tier working. 

How these views were taken into account: The area in which Ellenbrook Country Park lies is designated 
as a preferred area for mineral extraction in the adopted Minerals Local Plan. Issues relating to the 
extraction of minerals are a matter for the review of the Minerals Local Plan and the county council. The 
reference in the Issues and Options document was simply referring to the facts and the issue of the need to 
avoid sterilisation of minerals whilst at the same time making provision for new housing.  

In drawing up proposals for growth account has been taken of the need to avoid the sterilisation of minerals 
through both the selection process for the Broad Locations of Growth and the phasing of development. 

 
 
 

The Network of Open Spaces 

Question 1 - The hierarchy of open spaces 

Number of responses received: 14 

Summary of Main Issues  

Four respondents, including Natural England and the Environment Agency, agreed with the open space 
hierarchy. However, 9 others disagreed with particular aspects of the hierarchy.  

Comments of support welcomed the clear approach to setting out different green infrastructure assets in 
the borough and supported the inclusion of linear open spaces/ green corridors.  

Several comments disagreed with the principle of the hierarchy. Two respondents felt that ‘hierarchy’ 
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implies ranking and should be omitted. It was raised that the term is contradicted by text in paragraph 4.25, 
which states the table is not meant to be a priority listing, so ‘categorisation’ may be a better word. Another 
response argued the hierarchy is very limited as it only looks at open space in terms of social amenity or 
wildlife value; it ignores the wider value and history. 

A number of other responses suggested amendments to the hierarchy. The main issues identified are 
summarised below: 

 Linear open space/green corridors are very important for wildlife so should be moved higher up the 
hierarchy.  Two comments suggest prioritising it above civic spaces, another suggests above 
neighbourhood parks. 

 Regional or sub-regional open spaces should not have greater value than local designations. The 
hierarchy demonstrates different functions only.  

 Table is misleading as Hatfield House, Brocket Park and Gobions wood are recognised as nationally 
important by English Heritage. 

 Allotment sites should not be grouped with other types of open space in the table because they are 
distinct and need their own size guidelines and targets based on National Allotment guidelines. In 
addition, they are not public open space and are often much smaller than 2ha. 

 Some wildlife sites are on private land, so not publicly accessible. 

 All open space network needs protecting not just the examples given. 

No new evidence/ technical work was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account: It is agreed that all open spaces are valuable and therefore 
the emerging Core Strategy does not to refer to the hierarchy of open spaces. The importance of inter-
connecting, linked open space is recognised as of intrinsic importance to the functioning of Green 
Infrastructure in the borough, together with the historic value of open spaces to the local character of the 
area. However it should be recognised that some open spaces have national and international designation 
and therefore are provided with greater protection by government policy. 

The Protection of Critical Assets policy deals with the protection of Green Infrastructure which includes the 
network of open spaces in the borough. 

 

 
 

The Network of Open Spaces 

Issue 4 Protection and Enhancement of the Open Space Network 

Number of responses received 4 

Summary of Main Issues  

All the responses broadly support the open space issues identified in the Core Strategy. Specific comments 
include the need to address the allotments identified as poor or very poor quality and support for the 
reference to policy ENV1 of the East of England Plan. 

One response highlights that impact and access to the existing open space network will need to be 
weighed up when assessing the sustainability of alternative options as the Core Strategy progresses. It 
also raises that consideration should be given to the positive impact that growth can have on the open 
space network. 

How these views were taken into account: 

One of the consequences of making provision for a growing population will be the net loss of open land and 
the Protection of Critical Assets Policy CS11 of the Emerging Core Strategy will seek to mitigate this impact 
by requiring new development to incorporate green infrastructure as an intrinsic part of proposals for new 
development in the borough. 
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The Network of Open Spaces 

Strategy Statement  SS1 How Best to Protect and Enhance the Open Space Network 

Number of responses received 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

Both responses agree with the strategy statement to ensure (through future DPDs) that the quantity and 
quality of open space is maintained and enhanced.  

No alternatives were suggested and none of the responses highlighted any gaps in our evidence base.  

How these views were taken into account: 

One of the consequences of making provision for a growing population will be the net loss of open land and 
the council will seek to mitigate this impact by protecting valuable open spaces by designating them as 
Urban Open Land in the Site Allocations document and by requiring new development to incorporate green 
infrastructure as an intrinsic part of proposals for new development in the borough through the Protection of 
Critical Assets Policy CS11 of the Emerging Core Strategy 

 
 

Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows 

Issue 5 How Best to Protect Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows 

Number of responses received: 6 

All the respondents recognised that the key issues had been identified. 

Summary of Main Issues  

 The impact on existing trees, woodland and hedgerows should be one of a range of issues weighed up 
in assessing the sustainability of alternative options. The ability of options to provide new planting and 
the part that this plays in combating climate change should also be considered in assessing options for 
growth 

 Support protection of trees when they warrant protection. However, scope should be allowed for the 
removal of non-native trees if it facilitates development - especially if development can be conditioned 
to reinstate a more suitable habitat. 

 Woodland and hedgerows should be integrated into a sustainable productive landscape. 

 The Council should prevent businesses from buying green public open space, and then cutting down 
mature trees, replacing them with smaller ones. The Council should continue to protect trees, as per 
the Council’s Tree Strategy. 

 
The Forestry Commission commented that the relevant key issues are identified. They commended linking 
trees, woodlands and hedgerows into Green Infrastructure through the development of a Green 
Infrastructure Strategy for the Welwyn Hatfield area. Linkages to surrounding Green Infrastructure plans 
should be encouraged to promote the development of multifunctional green space at a landscape scale. 
 
The Welwyn Garden City Society commented that with such pressure on the environment, it is essential 
that the Borough reviews its Tree Strategy. The new development proposed must include substantial tree 
planting 

 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the important contribution that protected trees, woodlands and hedgerows make to 
the local character of the borough and Policy CS11 Protection of Critical Assets policy will both protect the 
borough’s natural assets which include protected trees, woodlands and hedgerows and will require the 
provision of new green infrastructure as part of any new development. 
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Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows 

Strategy Statement SS2  

Number of responses received: 8 

Summary of Main Issues  

There was overall support for the strategy statement, although some respondents felt that the strategy 
needed to be stronger and less ambiguous. 
 
No development should be considered where woodland exists. Any detrimental affects on woodland that 
could result from the development of adjacent areas must also be considered.  
 
All mature trees and hedgerows must be protected from development. There is no such thing as 
“unavoidable loss of trees”. Planning should allow for the preservation of trees within designated 
development sites.  

Unless dead or posing some danger no mature trees should be removed. Where re- planting is required 
this should consist of more mature trees, rather than saplings. 

Three respondents stated that the words "where appropriate" should be deleted.  

One respondent commented that the character of WGC was defined by its abundance of trees and shrubs 
and that any new development should retain the garden city character and incorporate more trees, shrubs 
and open spaces than might be required in another town. 

The first sentence should be expanded to end ‘...and to promote new planting with locally native species 
wherever possible.’ in line with the current District Plan policy.  

Natural England have stated that the new National Indicator 197 (condition of local wildlife sites) should be 
cited here. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The protection of trees, woodland and hedgerows is incorporated in the Protection of Critical Assets policy 
CS11, which recognises the important contribution that protected trees, woodlands and hedgerows make to 
the local character of the borough, including the unique character of Welwyn Garden City. The unavoidable 
loss of trees may sometimes be necessary where new development is required to take place to meet the 
needs of the borough. The provision of new green infrastructure will be required as part of any new 
development. It is not appropriate for the Core Strategy to include details of the type of planting required; 
this is a matter more appropriately addressed by a planning condition. It is agreed that the phrase “where 
appropriate” should not be included in the policy. National Indicators have been abolished. 

 
 

Watling Chase Community Forest 

Strategy Statement SS3 

Number of responses received 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

The two responses broadly support the strategy relating to Watling Chase Community Forest. One of the 
responses suggests that linkages are made to plans in adjoining authorities because they promote the 
development of multi-functional green space at a larger scale.   

 

How these views were taken into account: 

The importance of Watling Chase Community Forest in relation to the provision of green infrastructure is 
recognised in the context of the Welwyn Hatfield Green Infrastructure Plan and the Hertfordshire Strategic 
Green Infrastructure Plan and Policy CS11. 
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Biodiversity  

Issue I6  How Best to Protect and Enhance Biodiversity 

Number of responses received: 9 

Summary of Main Issues There was disagreement over whether development can also bring new 
opportunities for habitat creation with some respondents arguing that the protection of wildlife and habitats 
must be a paramount consideration of the Core strategy.  

The Key points raised by respondents were: 
 

 Impact on biodiversity should be one of a range of issues weighed up in assessing the sustainability of 
alternative options in the sustainability appraisal 

 Agree that new development can also create/improve habitats. Proposed development should 
therefore not be dismissed on the basis that it will have an impact on habitat and wildlife, rather it 
should be recognised that there are ways of both meeting development needs and improving 
biodiversity 

 Reference should be made to the new National Indicator for Biodiversity (NI197), the first baseline of 
which was calculated for Hertfordshire (and reported for each individual district) in March 2009. Should 
also make reference to the spatial vision and strategic objectives for biodiversity. This should identify 
key features and areas to be protected and areas which have the most significant potential for 
enhancement, as recommended by ALGE document ‘Integrating Biodiversity into the Core Strategy. 
(Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust) 

 It would be desirable to encourage and improve access to wildlife sites, where possible, without 
degrading their wildlife quality. 

 Not all sites of nature conservation are designated and development can have far reaching affects. An 
ecological survey may be required whether or not a site is adjacent to a wildlife site, in accordance with 
PPS9.  
(Environment  Agency)  

 

How these views were taken into account: 

Biodiversity is recognised as a key component of Green Infrastructure in the borough. A balance needs to 
be struck between allow access to wildlife sites, whilst protecting them from damage.  The Protection of 
Critical Assets Policy CS11 will both protect existing biodiversity and support opportunities for enhancing 
biodiversity in the borough. National Indicators have been abolished. Policy CS9 Good Quality Desigt also 
requires biodiversity to be increased or enhanced in new development. The potential for impact on 
biodiversity was one of the factors used to assess the suitability of the broad locations. 

 
 

Biodiversity  

Strategy Statement SS4  

Number of responses received: 9  

Summary of Main Issues  

There was general support for the strategy but some thought that the strategy should be strengthened to 
reflect the importance of biodiversity and that there was a conflict between development and natural 
habitats. Other comments included:  
 

 Include good examples of how development has created new opportunities for habitat creation. How 
are sites of acknowledged importance established ? 

 

 It is unrealistic to direct all development away from areas of wildlife importance. If pressures are severe 
or prejudicial it is better to impose restriction on the site use by management e.g. through walking only, 
no horse or bike or animals or impose restricted opening hours. 

 

 National designated sites –SSSI and non-statutory sites should be protected from harmful development 
and buffered using exclusion zones where required. 

 

 Not strong enough statement as far as protecting and enhancing wildlife sites. Duty of the Council 
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under the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act  2006  to have regard to the conservation of 
biodiversity  including restoring or enhancing a population or habitat. The Core Strategy should state 
that “new development should encourage innovative and sustainable design which should encourage 
biodiversity.(Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust ) 

 

 Should delete “Locally acknowledged’ because this implies that site has to be a recorded wildlife site in 
order to be offered protection, when sites that are not designated or locally acknowledged should also 
be offered protection. (Environment Agency ) 

 

How these views were taken into account: 

The protection of statutory and local wildlife sites was one of the criteria considered when assessing the 
potential broad locations for housing growth in the Core Strategy. The Protection of Critical Assets Policy 
CS11 will both protect existing biodiversity and will support opportunities for new development to enhance 
biodiversity. Biodiversity is recognised as a key component of the Green Infrastructure in the borough. The 
requirement for an ecological survey would be a matter dealt with by planning condition. National policy 
requires that greater protection should be given to designated sites particularly where they are of 
international or national significance. 

This strategy statement has been incorporated into the Core Strategy through the selection process for the 
Broad Locations of Growth and the requirement for new Green Infrastructure set out in Policy CS11 and 
the specific polices relating to the Broad Locations for Growth and Ellenbrook Country Park. Policy CS9 
Good Quality Design also requires biodiversity to be increased or enhanced in new development. 

 
 

The Historic Environment 

Strategy Statement SS5 

Number of responses received: 9 

Summary of Main Issues  

All the respondents supported the strategy, but expressed the view that is should be strengthened. 

Hertfordshire’s Gardens Trust suggests that the following wording be included “'Both registered historic 
landscapes and those of local importance will be given protection in consultation with the relevant national 
and local bodies.” 

Hertfordshire County Council has responded that the conservation of much of the borough’s heritage is 
potentially under threat from development and other land use change. It is therefore vital that the Core 
Strategy has an historic environment policy that allows for the protection and conservation (and 
enhancement where appropriate) of the Borough’s heritage. 

SS5 could be interpreted as precluding any development within conservation areas.  

Maintaining Conservation Areas must be looked at and balanced against the overall objectives of 
sustainability. 

It is important that enforcement of the Welwyn Garden City Estate Management Scheme is followed 
through expeditiously. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The spirit of the wording has been incorporated into Policy CS11 as Historic Park and Gardens are part of 
our heritage assets.  

The emerging policy would not preclude any development within conservation areas, but any development 
must be sensitive to its locations and must preserve or enhance the conservation area. The importance of 
the borough’s designated and non-designated heritage assets are recognised as being important to the 
character of the area and they will be protected by the Protection of Critical Assets Policy CS11.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 73 

 

Environment - Overall Strategy Statement  

Strategy Statement SS6  

Number of responses received: 4  

Summary of Main Issues  

On the whole there are no objections to the aim of the strategy. The Environment Agency welcome the 
inclusion of rivers, river valleys and floodplains as environmental assets. There were a number of more 
detailed comments including : 
  

 This statement is ambivalent, either the strategy is to protect and enhance or it is not. 

 This statement should make it clear that, where loss or harm to biodiversity is deemed unavoidable, 
developers must mitigate or compensate appropriately for any losses, in keeping with guidance 
provided by Building Futures design guide, produced by Herts County Council for planners and 
developers.  

 There is no mention of ground water -Ground water should be recognised as a natural resource and 
significant environmental asset that is a key element of the nature of chalk streams such as the Lea 
and the Mimram and which has statutory protection under, for example, the Groundwater Directive and 
Water Framework Directive. 

 The loss of Public Water Supply abstractions due to the effect of historic contamination does not seem 
to be addressed in the body of the strategy, merely stated here at paragraph 2.15 Context and Key 
Strategies. 

 This section should include a more positive approach including potential river restoration, avoiding 
development in the floodplain and reducing flood risk. 

 

How these views were taken into account:  

The aim of the Core Strategy is to protect and enhance the natural resources and environmental assets of 
the borough, but it is unrealistic to expect that necessary growth in the borough can be achieved without 
some environmental impacts. All new development will be expected to provide green infrastructure, in order 
to mitigate the impacts of the development and enhance the borough’s natural resources. The Protection of 
Critical Assets Policy CS11 states that the water environment will be protected from development that 
would threaten its quality and capacity; this includes protection of groundwater and avoiding development 
in the floodplain. 

 
 

Environment 

Options E1-E7 and Sustainability Appraisal SE1-SE7 

Number of responses received: Options 24,  Sustainability Appraisal  2 

Summary of Main Issues  

Ranking of options: 25 people commented on options E1 to E7, of these 19 completed the ranking.   

Option E1, Protection and enhancement of the natural landscape character of the borough, was the most 
popular. It was ranked first by 12 out of 19 respondents.  

The least popular option was E6, the protection of mineral deposits, which was ranked the least important 
by 8 out of 19 respondents.  

There was no defining ranking of the other options, with varying opinions of their importance. 

Two respondents stated that they had not ranked the options, as they considered them to all be of equal 
importance.  

Another respondent commented that it was the wrong approach to seek to rank aspects of the environment 
in terms of priority for protection.  They suggested that a better approach would be to ensure that all the 
issues are identified criteria, along with other social and economic criteria, that are used to assess growth 
options, in a Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy 

One respondent raised the issue of Light pollution as an issue as a growing environmental concern.  Poorly 
designed and badly aimed lighting may have adverse effects. 
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To build houses on productive high quality agricultural land would be counter to DEFRA policy of protecting 
national food security 

One respondent commented that “The core strategy should recognise that future employment needs might 
require the development of sites that are also sought to be protected from development.  “This comment 
referred to a site specific allocation. 
 
In relation to the sustainability appraisal, one respondent commented that the loss of Green Belt is not 
mentioned in the sustainability disadvantages and they suggest that this is also an issue that should be 
included. 

How these views were taken into account:  

The approach taken in the Core Strategy does not prioritise aspects of the environment for protection. The 
issue of light pollution would be considered as part of Policy CS10 Sustainable Design and Construction in 
the borough. The Protection of Critical Assets policy states that the best and most versatile land that has 
the greatest potential for local food security will be protected. The planned release of some Green Belt land 
is inevitable, in order to provide for necessary growth in the borough; the selection of the areas of Green 
Belt to be released will be subject to a sustainability appraisal. 

 

 
 

Noise Pollution 

Issue 7 

Number of responses received: 8 

Summary of Main Issues  

A number of responses considered noise pollution to be an issue in the borough.  Three responses 
emphasised the A1 (M) as a major source of ongoing noise pollution and want more action to reduce this 
impact, such as quieter surfaces or noise barriers. The Highways Agency support proposals for 
developments which could minimise the number of trips generated and promote sustainable modes of 
travel. Other responses raise various issues, including; 

 Concern that proposals to extract gravel at Hatfield Aerodrome will increase noise pollution for local 
residents 

 Controlling the use of fossil fuels will control noise pollution. 

 The impact of noise on development should be one of a range of issues weighed up in assessing the 
sustainability of alternative options.  

However, one response states that most of Welwyn Hatfield is already noisy (roads, aeroplanes etc), so 
addressing noise is not therefore the highest priority. 

How these views were taken into account: 
 
The Sustainable Design and Construction Policy CS10 requires new development to minimise noise 
pollution during its construction and during the operation of the use.  The Council does not consider airport 
noise is a significant issue in the borough so does not address it in the Core Strategy. 
 

 
 

Noise Pollution 

Strategy Statement  SS7 

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

Three of the responses broadly support the strategy statement to address noise pollution. However, one 
response would like more street trees and hedges to address noise pollution and London Luton Airport 
Operations Ltd would like the strategy widened to specifically address noise insulation associated with 
proposals for residential and other forms of development, which are particularly sensitive to aircraft noise 
(e.g. schools, nurseries, hospitals), in accordance with PPG24 Noise.  
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One response disagrees with the strategy statement because it can not be achieved if gravel is extracted at 
the Hatfield Aerodrome site. 

No gaps in the evidence base are identified. 

How these views were taken into account: 
 
The location and design of development to mitigate the impact of noise is an important consideration.  The 
Sustainable Design and Construction Policy CS10 requires new development to minimise pollution during 
its construction and during the operation of the use.  More details will be taken forward in the Development 
Management Policies document. 

 
 

Light Pollution 

Strategy Statement  SS8 

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

All the responses broadly support the strategy statement on light pollution.  A number of issues were raised 
including: 

Light pollution should be minimised to reduce carbon emissions, businesses and public buildings should be 
required to switch lights off at night and shades should be put on street lamps so that light is reflected 
down.  

How these views were taken into account: 

The location and design of development to mitigate the impact of light pollution is an important 
consideration.  The Sustainable Design and Construction Policy CS10 requires new development to 
minimise pollution.  More details will be taken forward in the Development Management Policies document. 

 
 

Water Quality and Land Contamination  

Strategy Statement SS9    

Number of responses received: 5,  (2 in support)  

Summary of Main Issues  

 The strategy statement on water quality and land contamination is supported. (East of England 
Regional Assembly) 

 Housing development on the Panshanger Airfield will remove a vital soakaway. The effects of surface 
runoff in to the Mimram will be disastrous and polluting. The potential for flooding further downstream, 
especially in Hertford, is high and potentially damaging to the fragile ecosystem.  

 The environmental impact of flooding downstream must be assessed. 

 Need to do more than just take issue into account as stated in SS9; need to also consider where the 
water for all these new residents will come from. 

 Although PPS23 is identified as a key document in the management of contaminated land, neither the 
Environment Agency’s Groundwater Protection: Policy and Practice (GP3) or the Council’s own 
Contaminated Land Strategy document are mentioned. The Model Procedures for the Management of 
Land Contamination (Environment Agency, 2004) may also be useful as a key reference.  

 The requirement for all planning applications involving the redevelopment of potentially contaminated 
land to include a preliminary risk assessment should be mentioned in this section and provide more 
detail provided in the Development Control Policies DPD. The (Environment Agency) 

 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the importance of preventing land contamination and of ensuring that remedial 
treatment of contaminated land is carried out prior to development. The quality of water plays a vital role in 
the environmental protection of the borough and these natural assets will be protected by the Protection of 
Critical Assets Policy CS11. Whilst the borough is located in a region that has been identified as an area of 
water stress, no evidence has been submitted to demonstrate that development on the scale envisaged 
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through the emerging Core Strategy could not be provided for. Development will not be permitted on the 
borough’s floodplains. 

 
 

Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy 

Issue I8 

Number of responses received: 12 

Summary of Main Issues  

The comments received addressed the fundamental approach to achieving the identified goals in the issue. 

The key points raised by respondents were: 

 Support for increasing the level of sustainable energy usage through new build development  

 There is need to focus on increasing the efficiency of heating systems 

 There is a need to focus on more innovative means of energy usage and drive for self sufficiency 

 There is a need to provide sustainable water usage, drainage and air quality. 

 New houses should be built to sustainable standard 6 within or exceeding the government timeline. 

 Sustainability and an enhanced environment are essential features in all new developments 

 There is the opportunity to build energy efficient properties that have minimal detrimental impact on the 
environment 

 The council should use LACORS (Local Authorities Coordinators of Regulatory Services) Climate 
change toolkit, which contains advice on how to reduce carbon emissions 

 Energy efficiency should be increased and there should be no detrimental impact on the natural 
environment, both habitats and species. 

 Carbon emissions should be reduced by minimising street lighting 

 Renewable energy generation in new development is supported but with a view that there should be a 
flexible approach to achieving set targets in practice 

 There should be a phased approach to the introduction to the code for sustainable homes 

 The economic viability of development schemes should be considered when setting targets for 
sustainability, to ensure that development in the borough is not stifled.    

The majority of respondents believed the relevant issue was identified.   There were comments made to try 
and place emphasis on the wider context of the issue and the most effective means for addressing it.  The 
respondents were all in support of increasing the sustainability of new development. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the importance of mitigating the impact of climate change by reducing the carbon 
emissions produced from new development.  The Sustainable Design and Construction Policy CS10 
requires developers to address the energy hierarchy when designing new development to reduce the need 
for energy, enhance energy efficiency and incorporate renewable and low carbon technologies. To help this 
process, developers can refer to the Energy Opportunities Plan. The policy also requires consideration of 
the use of decentralised energy networks. Further guidance will be set out in the Are Action Plans, 
Development Management document and in a supplementary planning document. 
 
Changes to building control regulations announced by the government will tighten emission regulations, so 
that all homes will need to be zero carbon in 2016 and non-residential buildings by 2019. To help meet this 
requirement an initial target will be introduced in 2013, which is equivalent to Code level 4 of the Code for 
Sustainable homes.  As such by the time the Core Strategy is adopted the initial target will be in place.  
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Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy 

Options E8 & E9 & Sustainability Appraisal SE8 & SE9 

Total number of responses received in relation to E8 & E9: 26 

Responses in favour of option E8 (exceed regional minimum targets): 9  

Responses in favour of option E9 (reflect regional minimum targets): 5 
 
Responses to sustainability appraisals SE8 & SE9: 0 
 

Summary of Main Issues  

The comments received addressed the fundamental issues raised.  They did not raise any additional 
issues or highlight gaps in our evidence base.   

Key responses for Options E8 & E9: 

 The regional spatial strategy has been founded on a robust and credible evidence base and meets the 
two tests of soundness as outlined in PPS12.  The compliance with this will ensure achievability in 
terms of development viability and reduce the temptation of developers to work in other districts.   

 It would not be appropriate to set overly ambitious targets that exceed regional guidance as this may 
stifle development in the current economic climate.  In addition, the Regional Spatial Strategy was 
established in 2008 and therefore has an up to date and robust policy framework that should be used. 

 Increased costs associated with higher sustainable energy targets will push development into adjoining 
districts with less onerous requirements.  Flexibility is a key element in the challenging economic 
environment. 

 Exceeding the regional energy target will push development away form the borough and therefore it is 
more appropriate to meet the regional energy target requirements. 

 Energy requirements should not discourage developers from investing in the borough, especially 
smaller housing developments 

 There should be incentives for being more sustainable instead of making it compulsory 

 PPS1 states that there could be situations where it is appropriate for Local Planning Authorities to 
anticipate levels of building sustainability in advance of national guidance.  However, if higher 
standards are set there will be a need to justify this through evidence. 

 The borough should establish a policy that states all new development, regardless of size, should seek 
to achieve a minimum reduction of 10% carbon dioxide emissions unless individual circumstances 
dictate otherwise. 

 The code for sustainable homes should not be voluntary and the highest code should be adopted.  
However, there should be an acceptance that the aesthetics of buildings will be effected through eco 
refurbishment 

 The carbon footprint of the borough is higher than average and ambitious targets should be set 

 All new development could have an element of micro energy generation 

 The council should strive to be a lead authority in this area by working on the Building Futures portfolio 
with Hertfordshire County Council. 

Sustainability appraisal SE8 & SE9 

No comments were received in response to this sustainability appraisal but all of the issues raised in the 
discussion from responses to options E8 & E9 were covered by the sustainability appraisal.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the importance of mitigating the impact of climate change by reducing the carbon 
emissions produced from new development Changes to building control regulations announced by the 
government will tighten emission regulations, so that all homes will need to be zero carbon in 2016 and 
non-residential buildings by 2019. To help meet this requirement an initial target will be introduced in 2013, 
which is equivalent to Code level 4 of the Code for Sustainable homes.  As such by the time the Core 
Strategy is adopted the initial target will be in place.  



 78 

 
 
 

Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy 

Options E10 & E11 & Sustainability Appraisal SE10 & SE11 

Total number of responses received in relation to E10 & E11: 19 

Responses in favour of Option E10 (Seek to build private sector new build and affordable housing to the 
same code for sustainable homes level): 9 
Responses in favour of Option E11 (only require private housing to meet the code for sustainable homes 
when required by building regulations): 3 
 
Responses to sustainability appraisals SE10 & SE11: 0 
 

Summary of Main Issues  

Key responses for Options E10 & E11: 

The comments received addressed the fundamental issues raised.  They did not raise any additional 
issues or highlight gaps in our evidence base.   

 

 There should be an incentive for being more sustainable as opposed to making it compulsory as this 
may deter development in the area. 

 Supports E11 as it would make the policy easier to understand and believes that a perceived difference 
between private and affordable housing could lead to social tension in the community. 

 Some private home owners will not wish their properties to be devalued by integration with affordable 
housing. 

 The code for sustainable homes should not be at a level to discourage investment in the borough.  

 All development should be encouraged to exceed minimum sustainable targets where viable. 

 Development should conform to the highest sustainable targets available at the time. 

 There is a need to ensure that Welwyn Hatfield is not at a competitive disadvantage. 

 

Sustainability appraisals SE10 & SE11: 

No comments were received in response to this sustainability appraisal  

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the importance of mitigating the impact of climate change by reducing the carbon 
emissions produced from new development.  The preferred option taken forward is to comply with code 
requirements in line with building regulations.  This is because the building regulations are currently 
introducing incremental code requirements so that all homes are zero carbon in 2016 and non-residential 
buildings by 2019. To help meet this requirement an initial target will be introduced through the Building 
Regulations in 2013, which is equivalent to Code level 4 of the Code for Sustainable homes.  Therefore by 
the time the Core Strategy is adopted, developers will already need to at least comply with emission 
requirements set out in Code Level 4.  As this will be a national requirement Welwyn Hatfield will clearly not 
be at a competitive disadvantage or have problems attracting investment.  

 
 
 

Options E12 & E13 & Sustainability Appraisal SE12 & SE13 

Total number of responses received in relation to E12 & E13: 15 

Responses in favour of Option E12 (require non residential development to meet standards such as 
BREEAM): 8 

Responses in favour of Option E13 (require non residential development to only meet building 
regulations standards): 2 

 

Responses to sustainability appraisals SE12 & SE13: 0 
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Summary of Main Issues  

Key responses for Options E12 & E13 

The comments received addressed the fundamental issues raised.  They did not raise any 
additional issues or highlight gaps in our evidence base.   

 The BREEAM standards should be applied and the application of these standards will not hinder 
development 

 Both new residential and non residential development should be built to the same standards 

 Schemes should be considered flexibly, on a case by case basis  

 New development should be encouraged to exceed minimum sustainability targets where this does not 
discourage investment in a scheme 

 Policies requiring non residential development to meet standards such as BREEAM should incorporate 
flexibility to ensure that investment in the borough is not jeopardised. 

 Where non residential developments are required to meet BREEM standards these should not exceed 
a ‘very good’ requirement 

 Development should be appropriately sustainable and achieving this necessitates balancing economic, 
environmental and social issues  

Sustainability appraisal SE12 & SE13 

No comments were received in response to this sustainability appraisal but all of the issues raised in the 
discussion from responses to options E12 & E13 were covered by the sustainability appraisal.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The council recognises the importance of mitigating the impact of climate change in non-residential 
development. BREEAM assessments are a holistic approach for assessing and measuring the 
sustainability of a building.  The Sustainable Design and Construction Policy CS10 requires major 
developments to submit a BREEAM assessment to demonstrate that they have addressed sustainability 
issues but does not set a specific target that development will need to adhere to, so the preferred option is 
to adhere to building regulations.  It is considered that this is unnecessary to incorporate standards as 
changes to Building Regulations will restrict emissions for non-residential development over the next few 
years (resulting in zero carbon development by 2019).  

 
 
 

Energy Efficiency, Renewable Energy and Low Carbon Energy 

Options E14 & E15 & Sustainability Appraisal SE14 & SE15 

Total number of responses received in relation to E14 & E15: 20 

Responses in favour of Option E14 (promote sustainable design and building practice through local 
guidance): 5 

Responses in favour of option E15 (rely on national and or regional design guidance as it becomes 
available rather than local guidance): 8 

Responses to sustainability appraisals SE14 & SE15: 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

The comments received addressed the fundamental issues raised.  They did not raise any additional 
issues or highlight gaps in our evidence base.   

Key responses for Options E14 & E15 

 The code for sustainable homes is updated every six months and therefore should take precedent over 
local guidance.   

 National and regional guidance is unable to deal with locally specific issues, these issues should be 
dealt with through circumstantial supplementary guidance rather than using time and money on 
producing a generic standard which may become outdated. 

 Sustainable design and building practice should be promoted to the highest standards available at the 
time 
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 New housing should be built with at least low energy category B/C and environmental impact B   

 Hertfordshire’s unique character and housing stock is incompatible with a sustainable future 

 All development should be encouraged to exceed minimum targets for sustainable construction where 
viable 

 As sustainable building practice is continually evolving it is preferable for the LDF to rely on national 
and regional guidance to ensure it does not become out of date 

 National guidance provides greater certainty rather than local guidance 

Sustainability appraisal SE14 & SE15 

One comment was received in response to this sustainability appraisal which stated that national or 
regional guidance should be adopted.  The comment did not specifically address the sustainability 
appraisal.   

How these views were taken into account: 

Given the government’s intention to abolish regional plans and current uncertainty about the amount and 
scope of national guidance, it is considered that some local guidance will be required to promote best 
practice.  Therefore the preferred option is to supply further local guidance and policy in the Development 
Management Document, Area Action Plans and supplementary planning documents. 

  

 
 

Water Consumption  

Issue 9 

Number of responses received: 6  

Summary of Main Issues  

The Key points raised by respondents were: 
 

 Demand for water should be one of a range of issues weighed up in assessing the suitability of 
alternative options and of planning applications when they are submitted.(Cemex) 

 Any additional households will exacerbate the present situation, there should already be contingency 
plans to solve existing problems with improved infrastructure in those areas that need it. 

 Rain water collection tanks can provide WC flush water in modern eco build houses. 

 Every effort should be made to reduce water usage as much as possible 

 Diversion of water from the River Mimram should be banned. In many places it's completely dry during 
the summer. This has an impact on wildlife as well as ruining its beauty at certain places. 

 New houses should be fitted with a decent shower in bathrooms to encourage use of showering 
instead of baths. 

  Power showers should be avoided as they consume more water and electricity. Therefore thought 
must be given to the location of the hot and cold water tank to ensure effective pressure is supplied to 
the shower.  

 Dual/half flush toilets should be installed as standard if they aren't already. 

 The use of rain water storage systems and eco housing can cut down on water usage. Future 
developments must include as much rain water collection as possible.  

 

How these views were taken into account: 

It is recognised in the Emerging Core Strategy that Welwyn Hatfield is an area of water stress and 
therefore reducing water consumption in the borough is important.  Policy CS10 requires new 
developments to address this issue and to incorporate measures to conserve water and encourage water 
recycling.  
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Water Efficiency   

Options E16, E17 and Sustainability Appraisal SE16 and SE17 

Number of responses received: 20  

(There were no comments on the Sustainability Appraisal) 

Summary of Main Issues  

 Eleven people supported Option E17 which requires higher levels of water efficiency measures for new 
housing development whereas two supported the lower level. 

 Other comments included:  

 Setting onerous targets at local level, which exceed those set nationally without a sound, robust 
evidence base would be inappropriate. Enforcing targets could result in additional development costs, 
which may prevent development coming forward, particularly so in the current economic climate. 

 By 2010, it is expected that Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes will be mandatory for all new 
housing, to be enforced through building regulations. Higher levels of the Code will be required in the 
following years. As the Core Strategy will not be adopted until after 2010, it is questionable what value 
a policy relating to water efficiency would have, unless it were to make exceptional demands, which go 
beyond the requirements of the Code. 

 Any exceptional demands made of new developments would be likely to have significant cost 
implications for new housing. Any additional development costs are likely to have an adverse impact on 
the viability of new development. The need to reduce water usage within new developments is 
acknowledged. Code Level 3-4 is considered sufficient, at this time to achieve this. 

 As associated technologies improve, national thresholds are likely to be reviewed and it would 
therefore be inappropriate to pre-empt this by setting ambitious local thresholds, which could 
compromise development vitality and the Borough's growth targets from being met; thresholds should 
be set in line with regional and national standards.  

 These Options would be superfluous if Option E10 is implemented, because water consumption would 
already be addressed because all dwellings would be built to Code standard. Reduced water 
consumption is a mandatory requirement in the Code that has increasing standards with increasing 
Code Levels. If E10 is not implemented then water consumption policy should comprise both E16 and 
E17 Options, for example require 105litres/person/per day initially and then reduce potable water 
consumption to 80litres/person/per day at a certain date. To phase in the requirement would allow 
markets to adjust and become efficient in producing quality water efficient technology. 

 Ask householders to go on to water meters to encourage them to be more economical with the supply. 
Better drainage systems to cope with increase rainfall and flooding due to climate change. 

 Suggest option E17 should be the preferred option. The Thames Region (including the borough of 
Welwyn Hatfield) has been identified as an area of ‘serious water stress’ under the Environment 
Agency’s published document ‘Water Resources in England and Wales – current state and future 
pressures.’ The local water resource situation for the Upper Lee and its tributaries have been assessed 
as part of the ‘Upper Lee Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy (CAMS).’ All watercourses and 
supporting groundwater within the Borough have been designed as ‘over-abstracted. The council have 
indicated there are approximately 45’000 residential homes within the Borough. There needs to be 
water efficiency policies linked to applications whereby these existing properties are refurbished and/or 
where buildings are converted into residential units. This is because water use in existing residential 
buildings is having a significant influence on the existing water consumption rates. This policy approach 
would improve water efficiency and usage within these existing premises. (Environment Agency)  

 Given the pressures on waste water treatment and water abstraction, water efficiency should be a 
priority. Development should be encouraged to exceed minimum targets and timescales for sustainable 
construction where viable. 

      (East of England Regional Assembly) 
 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Core Strategy does not take forward either of the water usage targets identified in the Issues and 
Options document. On investigation it was considered that the measures which would deliver these targets 
are outside the remit of the planning system. However, water efficiency is recognised as an important issue 
in the Core Strategy and proposals for new development will be required to demonstrate that it has 
addressed the issue by Policy CS10.  
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Flood Risk 

Strategy Statement  SS10   

Number of responses received: 9 

Summary of Main Issues  

There was general agreement with the strategy. 

Key points raised by respondents were: 

 The approach set out in SS10 accords with national planning policy set out in PPS25: Development 
and Flood Risk and policy WAT4: Flood Risk Management of the East of England Plan. As such SS10 
is consistent with national policy which is a key test of soundness set out in PPS12 (Cemex) 

 It's important to ensure new developments have lots of green areas and surroundings to absorb or trap 
excess water. Obviously green areas will look far more attractive than concreted areas too. Generous 
front and back gardens for new houses are essential for many reasons 

 Would like to see WHBC provide and actively distribute advice for householders on the flood risks 
associated with paving/concreting over gardens, for driveways etc. We would like to see WHBC 
encourage more environmentally sound and lower risk alternatives ( Friends of the Earth) 

 Building on floodplains is courting flood damage problems. 

 Flood protection measures should not allow run off from roads, farms etc to pollute natural water 
courses. 

 Flood risk policy needs to consider pluvial as well as fluvial flooding, including flooding from sewers. 
Sewerage undertakers have limited powers under the Water Industry Act to prevent connection ahead 
of necessary infrastructure upgrades and sewer flooding can be caused when developers make 
connections to the existing network without proper consultation and authorisation from the relevant 
water company. Supports the use of sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) in appropriate 
circumstances. However SUDS are not appropriate for use in all areas, for example in areas with high 
ground water levels or clay soils which do not allow free drainage. SUDS also require regular 
maintenance in order to maintain their effectiveness and avoid increasing overland flows which could 
have consequential impacts on the sewerage network. (Thames Water Property) 

 All development should maximise the implementation of Sustainable Urban Drainage systems (SUDs) 
as long as they are technically feasible. This should be a stronger message in line with the SFRA policy 
recommendations. The SFRA is now complete and signed off so the recommendations brought forward 
from this document should be used to inform the core strategy. It is good that the commitment to 
directing developments away from flood risk areas, policies in DPDs and SUDs is included in this 
strategy statement. We do think however that this statement needs to be expanded to reflect the 
council’s approach using the SFRA strategic policy recommendations. (Environment Agency). 

 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Emerging Core Strategy guides development to areas at least risk from river, and other types of 
flooding.  Policy CS11 protects the borough’s floodplains. The broad locations for growth around the two 
towns are within flood zone 1. 

Policy CS10 Sustainable Design and Construction requires new development to incorporate Sustainable 
Drainage Systems (SUDs) to reduce flood risk. 

 
 

Promoting the Use of Health Impact Assessments 

Options SC1-SC2 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC1 – SSC2  

Number of responses received: 10 

Summary of Main Issues 
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Of the comments received six people supported option SC1, promote the use of Health Impact 
Assessments through the preparation of Area Action Plans, development briefs and masterplans, and two 
people supported option SC2, rely on the use of Sustainability Appraisals and Strategic Environmental 
Assessments to deal with the effects of development on health, although these will only be generally 
required in association with DPDs or SPDs.  In addition to this, whilst one of the respondents didn’t 
comment on which option they preferred, they did however state that Health Impact Assessments are best 
conducted within the formal plan making process, where any implications can be fully considered within the 
context of wider policy objectives, which is in line with option SC2 of the core strategy issues and options 
paper. 

Another respondent also refrained from commenting on which option they preferred, but instead stated that 
whatever approach to health assessment was chosen, it was important that health was treated holistically 
and that spiritual health and mental health were also considered, in addition to physical health. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Reducing health inequalities, improving the health of those living in communities characterised by relatively 
poor health and improved health for all form part of the overall framework for appraising the sustainability of 
Development Plan Documents, including Area Action Plans. Thus, the potential impacts on health and 
health inequalities will be assessed as policies are developed and in association with large scale 
development that will take place at the broad locations for growth, and at other locations where Area Action 
Plans may be used to manage change. This assessment is embedded in the plan making process and is 
considered to be an appropriate and proportionate approach.  

No specific policy is proposed for the Core Strategy on Health Impact Assessments instead this will be 
addressed in the Development Management Document which will set out the circumstances where such 
assessments will be required.  

 
 

Requiring Health Impact Assessments of Major Applications 

Options SC3 – SC4 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC3 – SSC4 

Number of responses received:  Options 11, Sustainability Appraisal 0. 

Summary of Main Issues 

Of the comments received, seven people supported option SC3, require separate Health Impact 
Assessments of major planning applications, through a Development Control DPD, and two people 
supported option SC4, rely upon the use of Health Impact Assessments and/ or Sustainability Appraisals/ 
Strategic Environmental Assessments of Area Action Plans, development briefs and masterplans to have 
addressed health issues prior to major planning applications being submitted.   

Further to this, Glaxo Smith Kline stated that they didn’t support either option and that they would object to 
such documents being required unless justified at a national or regional level.  Sainsbury’s Supermarkets 
Ltd also stated that they objected to option SC3, but didn’t state whether they supported or objected to 
option SC4.  

Key points raised by respondents were that: 

 Requiring an HIA of major planning applications would add another unnecessary burden and cost to 
developers, and slow down the planning process. 

 HIAs are in their infancy and often duplicate assessments already contained within SAs, SEAs and 
EIAs.  

 The proposed requirement for HIAs in connection with retail development would fail to satisfy the five 
planning obligation tests set out in Circular 05/2005. In particular, it would fail test (iii) as it would not be 
directly related to the proposed development. 

Sainsbury’s Supermarkets Ltd are also of the opinion that HIAs are only potentially relevant to new 
residential development, as housing involves the permanent occupancy of people, and that the policy 
wording does not differentiate between different sectors of development and would potentially place an 
unnecessary burden on retailers and other commercial developers.  

How these views were taken into account: 

Reducing health inequalities, improving the health of those living in communities characterised by relatively 
poor health and improved health for all form part of the overall framework for appraising the sustainability of 
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Development Plan Documents, including Area Action Plans. Thus, the potential impacts on health and 
health inequalities will be assessed in association with large scale development that will take place at the 
Broad Locations for Growth, and at other locations where Area Action Plans may be used to manage 
change.  

However, major planning applications which are not guided by Area Action Plans may also have the 
potential to impact adversely on health or promote health improvements. One of the boroughwide 
objectives is to deliver sustainable communities which are well planned, healthy and inclusive. A 
requirement for major planning applications to demonstrate that the health impacts of development have 
been considered will be addressed as part of the preparation of the Development Control DPD and will be 
taken forward in light of national planning policy pertaining at that time. 

 
 

Economic and Social Well-being 

Option SC5 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC5 

Number of responses received: Options, 8 

Sustainability Appraisal: No comments received 

Summary of Main Issues: Four respondents supported the option of seeking contributions via S106 
agreements or tariffs to support the provision of training schemes for young people, particularly in deprived 
areas. Three respondents did not support this option. Reasons for not supporting such an approach were 
that any financial contributions sought must satisfy the robust tests contained within Circular 05/05 
“Planning Obligations”. Objection to the suggestion that financial contributions should be sought to train 
young people regardless of the specifics of the project. Any requirement would need to be supported by a 
sound evidence base to substantiate local need. 

Other Comments:  One response observed that no other option had been provided. Another response 
highlighted the need for “attitude training”.   

How these views were taken into account:  

The use of planning obligations or the Community Infrastructure Levy, once introduced, to address specific 
skill requirements in the local workforce and for training initiatives, including those addressing the 
requirements of NEETs has been incorporated into Policy CS8. The decision has been taken to include this 
in the policy because Welwyn Hatfield has relatively high numbers of 16 to 18 year olds not in employment, 
education or training.  

 
 

Community Safety 

Strategy Statement SS11 Designing Out Crime 

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

All of the respondents agreed with the strategy. Two respondents commented on the issue of road safety 
and traffic speed. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council acknowledges that community safety is an important issue, which affects people’s quality of 
life.  Policy C9 Good Quality Design recognises the role design can play towards minimising crime and anti-
social behaviour by seeking that new development is designed to maximise natural surveillance of spaces 
and clearly defines the demarcation between public and private space. The policy also acknowledges the 
need for safe and accessible linkages for pedestrians, cyclists and disabled people.  
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Community Services and Facilities 

Strategy Statement SS12  

Number of responses received: 11 

Summary of Main Issues  

The majority of respondents supported SS12 and none objected to it.  Several  respondents supported the 
creation and retention of facilities for:  

 young people, including comments that the council should have a flexible approach to the provision 
of new facilities;  

 places of worship; and 

 rural areas. 

Two respondents were of the view that the proof of this strategy statement will be in its execution by the 
council.   

One respondent suggested that, additionally, the strategy should be enhanced to make it clear to 
developers that the provision of new community facilities is essential to any proposed new development 
(however large or small) alongside or within an existing settlement. 

Hertfordshire County Council were of the view that where facilities are provided as an adjunct to a school, 
their loss might be unavoidable if that school were to close.  However, they also stated that, where such 
land is not required for revised or new county council service requirements, it should be used to meet 
development plan needs identified in development plans including (where justified) for voluntary and 
community organisations. 

No new evidence or technical work was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Policy CS6 Community Services and Facilities has taken this approach forward. In addition Policies CS15 
and CS18 set out the objectives for the masterplanning of the two broad locations for growth. Policy CS12 
Infrastructure requires all development to contribute to the provision of infrastructure. Community facilities 
fall within the definition of social infrastructure.   

 
 

Attractive, well designed and connected places - Key design issues 

Issue I10  

Number of responses received: 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

One response broadly supports Issue 10 by recognising the importance of good urban design, supporting 
good access to public transport and welcoming the use of the Building for Life standard.  The response 
also supports existing supplementary planning documents (SPDs), specifically Digswell Character 
Appraisal and welcomes the creation of new SPDs and Area Action Plans.  

The other response promotes the use of high quality design as a means of making development in the 
Green Belt acceptable. 

No additional issues or gaps in the evidence base were raised and no new evidence or technical work was 
submitted raising additional matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Core Strategy recognises the importance of high quality, sustainable design which creates attractive 
and functional places. The Good Quality Design Policy CS9 sets out the principles of good design and 
highlights key design issues that need to be addressed to ensure a holistic approach to the design of new 
development is achieved in new development.  Issues include community safety, biodiversity and 
landscape, prudent use of resources, parking and building function and form. Further guidance will be 
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provided in the Development Management Document, Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning 
Documents. 

Resource issues and uncertainty about the future of Building For Life assessments mean that the scheme 
has not been identified as a formal requirement.  Instead the key principles within Building for Life are 
addressed in the Design Quality policy, which the design of new development will need to comply with.   

 
 

High Quality Design 

Strategy Statement SS13 

Number of responses received: 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

The responses broadly support the suggested strategy in the Issues and Options document. One response 
expressed support for SS13. The other commented that plots should be sold to several property 
developers, to avoid a monopoly over one site which could lead to poor design.  

In addition, a comment made at Issue 10 is relevant because it supports the introduction of the Building for 
Life Standard and the use of Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD). 

The responses did not identify any gaps in the evidence base and no new evidence or technical work was 
submitted raising additional matters that would need to be taken into account.  

The Core Strategy recognises the importance of high quality, sustainable design which creates attractive 
and functional places. The Good Quality Design Policy CS9 sets out the principles of good design and 
highlights key design issues that need to be addressed to ensure a holistic approach to the design of new 
development is achieved in new development.  Issues include community safety, biodiversity and 
landscape, prudent use of resources, parking and building function and form. Further guidance will be 
provided in the Development Management Document, Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning 
Documents. 

Resource issues and uncertainty about the future of Building For Life assessments mean that the scheme 
has not been identified as a formal requirement.  Instead the key principles within Building for Life are 
addressed in the Design Quality policy, which the design of new development will need to comply with.   

 
 

Design Principles 

Options SC6 – SC8 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC6 – SSC8 

Number of responses received: Options 21, Sustainability Appraisal 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

Option SC6 (be guided by local character) received most support (6 responses), closely followed by SC8 
(create a new character based on 21

st
 Century sustainable design principles) with 5 responses.  Option 

SC7 (embody the garden city character regardless of location) had slightly less support, with 3 responses. 
The main issues raised were: 

 Take forward the Garden City principles but adapt them for the 21
st
 Century. 

 Incorporate ambitious sustainable design principles, whilst also reflecting local character. 

 Development in Digswell should reflect the Character Appraisal. 

 Follow the Welwyn Garden City ethos and preserve the Conservation Area. 

 Sustainable and well connected new communities should not be located too far from the town centre. 

 The Core Strategy should not specify the design of new developments this should be done in Area 
Action Plans or Supplementary Planning Documents. 

The East of England Regional Assembly commented that the East of England Plan Policy LA3 requires the 
retention / reinforcement of the best qualities of Welwyn Garden City. Many of the responses highlight that 
the options are not mutually exclusive and can be achieved in combination. Some suggest that the most 
suitable option will vary depending on the location of new development. Responses indicate general 
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agreement with the sustainability appraisal commentary. Garden City ethos supported subject to a 
reflection of 21

st
 century needs to accommodate the car. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council’s preferred option is to seek a design solution that retains and enhances distinctive character 
where this would be appropriate and without compromising innovation and creativity. Policy CS9 Good 
Quality Design emphasises the need for new development to reflect local context and distinctiveness, 
whilst also promoting the importance of creating a distinctive and legible place, which is environmentally 
sustainable. It was not considered appropriate for all new developments (regardless of location) to embody 
the Garden City concepts as this would not reflect local character outside Welwyn Garden City. More 
detailed guidance about the design of new developments will be provided in the Development Management 
Document, Area Action Plans and Supplementary Planning Documents. 

 
 

Active and Vibrant Communities 

Option SC9 

Number of responses received: 15. Ten ranked the 4 options and 5 simply made comments. 

Summary of Main Issues  

There is mixed support for the different aspects of active and vibrant communities. Of the ranked options: 

 Amenity areas, parks, natural areas and the countryside option was most frequently ranked as most 
important (8 times). 

 Culture was most frequently ranked second (4 times). 

 Play was most frequently ranked third (5 times). 

 Culture and Play were both most frequently ranked as least important (3 times). 

The issues raised by the responses are outlined below: 

There is no joined up thinking on a plan for green issues (including trees), there is no provision for the 
elderly and children/teenagers, there should be separate policies covering the individual elements of SC9, 
cultural activities (including theatres) are a vital component of sustainable communities, an East of England 
Tourism tool could provide accurate information on the need for a proposed tourism development and 
facilities need to be accessible to alternative modes of transport than the car. 

The East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) stated that provision of culture and leisure facilities should 
be addressed on an appropriate scale to local settlements. 

How these views were taken into account: The strategy chosen effectively accords equal importance to 
each of the elements set out on this set of options because all of these aspects are important to quality of 
life and in the creation of active and vibrant communities.  These elements all form part of social 
infrastructure and will be planned for when the levels of growth create a need for new provision. Policies 
CS15 and CS18 set out the objective for masterplanning the two broad locations for growth which include 
the provision of social infrastructure. 

 
 

Culture 

Issue I11 and Strategy Statement  SS14 

Number of responses received: Issue I11, no responses received.  

Strategy Statement SS14: 3 responses received. 

Summary of Main Issues: No objection is raised to the protection of existing and the provision of new 
cultural facilities in accessible locations. 
 
However, the responses received raised a number of issues. One response, whilst supported the strategy 
to promote and protect existing cultural facilities suggested that this should be extended to include the 
circumstances whereby it can be demonstrated that a facility is no longer needed, or it can be established 
that the services provided by the facility can be served in an alternative location or manner that is equally 
accessible by the community. This response also suggests that new developments, including mixed use 
and urban extensions, should make provision for small cultural within community centres or schools (such 
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as performance space).  

Another response hoped that culturally rich would mean provision of an arts centre with a large gallery 
good enough to compete with other major cities around the UK.  

One response urged a cautionary approach towards CIL due to a number of unresolved issues such as the 
interaction with Section 106 agreements and questions regarding who makes the decision on how the 
money is spent. 

How these views were taken into account: Policy CS6 Community Services and Facilities and Policy 
CS11 Protection of Critical Assets protect cultural facilities and assets. Policy CS6 incorporates a criterion 
to seek alternative community uses for community facilities that are no longer needed for their current 
purpose.  It also includes a provision to achieve the wider use of existing buildings, dual use and the co-
location of services and accessible places and also address gaps in provision. 

 
 

Play 

Issue I12  

Number of responses received: 3 

Summary of Main Issues  

The responses all broadly support Issue 12. Two of these agree that more facilities are needed for 
teenagers. One suggests that teenagers should be able to meet without having to spend money and the 
other criticises the council for being slow to deliver provision for teenagers.    

The other respondent emphasises that the most important issue is that children have a garden of their own 
as a play area is not what most parents want.  

No additional issues or gaps in the evidence base were raised and no new evidence or technical work was 
submitted raising additional matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: The council accepts that better play provision is required for 
teenagers in the borough, and this is identified as an issue within the council’s Open Space, Outdoor Sport 
and Recreation Study (2009), which also sets standards for the provision of play facilities in Welwyn 
Hatfield. 

 
The protection of existing play facilities and the provision of new facilities is required by Core Strategy 
Policies CS6 Community Services and Facilities and CS12 Infrastructure respectively.  

In addition to this the council’s adopted Planning Obligations SPD (2012) aims to ensure that play facilities 
are provided in new developments in the borough to meet the needs of those communities.  

 

 
 

Play 

Strategy Statement SS15 Standards for Play Provision 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issue  

The comment relates to the strategy aim to seek a contribution for play provision either on site or through a 
commuted sum, tariff or the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).  It advises that a cautionary approach 
should be taken to the use of CIL due to a number of unresolved issues such as the interaction with 
Section106 agreements and questions regarding who makes the decision on how the money is spent. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The council has set out standards in the Open Space, Outdoor Sport and Recreation Study (2009) for the 
provision of play facilities in Welwyn Hatfield, and these are used to determine the requirement for the 
provision of play facilities in the borough. These will be secured through the use of planning obligations and 
where appropriate CIL and will form part of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
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Play  

Options SC10 – SC11 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC10 – SSC11 

Number of responses received: Options 6, Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues  

Option SC10 (to reduce the size threshold for teenage provision so that a more comprehensive network 
can be made) received most support, with 4 responses.  Only one respondent preferred option SC11, 
which promotes the use of Fields in Trust (FIT) standards. Their response argued that the FIT standards 
are nationally recognised and seek relatively generous provision of open space so allow play space 
arrangements to be made for all groups. 

The one other response was concerned that Welwyn Hatfield has less teenage provision than other 
Hertfordshire towns and therefore needs a more comprehensive network of activities.  There should be 
more, ‘risky’ adventure activities, not just token facilities like skateboarding. 

There are no comments on the sustainability appraisal.  

How these views were taken into account: 

The council’s Open Space, Outdoor Sport and Recreation Study (2009) sets local standards for the 
provision of play facilities in Welwyn Hatfield, and these are used to determine the provision of play 
facilities in the borough. 

The study recognises that there is a need to improve in the provision of facilities for teenagers in the 
borough, and is working to address this through the implementation of the council’s Planning Obligations 
SPD (2012).  

Once adopted, emerging Core Strategy policies CS6 and CS12 will also help address this situation. 

 
 

Sport and Leisure  

Issue I13 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

Sport England supports the issues identified in relation to Sport and Leisure and welcome the reference to 
the countywide sports facility strategy.  However, they are concerned that the Welwyn Hatfield Retail and 
Town Needs Assessment does not provide an adequate assessment of indoor facilities in the borough 
because it pre-dates the county strategy and does not cover the whole borough. Equally, until the PPG17 
study is published they cannot assess its robustness.  

How these views were taken into account:  The PPG17 study has now been published and the council 
has undertaken further work to assess its indoor and outdoor sports facilities in the Sports Facilities Study, 
March 2011. 

 
 

Sport and Leisure  

Strategy Statement 16 

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

Two of the responses broadly support the strategy statement, however there were a number of comments 
as follows: 

 Sport England welcome the inclusion of sport and recreation but consider that there should be more 
explicit support for an SPD on how developer contributions can assist levering contributions into sport. 
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They also recommend the use of local standards and will not support reliance on the Fields In Trust 
Standards. 

 Support the approach to sport but would like specific reference to the potential opportunities for new 
sports facilities at a site near junction 4 of the A1.  

 Would like S106 agreements able to fund improvements to existing leisure facilities as well as the 
provision of new facilities.  

In addition, two responses comment more generally on the approach to sport and leisure in the Core 
Strategy. One argues that a new swimming pool is needed in Welwyn Garden City now to reduce reliance 
on the car. The other response suggests that the chapter should be entitled sport and recreation, not sport 
and leisure as the term ‘leisure’ includes other activities addressed elsewhere in the document.  

How these views were taken into account: 

This strategy statement suggests the use of other planning documents S.106 and CIL as a means of 
addressing the low levels of participation in sport and the need to increase participation.  

Policy CS12 takes forward the approach with regard to S.106 and CIL. The council has recently adopted a 
Planning Obligations SPD (2012) which sets out our position in relation to seeking obligations for both 
outdoor and indoor sports facilities.  

The draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan set out the requirements for sports facilities. 

 
 

Sport and Leisure  

Options SC12 – SC14 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC 12- SSC14 

Number of responses received: Options 8, Sustainability Appraisal 0. 

Summary of Main Issues  

Option SC12 (set a higher standard of provision to reflect the current level of provision) received the most 
support, from 4 respondents.  The other option, to take forward the Fields In Trust standards only received 
support from one response.  Sport England commented that it is important to use local standards and not 
rely on national targets. 

The other responses all suggested alternative approaches.  Two mentioned that the options do not address 
indoor provision and highlight that standards also need to be developed to ensure indoor facilities are 
delivered.  One of these comments was from Sport England and the other was from a developer, 
suggesting that Broadwater Road West is an ideal site for delivering leisure facilities in Welwyn Garden 
City, and should be recognised as such in the Core Strategy. 

Another response commented that there is a need for a swimming pool in Welwyn Garden City as the 
Sport England tools show that accessibility to facilities affects usage. It is suggested that locating a new 
pool at Broadwater road near the CHP plant makes sense in terms of operational costs and carbon 
footprint. An outdoor pool to replace Splashland would use low grade thermal energy from the CHP plant, 
for which there would be no other use.   

The final response states that provision needs to be more evenly distributed across the borough and not 
just in the two main towns.  

How these views were taken into account: A more detailed set of standards (including for indoor sports) 
has been derived in the Sports Facilities Study, March 2011 based on an assessment of future 
requirements for individual sports.  This has been used to inform the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

The distribution of facilities will be addressed in the council’s Sports Facilities Strategy. 

 
 

Access to amenity areas, parks, natural areas and the countryside 

Issue I14 

Number of responses received: 2 

Summary of Main Issues  
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Both the responses broadly support the issue.  One welcomes the consistent emphasis of the Core 
Strategy on community, health and lifestyle, including the recognition in the text about the importance of 
allotments. The other response emphasises the need to support the provision of new allotments when 
addressing and funding access to a network of multi-functional green space.  

How these views were taken into account: 

Comments noted. The issue is taken forward in the Policy CS11 Protection of Critical Assets. With regard 
to the provision of allotments, these form a key part of Green Infrastructure the standards for which are set 
out in council’s Open Space, Outdoor Sport and Recreation Study (2009). 

 

 

Access to amenity areas, parks, natural areas and the countryside 

Strategy Statement SS17 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

The response from the Ramblers Association outlines three standard policies relating to pedestrians, 
access to the countryside and protection of the countryside, which the council should be aware of when 
preparing the Core Strategy. These include the following: provide safe pedestrian routes within new 
development and link to existing routes; ensure that new development on the periphery of the town is 
required to extend the footpath, cycleway and bridleway network into the countryside;  ensure that any 
development proposals likely to damage character or accessibility to the countryside should incorporate 
measures to minimise impacts.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The Critical Assets section of the emerging Core Strategy recognises the importance of the countryside for 
its scenic, conservation and overall amenity value.  The Villages and Rural Areas policy sets out the 
council’s approach to protect, maintain and enhance valuable landscapes and waterscapes and access to 
the countryside for recreational purposes. Furthermore, Policy CS 12 (infrastructure) also sets out the 
council’s approach to the provision of infrastructure in new developments, which will support the provision 
of footpaths, cycleways, bridleways etc in new communities.  

 
 

Access to amenity areas, parks, natural areas and the countryside 

Options SC15 to SC16 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC15-SSC16 

Number of responses received: Options 6, Sustainability Appraisal 0. 

Summary of Main Issues  

Five of the responses supported the option to use the recommended standards for allotments, amenity 
green space, natural green spaces and parks or gardens identified in table 6. The other response noted 
that Woolmer Green is having difficulty establishing allotments in the village and more should be done to 
ensure provision is more even across the borough and not just in the towns.  

One response adds that demand for allotments is high in many cases and it is likely that the reason for the 
sites identified as poor quality is not related to demand. A formal investigation is needed prior to any action.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The council’s adopted Planning Obligations SPD (2012) sets out our approach to the provision of 
allotments in new development. Here, provision will be expected to be made on-site in sites over 300 
dwellings, in accordance with the council’s local standards. 

The council does not have a capital programme for providing allotments in the borough. The provision of 
new allotments will be sought within new developments over the above threshold. 

The council also acknowledges that the reason for the sites being identified as poor quality is not related to 
demand, and accepts that this was not made clear in the Issues and Options Paper. However, it is not 
considered that this impacts on the council’s adopted approach which, as described above, will require the 
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provision of allotments alongside developments involving 300 or more new dwellings. 

 
 

Affordable Housing and Housing Need 

Issue I15 

Number of responses received: 5 (one response was made twice by the same respondent). 

Summary of Main Issues: 

One response queried if the affordable homes would be local authority, housing association or private 
developer.  

One response challenged how you enhance the quality of life for residents by introducing 35% of affordable 
housing (a reference to the summary guide). 

One response promoted that the objective of delivering 35% of all housing as affordable housing should be 
raised to 40% and that thresholds could be set lower than the national indicative threshold of 15 (as 
advised in PPS3). 

One response supported the need for rural affordable housing including locations outside existing service 
centres (as supported by PPS7).  

How these views were taken into account: 

The Housing Mix policy in the Emerging Core Strategy reflects evidence on the viability of development. 
This evidence demonstrates that values in the borough are not sufficiently strong enough to support an 
affordable housing target as high as 40% and a range of targets is proposed. 35% will, as a general rule, 
be viable only in the highest value parts of the borough. Delivering affordable housing improves the quality 
of life for those households who cannot afford to access housing on the open market. Affordable housing in 
rural areas is dealt with in the Villages and Rural Areas section of the emerging Core Strategy. Affordable 
housing will meet national definitions and can be delivered by a range of housing providers. 

 
 

Affordable Housing and Housing Need 

Strategy Statement SS18 

Number of responses received: 3  

Summary of Main Issues: 

The strategy Statement stated that the Council would set an overall target for a minimum of 35% of all new 
housing to be affordable (in line with the Hertfordshire Sustainable Community Strategy). It also stated that 
the Council would seek to deliver a range of housing types, sizes and tenures. 

Responses received included support for the 35% target as this was broadly in line with the East of 
England Plan. However, other responses pointed to the need for some flexibility in order to take account of 
any risks to delivery and that each site would need to be considered on its own set of circumstances. 

Other comments promoted the need for housing to be well designed with a view to durability and future 
maintenance costs and so that publicly subsidised housing should not be distinguishable from privately 
owned homes. The provision of more bungalows to meet a need for single persons over the age of 65 was 
suggested.  

Equity sharing should be favoured where possible.  

How these views were taken into account: 

Technical work (Welwyn Hatfield Development Economics Study 2010) carried out since the publication of 
the Issues and Options Paper demonstrates that the viability of development may be compromised by a 
borough-wide target of 35% as this can only be sustained, as a general rule, in the highest value parts of 
the borough. A range of targets is proposed which responds to the call for flexibility (informed by evidence).  

The type and mix of housing likely to be required over the plan period is set out in the Housing Mix section 
of the emerging Core Strategy. 
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Affordable Housing (Thresholds) 

Options SC17, SC18. Sustainability Appraisal SSC17, SSC18 

Number of responses received: Options, 15. Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues: 

Where a preference was stated, there was greater support for the introduction of thresholds which could 
vary from settlement to settlement below the national indicative threshold of 15, especially where this would 
help to meet housing needs and extend housing choice in the borough’s large and small villages rather 
than simply lowering the current threshold of 25 to the national indicative threshold of 15. In support of this 
approach were a number of views that in villages, sites are unlikely to be bigger than the threshold of 15 
and such a trigger would be unlikely to deliver any affordable housing. 
 
However, the need for the authority to have a sound and robust evidence base from a Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment and through an assessment of the economic viability of land for housing taking 
account of risks to delivery and drawing on informed assessments of the likely levels of finance available 
for affordable housing to justify an approach to lower thresholds was raised.  
 
One response considered that affordable housing should be directed towards main service areas and 
towns to help with access to work. Another response suggested that the requirement should be applied to 
net gain, not gross. 
 
Other responses called for a more flexible approach, allowing for off site contributions, a sliding scale of 
delivery from a threshold of 15 to 35 before applying a 35% requirement, potential concerns around viability 
and taking into account the existing housing characteristics of an area. An alternative policy wording was 
proposed as follows: 

‘Thresholds for affordable housing will be determined on a site by site basis. Thresholds should recognise 
the need to provide mixed and sustainable communities by taking into account the existing housing 
characteristics of the area. For large development sites which have additional costs associated which 
development such as infrastructure, the need to maintain the financial viability of the scheme should be 
taken in to account.’ 

How these views were taken into account: 

The thresholds set out in the Type and Mix of Housing section of the emerging Core Strategy take into 
account the council’s evidence on development economics, which demonstrates that scheme viability 
should not generally be comprised by lowering thresholds from the current District Plan threshold of 25 
dwellings. Lowering thresholds to 15 in the two towns and to 5 in the inset villages will increase 
opportunities to deliver new affordable housing and responds to comments that smaller developments tend 
to take place in villages, without compromising viability. Hence, key elements of both options have been 
carried forward into the emerging Core Strategy. The majority of housing is being directed towards the two 
main towns in the borough. 

 
 

Affordable Housing (Small sites and financial contributions) 

Options SC19, SC20. Sustainability Appraisal SSC19, SSC20 

Number of responses received: Options, 10.  Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues: 

5 respondents favoured an approach where a financial contribution is sought in-lieu of onsite affordable 
housing provision on small sites. 3 respondents favoured the approach where small sites below a certain 
threshold are not expected to contribute to affordable housing. 

Comments made were that contributions should only be sought on sites where sufficient profits could be 
generated to avoid affecting the viability of schemes as it is still crucial for small sites to come forward for 
development. The need for the authority to have a sound and robust evidence base from a Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment and through an assessment of the economic viability of land for housing was 



 94 

raised. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Type and Mix of Housing policy in the emerging Core Strategy sets out the preferred approach for 
financial contributions. The priority will be for on-site delivery unless an alternative approach can be 
robustly demonstrated on all suitable sites above the thresholds set out in policy. Hence, SC19 is not taken 
forward specifically for small sites. Sites below 5 new dwellings will not be required to make any 
contribution to affordable housing consistent with the council’s evidence on development economics. 
Hence Option SC20 is taken forward.  

 
 

Affordable Housing (Large and Small Villages) 

Options SC21, SC22.  Sustainability Appraisal SSC21, SSC22 

Number of responses received: Options, 11.  Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues: 

9 respondents supported the option of making provision to release sites for a mix of market and affordable 
housing around our large and small villages where this would meet an identified need and extend housing 
choice. In support of this option, respondents cited the opportunity to increase the diversity and vitality of 
communities, to meet housing need and extend housing choice, to provide a mix of house price bands, to 
provide some family housing in the villages and housing for older people to help extended families living in 
villages. Also in support was the view that limiting development to affordable housing only misses the 
opportunity to enhance our communities and services. 

No respondent was in favour of making provision in or around our large and small villages, solely for 
affordable housing. 

One response objected to both options on the grounds that either would change the character of the 
villages and would reduce opportunities to re-use urban land as per the advice in PPS1. 

One response cited the need for a sound and robust evidence base from a Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment and through an assessment of the economic viability of land for housing on which to base any 
trigger for affordable housing and the amount of development required for affordable housing. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The emerging Core Strategy (Settlement Strategy and Green Belt boundaries) involves allowing for limited 
growth around the large Inset Villages (with large service centres). Development here will be of a sufficient 
scale to accommodate a mix of housing including a proportion of affordable housing, helping to extend 
housing choice and mix in these locations. Hence, SC22 is taken forward into the Emerging Core Strategy 
for the borough’s large villages.  

The Villages and Rural section of the Emerging Core Strategy sets out the approach to Rural Exception 
Sites. Such schemes will need to be supported by evidence of a local need for affordable housing. These 
will be supported in principle around the small inset villages and the borough’s Green Belt villages. Hence 
Option SC21 is taken forward for the small inset villages and the borough’s Green Belt villages only. 

The council’s evidence base demonstrates that there is a continuing need for affordable housing in the 
borough and that schemes should be generally viable at the thresholds set out in emerging policy.  

The Type and Mix of Housing policy in the emerging Core Strategy supports the provision of housing for an 
ageing population and for Lifetime Homes.  

 
 
 

Issue I16 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issues: 

The only response received was from Hertfordshire County Council on behalf of Youth, Child and Adult 
Care Services.  

The County Council considers that there may be a need for a policy which deals explicitly with special 
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needs housing and housing for the frail elderly, both of which, the County considers, can constitute 
affordable housing (social rented or intermediate). 

There should be references in the Core Strategy supporting the development of special needs 
accommodation for people with physical or learning disabilities, and for people with mental health 
problems.  Again, special needs accommodation will often need to be affordable and socially rented.   
 
The LDF should recognise and support the needs of the ageing population.  Residential care homes, 
nursing homes, extra care and sheltered housing and provision can be made through socially funded or 
private sector schemes delivered either through the market and as affordable housing. The Core Strategy 
needs to say how such accommodation will be delivered through new housing development.  
 
HCC produced an ‘Accommodation Strategy for Frail Older people’ in 2007.  Provision of effective Extra 
Care Housing involves securing the use of sites capable of meeting provision of circa 60 units on larger 
developments well located for local services such as shops and doctors surgeries. Welwyn Garden City, 
Cuffley (if the upper number of proposed homes are provided) and Hatfield are considered suitable 
settlements for such developments. HCC would also welcome the opportunity to provide additional 
schemes on urban development sites where the need exists. 
Some of the provision should be met through the affordable housing requirement and some of it will be met 
by the private sector.  

As for day centre services HCC (ACS) and WHBC would work together to ensure provision is accurately 
predicted and provided for. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Type and Mix of Housing Policy CS7 in the Emerging Core Strategy supports the provision of a range 
of housing to meet the needs of an ageing population and for other specialist forms of supported housing. 
The strategy supports the delivery of flexi-care, the County Council’s model of extra-care housing and of 
mixed tenure schemes.   

 
 

Extra Care and Supported Housing 

Options SC23, SC24 and SC25 

Sustainability Appraisal SSC23, SSC24 and SSC25 

Number of responses received: Options: 8, sustainability Appraisal 0 

Summary of Main Issues: 

4 respondents were in favour of requiring the provision of extra care housing and other supported housing 
as part of the overall requirement for affordable housing. 

2 respondents were in favour of there being no special policy requirement for extra care and other 
supported housing. 

No reasons were stated in connection with these 6 responses. 

Of the 2 remaining responses, one supported the delivery of a mix of housing type and tenures. The other 
comprised a “standard” response on behalf of Hertfordshire County Council Accommodation Services for 
Older People (ASOP).  

This response highlights that increasing the number of extra care housing schemes is a key strategic aim 
of the ASOP Programme, a Hertfordshire partnership body comprising all District and Borough Councils, 
Hertfordshire County Council, PCTs, and the voluntary sector. The Programme aims to ensure sufficient 
capacity and a range of types of supported accommodation in suitable locations throughout the county to 
enable older people to make genuine choices about their housing. 
 
Although some ‘specialist’ schemes might be appropriate where a proven care need exists (for example 
dementia), it expected that extra care will make up a much larger proportion of the total accommodation 
market for older people. In Welwyn Hatfield Borough, the ASOP Programme has targeted the development 
of 212 units of socially funded extra care units in the immediate future.  Development may include new-
build, re-modelling of sheltered accommodation and extensions to existing extra care schemes.  
 
Since the submission of this response, officers have been in dialogue with HCC ACS and have attended 
events and meetings in order to explore more closely the locally specific issues and the options for delivery.  
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Extra-care has now been re-presented as “Flexicare”. Latest estimates indicate that 254 additional social 
funded Flexicare housing units are needed in Welwyn Hatfield by 2021, although a significant proportion of 
these are in discussion/agreed and are likely to be concentrated around the re-modelling of existing social 
sheltered housing schemes.  Flexicare housing schemes can make provision for people with dementia. 
However, there is a possibility of developing dementia specific schemes, although the County has not 
calculated the places required. Whilst 60 dwellings is mentioned as a minimum number of homes to ensure 
scheme viability, from examples given of schemes elsewhere in the country, much larger developments 
(e.g. around 240 dwellings) are being delivered as part of a “village” concept with the full range community 
resource envisaged.  Smaller schemes work on more of a dispersed (hub and spoke or cluster) model. 
 
The aim is to work in partnership with local authorities, registered social landlords and private developers to 
deliver the new model of care environment envisaged by Flexicare.  
 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Emerging Core Strategy supports the delivery of flexi-care, the County Council’s model of extra-care 
housing and of mixed tenure schemes. Account has been taken of the information set out in the County 
Council’s evolving Accommodation Profile. The Type and Mix of Housing policy supports the provision of a 
range of housing across market and affordable tenures to meet the needs of an ageing population and for 
other specialist forms of supported housing.  The reasoned justification of the Emerging Core Strategy 
explains that the policy requirement for affordable housing applies to all types of residential development 
falling, in whole or part, within Use Class C3. Option SC23 is taken forward where extra-care housing is 
deemed to fall into Use Class C3. SC24 is not taken forward as a requirement but the provision of such 
housing is supported in the strategy. SC25 is not taken forward as it is considered appropriate to make 
provision in the strategy for the housing needs of an ageing population. 

 
 

Lifetime Homes 

Issue I17, Options SC26 and SC27, Sustainability Appraisal SSC26 and SSC27 

Number of responses received: 

Issue 0, Options 14, Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues 

4 respondents indicated that all homes should be built to Lifetime Homes Standards. 5 respondents 
indicated that only a percentage should be built to these standards. 10% of new homes has been cited as a 
reasonable approach. 

Comments in support of a 100% requirement are that it saves the cost and disruptions of later adaptations 
and they should not be substantially more expensive to build. It would help to create more sustainable 
communities because people will be able to live in their homes for longer. Developers already have to 
comply with the building regulations and most architects maintain that it does not take much more to 
achieve Lifetime Homes. 

Comments against a 100% requirement are that is not appropriate to expect developers to exceed national 
requirements set out within Building Regulations. Insisting that all homes are built to Lifetime Homes 
Standards is excessively onerous and would result in additional costs which could compromise project 
viability. It is bureaucratic and regardless of circumstances. 

Comments in support of a percentage approach are that they would contribute towards providing a greater 
choice of housing.   

Other comments: A mix of housing type is supported. However, there will be a need for flexibility as some 
sites may not be locationally suitable for residents with mobility problems. If the financial requirements for 
new development are too high, this will undermine viability and hamper delivery of new housing and 
essential infrastructure. Proposals for Lifetime Homes must balance the need for such measures with these 
potential outcomes. It should be an aspiration not a requirement. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Whilst it might be desirable for all new homes to be built to Lifetime Homes Standards, such an aspiration 
needs to be balanced against the inter-relationship that exists with the system for achieving various levels 
of the Code for Sustainable Homes and standards that may be set by social housing funders or providers. 
The Lifetime Homes Standard is generally higher than that required by Part M of the Building Regulations, 
which is limited to a requirement to make reasonable provision to gain access to a dwelling and use certain 
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facilities. SC26 is not taken forward into the emerging Core Strategy. 

Consultation responses indicate that a proportionate requirement, which does not place an unreasonable 
burden on development, is more likely to be delivered. Our evidence indicates that as a general rule, the 
viability of schemes should not be compromised by a requirement for Lifetime Homes. SC27 is therefore 
taken forward. The Type and Mix of Housing policy in the emerging Core Strategy includes a 20% target so 
that at least one dwelling or more on all developments involving 5 or more dwellings will make a positive 
contribution to extending housing choice through the provision of housing that is designed to be adaptable 
to changing needs. This should help increase provision over the existing District Plan policy approach, 
which does not include a clear target. 

 
 

Accommodation Needs of Gypsies and Travellers 

Issue I18, Options SC28, 29 and 30 and Sustainability Appraisal SSC28, 29, 30 

Number of responses received: Issue: 0,   Options: 1026,   Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Additional consultation with Gypsies and Traveller community: 15 responses overall (varying 
response rate to the issues and options, see below) 

Summary of Main Issues 

The majority of the responses received were made on standard forms under the heading “Gypsies and 
travellers (Bulls Lane?)”. An extract from the Issues and Option Paper then followed setting out the 
introduction to the three options and the options themselves. Individuals then ranked the three options. 
 
965 ranked making provision for new sites within areas identified for urban expansion as the most preferred 
option. 936 ranked a ‘rural exception site policy’ as their second option and 925 ranked limited alterations 
to the Green Belt as their least favoured option. 

Some respondents made additional comments. In summary: 

 Accommodation should be provided for Gypsies and Travellers within the Welwyn and Hatfield Council 
area, but not in the Green Belt. 

 Sites should be contained within areas allotted for industrial expansion. 

 Do not favour any of the options. 

 There are existing facilities in Hertfordshire which should be expanded. 

 Hertfordshire has too many Gypsy and Travellers sites for the county to manage at the moment. 

 Why provide separate accommodation in 'Travellers' ghettos? 

 Young families of Gypsy Travellers are now moving into local houses.  This must be good for the 
children. 

 Concerned about impact on infrastructure such as GP’s, hospital, sewage, water supply. 

 Increase in traffic. 

 Green Belt loss, the Green Belt should not be eroded. 

 Villages protected and preserved without continuous chipping away of values and identity of these rural 
areas. 

 Opposition to any Gypsy and Traveller sites. 
Some respondents made comments in relation to Bulls Lane: 
 

 Flooding concerns - areas of Station Road between Welham Green / Brookmans Park, Bulls Lane and 
Waters End Lane have all flooded regularly. 

 Bulls land is unsuitable for a Gypsy and Traveller site. 

 North Mymms / Welham Green is too small a village to accommodate travellers. 

Consultation was also carried out with the borough’s Gypsy and Traveller community. 15 respondents took 
part in the consultation. 11 respondents agreed that the existing sites were not suitable for expansion. 9 
respondents considered that the most suitable location for new sites would be on the edge of existing 
settlements or alongside existing housing. No respondent supported new sites in the countryside with 13 
respondents indicating that this would be the worst option. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The development plan should include fair, realistic and inclusive policies which help to increase the number 
of sites for Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople in appropriate locations over a reasonable 
timescale, to address under provision (where it exists) and maintain an appropriate level of supply. 
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Provision will be made for additional pitches informed by the council’s evidence on local need. There is no 
evidence that making provision for new pitches is likely to place any undue pressure on infrastructure. 
Gypsies and Travellers are defined ethnic groups and the policy approach recognises that some 
households have specific accommodation needs. Some families do move into housing and make this 
adjustment successfully but partnership working with our local Gypsy and Traveller community and their 
representatives reveals that moving from a caravan can be socially isolating and difficult for some families 
to adjust to. Responses from the borough’s Gypsy and Traveller community concur with previous technical 
work which indicated that existing sites are not suitable for expansion. The emerging policy is not site 
specific. SC30 is taken forward in that provision for new Gypsy and Traveller sites will be required in 
association with development at the Broad Locations for Growth. In advance of development taking place 
at the BLGs, other sites may be identified in the Site Allocations DPD. A set of criteria will guide site 
selection and the determination of planning applications. 

 
 

Criteria to guide the allocation of sites for Gypsies and Travellers 

Question 2 

Number of responses received: 5 

Additional consultation with Gypsies and Traveller community: 15 responses 

Summary of Main Issues 

The Hertfordshire Constabulary agreed with the East of England Plan in respect of the need for ‘high 
quality authorised pitches in appropriate locations’. Authorised pitches should be provided so as to avoid 
illegal incursions.  However, to achieve well managed sites, consideration must be given in the LDF to the 
following: 

 Suitable access 

 Adequate provision of services and associated management 

 The critical nature of the size of the sites 

 The location and geography of the site do not mitigate against effective management 
 
Previous work has concluded that ‘smaller’ sites are better than larger ones. At least five pitches (to be 
financially viable) and no more than 15 pitches to be manageable. This suggests that an optimum site size 
of around 10 pitches.  This size range assists in the effective policing of sites and will assist the Local 
Authority in discharging its responsibilities under Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act, 1998. 
 
Limited consultation with our own gypsy and traveller community indicates that they also prefer smaller 
sites and do not want existing sites to be expanded.  They do however prefer to be near key facilities such 
as schools, health centres etc. Delivering additional pitches will present a challenge to community cohesion 
as the settled community prepare for this change.  The Local Authority should work closely with the Police 
Gypsy and Traveller Liaison Officers to assist in integrating the sites into Neighbourhood Policing which 
would assist in the transition phase.  

Other responses received referred to the integrity and openness of the Green Belt and the principles of 
sustainable development in allocating sites and pitch provision. One response suggested that County 
Wildlife sites should not be automatically excluded from development as mitigation measures can be 
incorporated into schemes to minimise environmental impacts and development can be sensitively located 
on the periphery of existing settlements.  

Consultation was also carried out with the borough’s Gypsy and Traveller community. 15 respondents took 
part in the consultation. Of the ten criteria set out in the Issues and Options Paper, those matters that were 
considered to be most important were that sites should be capable of co-existing with the local community, 
have safe access to roads, have access to utilities and be close to public transport. Other criteria that were 
ranked highly were that sites should be at low risk of flooding and not contaminated by pollution, be level 
and large enough to accommodate landscaping to help blend sites in with their surroundings. Space for 
children’s’ play areas was mentioned by the majority of respondents as an additional matter. 

How these views were taken into account: 

A set of criteria will not be taken forward as part of the Core Strategy. Instead, these will be set out in the 
Site Allocations DPD to guide the selection of sites and in the Development Management DPD to guide the 
determination of applications.  
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Travelling Showpeople 

Issue I19, Options SC31, 32, 33, 34 and 35, Sustainability Appraisal SSC31, 32, 33, 34 and 35 

Number of responses received: 

Issue 0, Options 4, Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Summary of Main Issues 

No response disagreed with the need to meet the housing needs of travelling show-people. All respondents 
who ranked the options favoured making provision in areas that may become surplus to employment use. 
An extension to the existing site in the borough was the next favoured option followed by making provision 
within urban extensions or a rural exception site approach. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The borough has one Travelling Showpeople site. The East of England Plan 2008 did not identify a need 
for any further provision within the borough and a local review of accommodation needs in 2011 did not 
identify any immediate need for additional plots to be provided. There are no proposals in the Core 
Strategy to release any allocated employment land as this will be required to meet our aspirations for 
economic growth. SC31 is not taken forward. However, in order to make continuing provision for existing 
residents, the existing site will be protected from alternative development proposals (refer to reasoned 
justification of the How Much growth section of the emerging Core Strategy). In this sense, SC32 is carried 
forward, retaining the existing site as a potential resource for future accommodation requirements. The 
accommodation needs of newly forming households arising from the existing site will be kept under review.   

 
 

Work and Jobs 

Issue I20  

Number of responses received: 11 

Summary of Main Issues  

The majority of respondents agreed that the council had identified the relevant key issues or did not 
comment on whether or not the relevant key issues had been identified.  A number asked questions about 
why certain key issues (for example, the higher than county average number of 16 to 19 year olds not in 
employment education or training) had come to pass. 

One respondent suggested that because of the borough’s proximity to London, it is pointless to consider 
the balance between jobs and homes. 

The East of England Development Agency (EEDA) pointed out that the Core Strategy must acknowledge 
the strategy contained in the Regional Economic Strategy (and also in the East of England Plan) that, as a 
key centre for development and change, Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City have been designated as an 
engine for growth in the East of England and that, accordingly, Welwyn Hatfield must drive growth 
disproportionately and provide a choice of types of employment sites to accommodate this growth. 

By contrast, another respondent stated that pursuing a policy of economic growth would not be sustainable, 
hastening the exhaustion of finite resources including fossil fuels and leading ultimately to catastrophe.  

Support was expressed for increased levels of working from home and the CPRE agreed that role of 
employment sites in rural areas was an issue that needed to be carried forward in the Core Strategy. 

London Luton Airport suggested that the proximity of Welwyn Hatfield to the airport represented an 
opportunity for the local economy. 

The University of Hertfordshire supported the notion that the Core Strategy should capitalise on the 
presence of the university to increase the represent of knowledge-based industries in the local economy. 

No responses suggested any gaps in the council’s evidence base and no evidence was submitted that 
raised further important issues that needed to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Emerging Core Strategy addresses the Work and Jobs issues in Policy CS2 How Much Growth, Policy 
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CS8 the Local Economy and CS17 the University of Hertfordshire. 
 
The government’s intended abolition of the East of England Plan and the abolition of EEDA mean that the 
Regional Economic Study is no longer relevant. However the council need to take account of the 
aspirations of the Local Enterprise Partnership. The completion of the Hertfordshire Strategic Employment 
Sites Study identifies Hatfield Aerodrome with potential as a Major Business Park. 

 
 

Work and Jobs 

Strategy Statement SS19 Training Initiatives 

Number of responses received: 4 

Summary of Main Issues  

Respondents supported the strategy statement and some suggested that it could go further.   

Tesco Stores supported the strategy and promoted Ponsbourne Park for a new conference and training 
facility suggesting it be designated as a major developed site in the Green Belt. 

Spenhill stated that the strategy should be widened to promote the role of Welwyn Garden City as a key 
centre for development and change to encouraging greater inward investment and provide for a range of 
types of employment including through sites such as Broadwater Road West. 

It was also suggested that the strategy should identify and list strategic employment sites with detailed 
criteria about they types of development that would be appropriate at those locations.   

None of the responses suggested a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or technical 
work was submitted raising any further important matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: This strategy for training initiatives has been taken forward in 
Policy CS8 Local Economy  

In response to the representations Policy CS8 does not identify strategic sites but does refer to Hatfield 
Business Park and Shire Park as being the foci for high value employment uses.  Major Developed Sites 
will be reviewed and new ones allocated were appropriate in the Site Allocations Document. 

 

 
 

Work and Jobs 

Options PG1 - PG3 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG1 - SPG3  

Number of responses received to PG1 – PG3: 20 

Number of responses received to SPG1 – SPG3: 2 (although these were, in practice, comments on PG1 
– PG3) 

Summary of Main Issues  

PG1  - keeping roughly the same number of jobs in the borough as we have now - Support 4 

PG2 – allowing the number of jobs to rise to reflect the number of new houses to be built - Support 7 

PG3 -  providing jobs for people in neighbouring areas as a way of promoting the key centre for 
development and change - Support 6 

Taken together, there was not a conclusive response as to which option the core strategy should pursue. 
However, there appears to be a general consensus that the core strategy should include a strategy to 
increase the number of jobs in the borough.  There is not a clear consensus about whether jobs growth 
should increase in line with housing provision or if it should increase faster. 

No additional comments were made by those supporting PG1, but a supporter of PG2 commented that this 
option provides the opportunity for jobs to be created close to new residential developments.  Goodman 
suggested that, in pursuing PG2, the core strategy should make the best use of existing employment land 
at Hatfield Business Park. 

In promoting the Broadwater Road West site for office development, Spenhill supported PG3 as a way of 
broadening the employment offer of the borough.  Gascoyne Cecil also supported PG3 and promoted 
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locations to the north west of Hatfield and at Ellenbrook to provide expanded employment in association 
with new housing.   One respondent wished to promote land close to Junction 4 of the A1(M) as part of a 
cluster that could accommodate knowledge-based industries.  Another respondent suggested that the 
focus of a strategy including PG3 should be to increase manufacturing and that park and ride could be 
used as a way of mitigating the effects of additional in-commuting. 

The owners of land in the vicinity of Roehyde and Ellenbrook supported a combination of PG2 and PG3, 
stating that increased investment needs to be attracted to ensure a thriving local economy and that their 
land offers a good opportunity, being close the Junction 3 of the A1(M) and the A414. 

The Highways Agency commented that if PG3 were to be pursued, they would need to be kept informed 
because it could result in increased trip generation on the A1(M). 

No responses highlighted a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence was submitted that 
raised any new issues. 

How these views were taken into account: The chosen strategy combines options PG2 and PG3 as the 
two towns will continue to provide jobs for those who live outside the borough. However the strategy also 
seeks to maintain current levels of alignment of jobs to housing based on the forecast in the Autumn 2010 
run of the East of England Forecasting Model.  This will allow capacity for the local economy not to be 
constrained by the lack of a local workforce and would maintain Welwyn Hatfield’s role as a centre for 
employment for the surrounding area by enabling the current ratio of jobs to resident population of working 
age to continue.  Providing for fewer new dwellings than the chosen strategy could constrain the potential 
of the local economy.  Providing land for significantly more jobs than forecast in the EEFM would require 
additional employment land to be allocated (which would involve releasing land from the Green Belt) that 
might lie vacant for lack of demand. 

 
 

Work and Jobs 

Options PG4 – PG8 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG4 – SPG8 

Number of responses received to PG4 – PG8: 24 

Number of responses received to SPG4 – SPG8: 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

There was no obvious consensus on the options.  PG5 – ensuring that there is a range of types of job in 
the borough to meet the needs of local people in close proximity to where they live – was the most 
frequently chosen first choice (five respondents).  PG4 (a) – focusing on expansion of knowledge-based 
industries and PG8 – a mixture of the other options – were each the second most commonly-selected first 
choice (four respondents each).  PG4 (b) - focusing on strategic distribution warehousing was the most 
frequently chosen last choice (five respondents). 

The University of Hertfordshire was particularly in favour of PG4 (a) and were concerned that future council 
policies should allow flexibility for the university to develop facilities consistent with that approach.  

Other important points raised by respondents were: 

 A combination of all strands is required to create sustainable communities and might vary dependent 
on locality. 

 Support providing jobs to meet local needs especially on a site which has “anomalously” been identified 
as urban open land 

 Encouragement of small businesses by developing suitable premises at affordable prices 

 Promote greater liaison between local businesses, schools and the University of Hertfordshire 

 Woolmer Green should retain its existing industrial sites 

 Employment should be should be provided in areas that minimise commuting and promote sustainable 
communities, Spenhill suggests Broadwater Road West. 

 There should be a mix of approaches PG4 (a) and PG4 (b) – the Core Strategy should provide 
flexibility for a range of uses. 

 Land at Junction 4 of the A1(M) would be a suitable location for employment uses (Gascoyne Cecil). 

 Strategy should encourage the recycling of sites for employment uses and also providing new 
employment opportunities as part of new urban extensions. 

 Support a combination of PG4 (a) and (b) and PG5.  The development of knowledge-based industries 
should focus on strategic employment areas, as should strategic distribution warehousing as part of a 
strategy to recycle existing land in employment areas.  New employment should be provided where it is 
easily accessible by modes of transport other than the car.  
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 Land at Angerland Common should be investigated for the release of land from the Green Belt to meet 
employment needs (University of Hertfordshire). 

No responses highlighted a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or technical work was 
submitted that raised any new issues. 

How these views were taken into account: The chosen strategy is a mixture of all of the options with the 
exception that it does not focus on strategic distribution warehousing on new sites for employment use 
(PG4a, PG5, PG6 and PG7).   

Our evidence shows that Welwyn Hatfeild has significant potential to address more high value sectoral 
requirements in Hertfordshire that have higher employment densities than strategic warehousing.  
However, to have a balanced economy Welwyn Hatfield also needs a supply of smaller premises for local 
businesses as well as facilities for training.  This strategy involves the use of remaining reserves of 
employment land and the recycling of land and premises elsewhere in the designated employment areas. 

 

Work and Jobs 

Options PG9 – PG10 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG9 – SPG10 

Number of responses received to PG9 – PG10: 12 

Number of responses received to SPG9 – SPG10: 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

The responses were mostly in support of PG9 – remodelling of existing employment areas to enable them 
to compete better with other business areas (eight, compared with three favouring PG10).   

Relatively few issues were raised by respondents.  The main issue raised was that PG9 allows flexibility, 
which respondents favoured.  One respondent favoured the application of this option to the employment 
area in Woolmer Green. 

Favouring PG10 – retaining existing employment sites to accommodate our own job growth needs – 
Costco proposed that this strategy should allow for a range of different types of job to be accommodated in 
employment areas including sui generis uses such as warehouse clubs, cash and carry businesses and 
builders merchants. 

Glaxo Smith Kline suggested that a thorough review of existing employment areas, such as The Frythe, to 
test their suitability for future employment use. None of the responses suggested a gap in the council’s 
evidence base and no new evidence or technical work was submitted that raised any new issues. 

How these views were taken into account: The chosen strategy is PG10 to retain existing employment 
sites to accommodate the borough’s job growth needs.  Most designated employment areas already have 
access to shops in relatively close proximity, there are few child care facilities but there is no evidence that 
there is a need for such facilities within employment areas.  In practical terms, it would be difficult to 
achieve a remodelling of existing employment areas without masterplanning them again, and they are 
sufficiently vibrant that vacancy rates are relatively low, so this would be difficult to achieve in practice.  

 
 

Work and Jobs 

Options PG11 – PG12 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG11 and SPG12 

Number of responses to Options PG11 – PG12: 10.  Sustainability Appraisal SPG11 – SPG12: 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

PG11  - The redevelopment of sites causing environmental nuisance etc. – Support 6 

PG12 – The redevelopment of sites on the edge of employment areas etc. – Support 3 

On balance the responses received were in support of PG11 over PG12.  Two respondents said all 
employment sites should be retained in their entirety and one, in supporting PG11, stated that employment 
sites causing an environmental nuisance should be released for housing.  In supporting PG12, one 
respondent suggested that strategic employment areas should be expanded around their edges. 

No responses highlighted a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or technical work was 
submitted that raised any new issues. No representations were received concerning the sustainability 
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advantages and disadvantages of these options. 

How these views were taken into account: The council needs to ensure that there is sufficient 
employment land available to meet the estimated growth in jobs. These options are therefore no longer 
applicable.  

 

Retail Hierarchy 

Strategy Statement SS20  

Number of responses received: 10 

Summary of Main Issues  

Of the comments directly relevant to SS20, seven were broadly supportive of the strategy statement, 
though half of these suggested amendments.  Two respondents did not agree. 

Respondents suggested that the retail hierarchy should recognise that there are some out-of-centre retail 
areas and units that are an established part of the borough’s retail provision.   

Land Securities are of the opinion that the Galleria acts as an important destination for durable shopping for 
residents of Hatfield with a total floorspace comparable to Hatfield town centre.  They object to the 
statement in the text preceding SS20 that the Galleria is an out-of-town centre, stating that it is surrounded 
by employment and housing, and close to the University of Hertfordshire.  They propose that the Galleria 
be inserted into the retail hierarchy at a level between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield because of its 
function for Hatfield residents for durable shopping, leisure facilities and restaurants, as well as it wider 
catchment as an outlet centre.  They also suggest that Hatfield town centre’s functions be redefined to omit 
reference to comparison shopping. 

The Langtree Group suggest that Hatfield town centre should be put at the same level in the retail 
hierarchy as Welwyn Garden City because of the role both towns are expected to play as a key centre for 
development and change. 

Concerns were raised that, in its new role as a large neighbourhood centre, the character of Old Hatfield 
should be preserved.  Additionally, Gascoyne Cecil, in supporting the inclusion of Old Hatfield in the retail 
hierarchy, stated that the Core Strategy should recognise the need to regenerate Old Hatfield including its 
enhancement through urban design and selected redevelopment initiatives. 

The Highways Agency support the retail hierarchy provided new development therein does not increase 
trips on the A1(M). 

No responses suggest or highlight a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or technical 
work was submitted raising additional matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The retail hierarchy reflects the strategy set out in the settlement hierarchy, with the largest concentration 
of shops and other town centre activities in Welwyn Garden City town centre, followed by Hatfield town 
centre and then, in the two towns, the large and small neighbourhood centres, and outside the towns, the 
large and small village centres.  Focusing retailing in town, neighbourhood and village centres helps to 
ensure that goods and services are available at the heart of communities, where they are available to as 
wide a range of people as possible, helping to ensure that neighbourhoods are “walkable” and that higher 
order shops are easy to get to on foot, by cycle and by public transport, as well as by car.  The overall 
approach taken is consistent with government guidance on planning for consumer choice, planning for 
centres and promoting competitive town centres.    

 

The designation of The Galleria as a centre in between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield town centres 
would not be consistent with that strategy.  The preferred strategy is to support the regeneration of Hatfield 
town centre.  Policy CS16 sets out how the redevelopment of the eastern end of the town centre will be 
supported and how this will be achieved.  There is clear and strong community demand for the 
regeneration of Hatfield town centre. Nevertheless the centre does have a role in providing for leisure 
opportunities such as cinema and restaurants. 
 
The designation of centres within the retail hierarchy has been changed slightly from that set out in the 
District Plan.  Reflecting the number of shops provided there, Hall Grove has been re-designated a small 
neighbourhood centre.  Similarly, reflecting its limited catchment and small number of shops, it was decided 
to designate Salisbury Square, Old Hatfield as a small neighbourhood centre.  Parkhouse Court has been 
designated as a large neighbourhood centre as that is reflective of the role it serves. 
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Welwyn Garden City town centre 

Issue I21  

Number of responses received: 7 

Summary of Main Issues  

None of the respondents disagreed with the issues set out in I21, though one did question the need for 
additional comparison (non-food) floorspace given the number of vacant shop units. 

One respondent pointed out that the proposed Tesco store on the east side of the railway was not needed 
and would be detrimental to the town centre. It was also suggested that that site would be better used for 
offices, leisure and housing. 

The issue of car parking was raised by a number of respondents although car parks only ever approach 
capacity at the peak of Christmas shopping. 

None of the responses raised additional issues that would need to be incorporated into the Core Strategy. 

No responses suggest or highlight a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or technical 
work was submitted raising additional matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Policy CS14 of the Emerging Core Strategy takes forward the vision and strategy for Welwyn Garden City 
town centre, supporting its role as the borough’s primary comparison shopping retail destination.  The 
council’s Retail and Town Centre Needs Assessment has been updated to take account of the proposed 
levels of growth. The evidence base demonstrates the need for additional comparison retail floorspace and 
so the strategy will be to pursue bringing forward sites through a planning brief with longer term growth to 
be addressed in an Area Action Plan.  The strategy set out in Policy CS14 envisages maintaining and 
optimising the management of car parking provision in the town centre.  This should address concerns 
about the adequacy of car parking. 
 

 
 

Welwyn Garden City town centre 

Options PG13-PG14 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG13-SPG14 

Number of responses received: 15 

No responses to SPG13-SPG14 

Supporting Option PG13: 8 

Supporting Option PG14: 2 

Supporting objectives the Core Strategy should set for an AAP: 5 (although one of these was from 
someone who supported Option PG14) 

Summary of Main Issues  

On balance, the responses received favoured a strategy of using an area action plan to provide a 
masterplanning framework for the town centre (PG13) over the strategy of identifying the town centre as a 
strategic site allocation in the Core Strategy (PG14). 

Some respondents supporting PG13 made comments about the objectives the Core Strategy should set for 
the AAP.  Concerns were expressed that the town centre boundary should not change.  In particular, 
Sainsbury’s Supermarkets stated a firm objection to any change in the town centre boundary or the primary 
retail core in any area action plan.  Other respondents specifically mentioned that any review of the town 
centre boundary should not incorporate land east of the railway line.  

By contrast, other respondents thought that the town centre boundary and / or the primary retail core 
should be allowed to expand to accommodate different types of retail, entertainment and leisure use and 
that a clear vision was needed for the town centre to compete against neighbouring centre such as St 
Albans and Stevenage. 

George Wimpey North Thames agreed with the suggested objectives for an area action plan, but 
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suggested an additional objective to encourage more residential development in the town centre in 
particular at the Oaklands College site. 

The importance of retaining the distinctive character of Welwyn Garden City town centre was expressed in 
supportive statements about objective (f), which requires that, in searching for suitable development sites, 
account is taken of the Welwyn Garden City Conservation Area Appraisal. 

A number of respondents made other points that could be addressed in the area action plan as follows: 

 Convenient parking is essential.  Where land or buildings are no longer occupied, car parking 
should be provided; 

 A park-and-ride scheme should be considered for town centre shoppers; and 

 The top priority for any new development should be to provide an attractive, comfortable, elegant 
and safe environment, in keeping with the existing ambience. 

DP9, on behalf of Spenhill Regeneration, do not agree with either option.  They consider that the issues 
and options document provides insufficient evidence that there is suitable land in the town centre to meet 
future development needs.  As a consequence, they believe that neither of the two options to be put into 
practice and are unsound.  DP9 are of the view that the Core Strategy should not exclude suitable, 
sustainable edge-of-centre sites such as Broadwater Road West.  They suggest wording for a Core 
Strategy policy that reflects this view and specifically promotes the use of Broadwater Road West for a food 
retail development. 

The respondents favouring PG14 made no further comments apart from one respondent who expressed 
his support for the suggested objectives for an area action plan. 

DP9’s response suggests a gap in the council’s evidence base regarding the availability of sites on the 
edge of, or close to, the town centre.  No new evidence or technical work was submitted raising additional 
matters that would need to be taken into account. 

How these views were taken into account: 

Policy CS14 of the Emerging Core Strategy takes forward the vision and strategy for Welwyn Garden City 
town centre, supporting its role as the borough’s primary comparison shopping retail destination.  The 
council’s updated evidence base demonstrates the need for additional comparison retail floorspace only. 
The preferred strategy is Options PG13 to pursue bringing forward longer term growth to be addressed in 
an Area Action Plan. Short term growth will be delivered through the preparation of Supplementary 
Planning Document to deliver the town centre sites identified in the District Plan. No strategic allocation is 
to be made in the Core Strategy because it could have had the effect of constraining future development 
options for longer term growth and the approach lacks flexibility to respond to changing circumstances. The 
town centre boundaries will be defined in the Site Allocations DPD.   Work on the availability of sites will 
need to be carried out to support future planning documents including the Site Allocations DPD.  

 
 

Hatfield town centre 

Issue I22  

Number of responses received: 3 

Summary of Main Issues  

Whilst there are few written responses, the strong groundswell of opinion in favour of the prompt 
implementation of the regeneration of Hatfield town centre expressed at the drop-in consultation event held 
in White Lion Square in March 2009, attended by 499 people, needs to be taken into account. 

Respondents made comments about the issues set out so it is inferred that the relevant key issues have 
been identified. One respondent suggested that regeneration of the town centre should be delivered in 
phases as and when finances allow, including the bus interchange.  Another suggested that the 
regeneration should include provision for teenagers. 

Of particular importance was Hatfield Town Council’s view that a charette or area action plan specifically 
for the town centre should be undertaken bringing together all the key challenges in the town. 

No responses suggested or highlighted a gap in the council’s evidence base and no new evidence or 
technical work was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account: 
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Policy CS16 of the Emerging Core Strategy takes forward the vision and strategy for Hatfield town centre 
and continues to promote the regeneration of the Hatfield Town Centre East development site.  The 
council’s updated evidence base demonstrates that that there is still a future need for both comparison and 
convenience retail floorspace in Hatfield Town centre.  

 
 

Hatfield town centre 

Options PG15-PG16 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG15-SPG16 

Number of responses received: 8 

No responses were received to the Sustainability Appraisal SGP15-SPG16 

Summary of Main Issues  

Most of the responses to PG15 (which concerns pursuing the extra retail floorspace identified in the 
Welwyn Hatfield Retail and Town Centre Needs Assessment) were in support. 

Most respondents supported the suggestion that the council should review its strategy for Hatfield town 
centre, update previous evidence and, if necessary, prepare an area action plan. 

All respondents who made a comment on the suggested objectives for an area action plan were 
supportive. All respondents who made a comment on the suggested interim approach were supportive. 

The University of Hertfordshire stated that the Core Strategy should have a policy for Hatfield town centre 
that allows sites just outside the primary retail core, such as Meridian House, to be developed for high 
quality mixed uses with an emphasis on residential. 

In supporting the approach set out in PG16, Land Securities believe that, to reflect market reality, Hatfield 
town centre should be reduced in size and focus on its convenience offer.  They believe that land at 
Hatfield town centre should then be released for housing and small scale leisure and entertainment uses. 

No new evidence or technical work was submitted and no gaps were highlighted in the council’s evidence 
base.  No alternative options were put forward 

How these views were taken into account: 

The Emerging Core Strategy takes forward the vision and strategy for Hatfield town centre and continues to 
promote the regeneration of Hatfield Town Centre East development site in accordance with the existing 
SPG.  The council’s updated evidence base demonstrates that that there is still a future need for retail 
floorspace in Hatfield Town centre but for a reduced amount and so option PG15 is now not relevant due to 
the reduced shorter term retail floorspace needs for Hatfield.   
 
The council has agreed a timetable for the delivery of the approved town centre east regeneration scheme 
which is to be implemented on a phased basis and the council is therefore focusing on the delivery of this 
scheme.  Should viability issues continue to impinge on the delivery of the regeneration of the town centre, 
the implementation section confirms that the council will re-evaluate the town centre strategy and will 
produce an area action plan as promoted in PG16. 
 
Hatfield town centre performs an important role in the borough’s retail hierarchy.  The strategy set out in 
Policy CS5 is to focus new retail development in existing centres in order to maintain and enhance their 
vitality and viability.  Proposals to reduce the role of Hatfield town centre would not fit with that strategy. 

 
 

Neighbourhood and Village Centres 

Issue I23 

Number of responses received: 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

It was suggested that the existing 23 neighbourhood and village centres should not be overlooked if there 
is development of any scale in the Welwyn-Hatfield area.  It was suggested that the 23 centres could 
absorb some of the development and in the process improve their vitality.  There was also concern that 
local services, such as local post offices, are closing down; resulting in less opportunity to meet with the 
neighbours and requiring long trips into town.  It was highlighted that there are problems for the ‘carless’ in 
this area as some areas have infrequent bus services. No major gaps in the evidence base were 
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highlighted here and no new evidence was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The approach taken in Policy CS4 and the retail hierarchy of focusing retailing in town, neighbourhood and 
village centres helps to ensure that goods and services are available at the heart of communities, where 
they are available to as wide a range of people as possible, helping to ensure that neighbourhoods are 
“walkable” and that higher order shops are easy to get to on foot, by cycle and by public transport, as well 
as by car.  It is the intention of Policy CS4 that retail development at existing village and neighbourhood 
centres should be of an appropriate scale for the catchments they serve. 

 
 

Neighbourhood Centres 

Options PG17 – PG18 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG17 – SPG18 

Number of responses received:  Options 9, Sustainability Appraisal 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

Six respondents supported Option PG17 - Taking Opportunities to improve existing nearby neighbourhood 
centres where significant amounts of new housing are provided in an area. 

One respondent supported Option PG18 – Providing new neighbourhood centres with shops and 
community facilities even where this results in an existing centre closing down and its catchment being 
serviced by the new neighbourhood centre. 

The majority of respondents supported the option to improve existing centres rather than provide new 
centres where it would result in the closure of an existing centre.  Those that supported Option PG17 
commented that the improvement of existing centres will boost the local economy, improve social 
interaction and create a sense of well being which are all integral parts to a sustainable community.  It was 
suggested that some new neighbourhood centres may be required, however existing community centres 
need to be improved first.  It was also suggested that any new neighbourhood centres should complement 
the existing facilities and not result in their closure.  One respondent stated that they supported the 
concentration of residential development in and around the periphery of existing settlements, in particular 
large villages, to ensure the viability of existing services and community facilities, as well as make use of 
existing infrastructure. 

Gascoyne Cecil Estates suggested that the location of new centres should be determined on a case-by-
case basis. They stated that if a new centre is better located to serve new and existing communities than 
an existing centre, it may be appropriate that the old centre is wound down and the site redeveloped. They 
believe that it is appropriate for the Core Strategy to identify the approximate locations of proposed new 
neighbourhood centres, or those which are to be enhanced, on the Key diagram. 

No major gaps in the evidence base were highlighted here and no new evidence was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account: Neither option is chosen as they require a choice to be made 
between the provision of new centres against the maintenance of the existing centres. The chosen strategy 
in Policy CS5 is to maintain and enhance existing neighbourhood and village service centres and to provide 
a new neighbourhood centre to the north-west of Hatfield BLG2. Because of the levels of growth in this 
neighbourhood it is not envisaged that this new centre should be to the detriment of existing centres. 
Provision at Panshanger BLG1 only allows for a neighbourhood shop in order to protect the viability of the 
neighbourhood centre at Moors Walk. 

 
 

Out-of-centre retail 

Issue I24  

Number of responses received: 2 

Summary of Main Issues  

One respondent agreed that the existing out-of-centre retail in Welwyn Hatfield serves important needs but 
disagrees with the assertion that that it is not in a manner that supports the retail hierarchy.  The 
respondent states that existing retail warehouses complement the town centres by accommodating large 
format retailing that could not easily be accommodated in the town centres.  The respondent also states 
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that there is a need for further retail warehousing in Welwyn Hatfield as there is, in their view, significant 
leakage to neighbouring districts for this type of shopping, resulting in longer car trips by shoppers than 
would otherwise be necessary. 

Land Securities commented that the issues and options consultation document does not carry through the 
matter raised in I24 that the Core Strategy could have a strategy to focus commercial leisure provision at 
the Galleria.  They state that evidence the council has cited in relation to the distribution of commercial 
leisure in the borough is not relevant, but they would welcome encouragement to accommodate more 
leisure at the Galleria. 

This response does not suggest or highlight a gap in the council’s evidence base. No new evidence or 
technical work was submitted. 

How these views were taken into account:  The government’s intended abolition of the Regional Spatial 
Strategies means there is no longer a requirement to set out a role for the Galleria as this is not required by 
national policy.  

The strategy set out in Policy CS5 has been chosen to maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the 
borough’s town, neighbourhood and village centres to help deliver the objectives of delivering a sustainable 
pattern of development, maximising opportunities to travel on foot, by cycle and by public transport.  
Including out-of-centre retail in the retail hierarchy would not serve these objectives.  The chosen strategy 
does, however, set out criteria for a sequential approach to the location of new retail development. In 
discussing the need for new leisure development the text in the reasoned justification recognises the 
current role of the Galleria in providing an evening economy through its leisure offer. 

The objectives for Hatfield and Policy CS16 seek to improve transport linkages between the town centre 
the galleria and Hatfield Station.  

 
 

Out-of-centre retail 

Strategy Statement SS21  

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

Three of the respondents were supportive of SS21 and two were not.  Of those that were not, one stated 
that the out-of-centre retail offer in Welwyn Hatfield is poor and efforts should be made to improve it, 
perhaps by adding to provision at the Galleria if no other sites are suitable. 

Land Securities contend that the Galleria performs a sub-regional and not a local role, citing evidence that 
two thirds of visitors come from outside the borough boundary, where the Welwyn Hatfield Retail and Town 
Centre Needs Assessment, November 2007 states that 40% of expenditure comes from outside the study 
area.  They also state that the net sales area of the Galleria has been under-estimated and that, 
accordingly, need is greater than the RTCNA implies. 

Land Securities have submitted a map showing origins of visitors to the Galleria 2006 from, it is assumed, a 
survey conducted by Centre Metrics. 

This response does not suggest or highlight a gap in the council’s evidence base.   

How these views were taken into account: The strategy statement has been taken forward in Policy CS5 
has been chosen to maintain and enhance the vitality and viability of the borough’s town, neighbourhood 
and village centres to help deliver the objectives of delivering a sustainable pattern of development, 
maximising opportunities to travel on foot, by cycle and by public transport.  Including out-of-centre retail in 
the retail hierarchy would not serve these objectives.  The chosen strategy does, however, set out criteria 
for a sequential approach to the location of new retail development. The reasoned justification recognises 
the current role of the Galleria in providing an evening economy through its leisure offer. 
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Evening Economy 

Issue I25 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issue   

The comment received addressed the issue and did not raise any additional issues or highlight gaps in our 
evidence base.  The response received agreed that the key issues in relation to leisure in the borough had 
been identified.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The demand for an improved night time economy in Welwyn Garden City has been reinforced by 
subsequent surveys and consultation. The Emerging Core Strategy sets out the vision and strategy for 
Welwyn Garden City (Policy CS14) town centre and includes an objective that relates to the promotion of 
the evening economy in the town centre.   
 

 
 

Evening Economy 

Options PG19 & PG20 and Sustainability Appraisals SPG19 & SPG20 

Number of responses received:  

Options PG19 & PG20: 7 

Sustainability Appraisals SPG19 & SPG20: 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

The comments received addressed the fundamental issues raised.  They did not raise any additional 
issues or highlight gaps in our evidence base.   

There were six responses providing their support for the council pursuing a strategy for improving the 
evening economy in Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City Town Centres and the creation of a strategy to 
identify specific areas of the town centre for the evening economy (PG19 and PG20).   However, one 
response was against the approach and stated that the market was capable of looking after itself in the 
area.   

There were no comments received in response to the consultation on these sustainability appraisals.   

How these views were taken into account: 

The Emerging Core Strategy sets out the vision and strategy for Welwyn Garden City (Policy CS14) town 
centre and includes an objective that relates to the promotion of the evening economy in the town centre.  
The evidence indicates that there are likely to be few opportunities for significant investment in commercial 
leisure development. 
 
The need for an allocation of an area within the town centres to promote such uses will be considered and 
if required developed through the site allocations DPD and/or any Area Action Plan policies for the town 
centres. 
 

 
 

Transport 

Issue I26 Sustainable Transport 

Number of responses received: 7 

Summary of Main Issues  

The issues raised in the responses indicate that respondents generally considered that we had identified 
the relevant key issues. Respondents recognised the importance of a well connected transport network, 
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which provides good access to key jobs, services and existing communities.  

New developments were recognised as needing a well thought out transport system prior to the 
commencement of development, this would include infrastructure improvements, as well as good bus and 
cycle links. 

It was also agreed that congestion was a significant problem for the borough. 

The issues highlights the fact that First Capital Connect are seeking to take measures to increase capacity 
in advance of 2015, which was also raised as an issue by one respondent.        

The responses raised some new issues: off road parking attracted some concerns and it was argued that a 
certain level is still required on safety grounds and to address the growing population. 

Another issue raised was a need to improve bus and cycle links in existing areas, including improved 
signage, and improvements to the existing bus network.  

One respondent also considered that the Core Strategy should recognise the presence of London Luton 
Airport and the need for sustainable transport links to it. 

The responses did not highlight any gaps in the evidence base, and no new evidence/technical work was 
submitted.  

How these views were taken into account: The issues have been addressed throughout the Core 
Strategy most notably in the following polices CS1 Key Principles of Sustainable Development CS3 The 
Settlement Strategy, CS9Good Quality Design, CS12  Infrastructure,CS15 North East Welwyn Garden City 
and CS18  North West Hatfield.  

 
 

Transport 

Strategy Statement SS22 

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of main issues: There was clear support for the Strategy Statement, the respondents 
recognised the importance of improvements to bus, rail, walking and cycle networks. 

HCC made reference to the smarter choices agenda which was not covered explicitly in SS22. No 
alternatives were suggested, and no new evidence or technical work was put forward.  

How these views were taken into account: Support for this statement is welcomed. The strategy 
statement has been taken forward in the following polices CS1 Key Principles of Sustainable Development 
CS3 The Settlement Strategy, CS9Good Quality Design, CS12  Infrastructure, CS15 North East Welwyn 
Garden City and CS18  North West Hatfield. 

 
 

Transport 

Options PG21-22 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG21-SPG22 

Number of responses received: Options, 21; Sustainability Appraisal, 0. 

Supporting: 

Option PG21:  11 Option PG22:  4 

(Combination of the 2 options) 5 

There was a general preference for Option PG21, but several responses indicated support for a 
combination of the two options. No other realistic options were put forward for tackling transport issues. 

Respondents agreed that broad locations for growth must be in sustainable locations, and agreed that 
better maintained and well thought out cycle routes, along with decent bus services are needed to improve 
sustainability.  

Certain respondents either agreed with PG22 and/or argued that a combination of the two options would be 
appropriate. These respondents considered that an increase in road capacity, improvements to existing 
roads, and some provision for off street parking is necessary, but also were generally in support of the 
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provision of ‘green’ infrastructure (i.e. new/improved bus/cycle/walking routes). 

How these views were taken into account: The chosen strategy (Policy CS9) is a mixture of both options 
– providing for the increased access on foot, by cycle and by public transport, but allowing for adequate car 
parking. The current parking standards set out in the Supplementary Planning Guidance will be reviewed 
when the guidance is updated. 

 

Providing for Growth  

Question 3a 

Number of responses received: 6 

Summary of Main Issues  

This question was aimed at infrastructure providers, and the following responded: London Luton Airport 
Operations Ltd, Arqiva Ltd (radio, television and electronic communications site management), 
Hertfordshire County Council (as Local Education Authority), Thames Water Property, Natural England and 
Queenswood School. 
 
By their nature, the responses received from these parties reflect the diversity of their interests in 
infrastructure and therefore are difficult to summarise in general. The main points raised by the 
respondents were: 
 

 London Luton Airport has withdrawn its proposals for a new replacement runway (originally set out 
in its draft Master Plan of 2005) in favour of making the most of its existing airport site 

 Paragraph 6.183 of the Issues and Options document is both inaccurate and inadequate as a basis 
for a sound policy framework relevant to the foreseeable needs of the electronic communications 
industry as a whole. It deals only with mobile phone operators, who are only one segment of the 
sector. Because of wider sector growth there are likely to be requirements for further satellite 
equipment at the Brookmans Park Transmitting Station.  

 Welwyn Hatfield is to be reviewed under the Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme 
which focuses on secondary schools. Previous BSF programmes elsewhere have involved school 
expansions, closures, relocation, co-location and re-provision of one or more school sites. Policies 
in the LDF are requested which would allow existing school sites to come forward for development 
if necessary, but with protection for school playing fields. Secondary school sites in Welwyn 
Hatfield are in the Green Belt or washed over by urban open land. A policy is also requested to 
cover the possibility of an entirely new school on a Green Belt site. 

 Thames Water have recently submitted the Business Plan for AMP5 period covering 2010 - 2015. 
New development may need to be phased to allow completion of the necessary infrastructure. A 
key sustainability objective of the new Local Development Framework should be for the new 
development to be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and take into account the 
capacity of existing infrastructure. Until the Water Cycle Study is complete it is not possible to 
identify the nature of any specific upgrade requirements at Rye Meads STW. In relation to 
Deephams and Mill Green STWs, due to limited information on the size of the proposed 
developments and the complexities of sewerage networks, Thames Water has been unable to 
determine the infrastructure needs at this stage. In terms of the coverage of infrastructure in the 
Core Strategy it is crucial that reference is made to the provision of adequate water and sewage 
infrastructure to service development to avoid unacceptable impacts on the environment. 
Therefore, Thames Water recommends the inclusion of 2 proposed policies and supporting text. 
One relates to Sewage Infrastructure Capacity and seeks to ensure development is only granted 
where sufficient capacity already exists or can be provided in time. The other relates to Utilities 
Development and seeks to allow for the expansion and growth of new water and sewage 
infrastructure. 

 Natural England strongly supports the Council’s commitment to the development of a 
comprehensive green infrastructure for the borough and agrees with the key issues set out in 
paragraph 6.208 of the Issues and Options document. 

 The extent of housing growth in the area is likely to increase demand for places at independent 
schools. The ability to improve facilities at all schools (state and independent) must be fully 
recognised within the Core Strategy. 
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How these views were taken into account: 

The emerging core strategy sets out the council’s approach to infrastructure provision within the borough 
Further to this, the council has also produced a draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which sets out the 
physical, social and green infrastructure required to support housing and employment growth in the 
borough. 

To respond to the individual comments raised above, in order: 

 The council notes the comments made by London Luton Airport, however given that Luton Airport 
is not within the borough of Welwyn Hatfield, the council does not propose to include this within the 
core strategy 

 The council acknowledges that ‘telecommunications’ relates to a wider spectrum of providers, and 
not just mobile phone operators. Core Strategy Policy CS12 Infrastructure supports the provision of 
telecommunications within the borough, and this is discussed further in the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan. With regards to the Brookmans Park Transmitting Station this is a site specific issue where 
the need for any further development will need to demonstrate very special circumstances and this 
is not a matter for the Core Strategy. 

 The Building Schools for the Future Programme has now ended. The Core Strategy recognises the 
need to plan for new schools to support growth, and this will be facilitated by Policy CS12 
Infrastructure. 

 Policy CS12 Infrastructure will facilitate the delivery of upgrades to existing sewerage works 
required to support growth within the borough. Further to this, both the Core Strategy and IDP 
identify potential upgrades to sewerage works required as a result of the council’s growth strategy. 
The council will continue to work with Thames Water to deliver this.  

 Policy CS11 Protection of Critical Assets and Policy CS12 Infrastructure support the delivery of 
green infrastructure in the borough to support housing and employment growth. 

 
 

Burial Space 

Issue I27 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issue   

The response received put forward the view that there is no need to make provision for burial space but 
that there is a need to encourage cremation in order to reduce pressure on land.   

This remains a continuing issue as not site has been identified and has been addressed in the 
Infrastructure Policy CS12 and in the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Burial Space 

Options PG23 & PG24 & Sustainability Appraisals SPG 23 & SPG 24 

Number of responses received: 5 

Options PG23 & PG24: 5 

Sustainability Appraisals SPG23 & SPG 24: 0 

Summary of Main Issues  

There was one response in favour of option PG23 (burials within the borough) and two responses in favour 
of option PG24 (burials outside of the borough).  A further two comments were received which did not 
directly state a preferred option but both provided written comments which stated that they would like to 
see the provision of woodland burial space within the borough. 

There were no comments received in response to the sustainability appraisals. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The strategy makes provision for option PG23 as the provision of burial space in the borough is identified 
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as a need in the council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan, and Policy CS 12  will aid in the delivery of this. 

 

Providing for Growth 

Question 3b   

Number of responses received:  41 

Summary of Main Issues  

The responses to this question are diverse. Nineteen responses are from individuals, and a further nine 
from parish councils or local residents’ groups. Six responses are from other statutory authorities or 
agencies, including the County Council, and the remaining six from commercial companies.  

None of the respondents answered ‘yes’ to the question, meaning that all of them thought that the Council 
had not yet examined key issues in relation to the infrastructure that would be required to support growth. 

Recurring themes in the responses are concern over longer term lack of hospital facilities in the borough, 
and overstretched medical, social, emergency and educational services. Transport, in particular road 
congestion, lack of rail capacity and limited bus services, is also a commonly mentioned issue, as is lack of 
water supply and sewerage infrastructure.  

Hertfordshire County Council, in one of its several responses, refers to the Hertfordshire Infrastructure and 
Investment Strategy (HIIS) as an important source of information and notes that one strand of the strategy 
deals solely with the transportation infrastructure investment requirements. 

Another County Council response deals with health and social care facilities, youth facilities, child care and 
libraries. Particular observations include the need to provide appropriate housing, day services, and 
employment support services for those with mental health issues or learning disabilities. Generally adult 
care services are moving away from day centres to providing a ‘hub and spoke’ model with direct services 
to the community in new or existing facilities. It is difficult to be precise about the amount of facilities 
required, as this would depend on need. HCC would therefore like to see ‘flexible community policies’.  
Further discussion will be needed if s106 SPD is planned. 

On youth facilities, the authority needs to look for provision of youth centres separate from schools 
wherever possible. HCC is looking to work with other agencies to provide a centre of excellence to serve 
WGC. Childcare is best provided in children’s centres. As a rough guide, a new development of 2500 
homes would create a requirement for a new children’s centre. This could be standalone or ideally co-
located with schools, health centres or other community facilities. HCC is not looking to provide small 
libraries in the future but to concentrate on developing services from the larger libraries. Hatfield library has 
recently been upgraded but the WGC library at Campus West is in need of major refurbishment.   

Several of the comments address waste disposal. A response from Hertfordshire County Council states 
that the borough’s DPDs need to be consistent with the County Council’s Waste LDF and promote waste 
minimisation, reuse and recycling. The Waste and Minerals plans should be referred to in the Core 
Strategy’s strategic context and the emerging document could go much further in its commitment to 
seeking sustainable solutions for growth. In this context the County Council urges that the Core Strategy 
should state that consideration will be given to the appropriateness of, and potential for, a waste treatment 
facility being provided at New Barnfield, Hatfield. If viable, there would also be potential to consider the 
opportunities for heat/energy generated from such a facility to support an urban extension or employment 
development. On the other hand, one of the individual respondents strongly opposes waste incineration in 
principle, preferring mechanical or biological treatment as healthier and more environmentally-friendly 
alternatives.  

The Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre supports the inclusion of policy in the Core Strategy on open 
spaces within settlements linking to the open countryside and the promotion of multifunctional green 
spaces. Another respondent also mentions the importance of parks and recreational spaces in new 
development. 

Several of the responses address the infrastructure problems associated with particular options for the 
location of growth. Colney Heath Parish Council note that growth west of Hatfield including at Ellenbrook 
would result in coalescence between Hatfield, Smallford, Sleapshyde and St Albans, contrary to their 
Council’s vision, and would be likely to require major investment in infrastructure. The Parish Council note 
the distance from the potential expansion areas west of Hatfield to Hatfield Town Centre, the railway station 
and existing social and community infrastructure. They also consider that existing congestion on nearby 
roads including the A414 and A1(M) could be exacerbated by growth west of Hatfield. 

North Mymms Parish Council consider that major expansion of any of Welwyn Hatfield’s villages would be 
contrary to the RSS (now abolished) and, in the case of villages within North Mymms Parish, contrary to 
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the Parish Council’s vision. It would also be likely to require major investment in infrastructure.  

As regards the possibility of growth at Woolmer Green, the Woolmer Green Parish Council considers that 
there are problems with water and the sewage capacity at Rye Meads pumping station which are an 
important constraint, as is oversubscription to the village JMI school. The ‘We Need a School’ group 
advocate the building of a new secondary school between Knebworth and Woolmer Green to serve the 
needs of residents in and around Knebworth, Woolmer Green, Datchworth and Oaklands, especially if 
housing growth takes place in this area. The new school would offer improved community cohesion through 
provision of sports and leisure facilities, and would reduce commuting to schools whilst improving the 
prospects for other village facilities.  

Two individual respondents express concern over possible growth east of Digswell, in relation to extra calls 
on water resources and sewerage, distance to hospital and doctors’ facilities, shortage of local school 
places and increased highway congestion. Loss of open land and habitats in the Mimram valley is also 
mentioned. 

Two other individual respondents refer specifically to possible growth at Panshanger, and object to this on 
the grounds of lack of accessibility to existing local shops and doctors’ surgery, loss of access to open 
space and wildlife, and loss of a historic airfield which now also provides a social facility. It is suggested 
that swallow holes could also be a problem in this area. One individual respondent, however, expresses 
support for a mixture of low and high density housing on Panshanger Aerodrome as he considers the 
aircraft, including helicopters, to be very noisy and dangerously close to housing.  

The loss of rural land, the implications for lack of access to community and social facilities and potential 
overloading of schools, sewerage and sewage works, and roads, are recurring themes in the responses of 
individuals and residents’ groups to the possibility of growth in the villages or in urban extensions. 
Responses from the Welwyn Garden City Society, the Ellenbrook Residents Association and Welwyn 
Hatfield Liberal Democrats all emphasise the importance of good road links and public transport in 
selecting locations for growth. The issues of congestion and lack of capacity on the A1(M) and the East 
Coast Main Line (including problems at Hatfield Station) are seen as critical. At a more detailed level, the 
need to improve evening and Sunday bus services and to provide integrated cycle and footpath networks is 
felt to be important.   

Of the statutory agencies and undertakers, the Environment Agency notes the constraints on water supply 
in the Welwyn Hatfield area and stresses the importance of adhering to the findings of the Rye Meads 
Water Cycle Study i.e. by not selecting network stressed areas for significant new development. Liaison 
between the Council and the water/sewerage companies is recommended. For their part, Thames Water 
Property note that further operational development may be required at Mill Green sewage treatment works, 
and consider that the works site should be designated a Major Developed Site in the Green Belt.    

The remaining responses are from commercial companies or private landowners. Landform Development 
Ltd state that through concentrating residential development near to existing settlements, the use of 
existing infrastructure can be maximised.  Stanborough Leisure Limited take the view that the land at 
junction 4 of the A1(M) is suitable and available to accommodate a replacement of the QE2 hospital. It may 
also be suitable for private health care facilities or mixed use development.  

Goodman and Cemex both have interests in land to the west of the existing Hatfield Aerodrome 
redevelopment. Cemex consider that capacity difficulties at Rye Meads sewage treatment works put into 
question the feasibility of growth options north-east and south-east of Welwyn Garden City and various 
options for expanding villages unless an alternative to reliance upon the expansion of Rye Meads STW can 
be found. They consider that the inclusion of these options casts doubt on the soundness of the emerging 
core strategy in terms of the tests in PPS12. Cemex also query paragraph 2.16 of the Issues and Options 
document and state that the question of the location of gas pipelines and their potential effect on the 
location of new development should be dealt with more thoroughly in future stages of the core strategy. 

Goodman note the costs of the infrastructure required to meet the levels of housing growth identified in the 
East of England Plan. They observe that the investment in infrastructure and social/community facilities 
together with the extensive housing provision and university facilities already provided in the Hatfield 
Aerodrome redevelopment lays the ground for a truly sustainable community west of Hatfield, building on 
economic momentum that has been created by the Business Park. 

How these views were taken into account:  

The Core Strategy Issues and Options document highlights a range of infrastructure related matters, and 
asks infrastructure providers to notify the council of any infrastructure requirements which will have a 
critical relationship to the delivery of housing and employment growth in the borough over the next 20 
years. These comments have been taken into account when preparing the Emerging Core Strategy and 
have shaped the council’s approach to infrastructure provision, which is set out at policy CS12 and in the 
draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  
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New Development  and Densities - The Issues 

Issue I28  

Number of responses received: 29 

Summary of Main Issues  

Generally, respondents seemed to consider that we had identified the relevant key issues.  A small number 
of responses identified additional issues that we should consider, such as reviewing capacity in villages 
‘washed over’ by the Green Belt, bringing empty housing stock back into use and using more employment 
land for housing development. 
 
No major gaps in our evidence base were highlighted here, however several respondents questioned 
whether all available brownfield sites and unoccupied property had been identified, particularly as the 
Strategic Housing Land Review had not yet been published at the time of the consultation.  It was also 
noted that the Strategic Housing Market Assessment had not yet been completed and that the impact of 
the economic downturn would have an impact on all future plans. 
 
There were also concerns raised about the basis for the East of England Plan allocations for both housing 
and jobs in Hertfordshire and generally that these major decisions have already been made without local 
support.  There was no new evidence/technical work submitted here, however several respondents 
submitted details of both Green Belt and brownfield sites which they would like to be considered for 
development. 
 
The majority of respondents were opposed to Green Belt release or saw it only as a last resort after a 
rigorous search for brownfield sites.  They felt that the Hertfordshire and the South East of England are 
already over populated and that the expansion of towns will lead to sprawl and a loss of identity.  Other 
concerns related to the loss of agricultural land, damage to the environment and the increased risk of 
flooding.  Some respondents supported the release of Green Belt land, as it was felt there was no 
alternative option in order to meet the housing requirements of the borough. 
 
St Albans District Council raised the point that any development within St Albans district would need to be a 
joint decision and timescales would need to allow it to also be included in St Albans’ Core Strategy. 

How these views were taken into account: 

This issue has been carried through into the development of the Settlement Strategy Policy CS3, Green 
Belt Boundaries Policy CS4 and the approach to density set out in Policy CS9 Good Quality Development. 

 Green Belt release will only be carried forward where evidence demonstrates that insufficient land exists 
within the borough’s towns and inset villages to meet the overall housing target. The availability of land is 
regularly reviewed and updated. The East of England Plan target was deleted following a High Court 
Challenge after the publication of the Issues and Options paper. It is now the council’s responsibility to 
determine what the appropriate housing target should be for the borough. Villages that are washed over by 
the Green Belt are generally less accessible to services and facilities than other settlements and are not 
considered to be sustainable locations for growth. The evidence base has been expanded since the 
publication of the Issues and Options Paper. 

 
 

Housing Density 

Options PG25 – PG26 

Number of responses received:  29  

Summary of Main Issues  

PG25 Continue with existing approach – 14 

PG26 Plan for higher densities - 4 

The majority of respondents supported the option to continue with our exiting approach of requiring 
developments to be built at densities of 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare (dph), but allow densities of more 
than 50dph in locations such as town centres where there is good accessibility by modes of transport other 
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than the car.  It would also respect the character of the existing settlements but would mean that we would 
have to release more land from the Green Belt to meet our overall housing requirement.   

Even though this option was generally well supported, there was particular concern that higher densities 
could be detrimental to the distinctive character of the existing settlements.  There was particular concern 
with retaining the character of Welwyn Garden City and that high housing densities should be used 
selectively/flexibly. 

 

Those respondents that chose the option to plan for higher densities than those currently applied in the 
borough felt that an increase in density across all development sites would act to reduce the amount of 
Green Belt release necessary to satisfy strategic housing targets.  

How these views were taken into account:  

Policy CS9 Good Quality Design sets out the approach to development density in the borough and takes 
forward option PG25.  It requires a density of development (mostly between 30 and 50 dph) that balances 
efficient use of land with delivery of high quality design.  It acknowledges that higher densities are more 
suitable for certain parts of the borough by encouraging higher density development in accessible 
locations, such as town and neighbourhood centres.   

To address concerns about the impact of higher density development on local character, the policy aims to 
balance the objective to maximise the efficient use of land with the impact of density on the design of 
development and the local context. It is important that the future occupants of homes live in a well designed 
environment, where new development is sensitive to the local context and where provision can be made for 
open space.  
 
Whilst high densities do not necessarily militate against good design, the Council considers that the 
borough is not characterised by high density development, not even in its town centres.  Therefore a 
blanket approach to densities above 50dph for all development would not be a sustainable approach. 

 
 

Sustainability Appraisal SPG25 – SPG26 

Number of responses received:  1 

Summary of Main Issues: The one respondent believed that Option PG 25 is preferable to increasing 
development densities and that better use should be made of town centre developments.  

Policy CS9 Good Quality Design sets out the approach to development density in the borough and takes 
forward option PG25.  It requires a density of development (mostly between 30 and 50 dph) that balances 
efficient use of land with delivery of high quality design.  It acknowledges that higher densities are more 
suitable for certain parts of the borough by encouraging higher density development in accessible locations, 
such as town and neighbourhood centres.   

 
 

Housing Densities for Land Released from the Green Belt 

Options PG27 – PG28 

Number of responses received: 31 

Summary of Main Issues  

Supporting Option PG27 – 1,   Supporting Option PG28 - 17 
 
There was clear support for Option PG28 which is to plan for densities in any areas that are released from 
the Green Belt which reflect the density of any adjoining settlement, even if this would mean that more land 
would need to be released from the Green Belt. 
 
However, a number of respondents felt that an option which provides flexibility is preferable and each site 
should be considered on its own merits and to allow for a mix of uses other than housing.  It was suggested 
that if a growth area is of a significant size to be sustainable it will need to be design-led and master 
planned and will therefore need to provide a range of densities.  It was also pointed out that fixed density 
constraints should not prevent high quality development on Green Belt land. 
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It was noted that there were no options relating the density of infill sites and it was felt that these could offer 
some prospect of not requiring as much loss of the Green Belt.  It was stated that the number of infill sites 
should be identified and included in the housing figures.  It was also suggested to encourage infill 
development in locations that are washed over by the Green Belt. 

How these views were taken into account:  

Policy CS9 Good Quality Design sets out an approach to development density in the borough.  It requires a 
density of development (mostly between 30 and 50 dph) that balances efficient use of land with delivery of 
high quality design that reflects local character.  It acknowledges that higher densities are more suitable for 
certain parts of the borough by encouraging higher density development in accessible locations, such as 
town and neighbourhood centres.  It is not considered appropriate to pursue higher densities where they 
would be detrimental to local character and residents’ quality of life. 

The housing densities implicit in the indicative numbers of dwellings for each of the broad locations reflect 
the density range set out in policy CS9, allowing for roads, open space and other facilities.  This broadly 
accords with the density of housing in the adjoining areas. Therefore option PG28 is taken forward. 

The density of ‘infill’ sites will reflect the principles of Policy CS9 and density will depend of the site’s 
location and local character.  

 
 

Housing Densities for Land Released from the Green Belt 

Sustainability Appraisal SPG27 – SPG28 

Number of responses received: 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

It was noted that nearly 80% of the borough is designated as metropolitan Green Belt and that boundaries 
are very tight around large existing settlements and ignore existing linear settlements. It was felt that there 
is scope to release substantial levels of Green Belt land without having a significant impact on landscape 
and biodiversity. Therefore, the respondent supported lower density greenbelt sites including infill.  
 

How these views were taken into account:  

Policy CS9 Good Quality Design sets out an approach to development density in the borough.  It requires a 
density of development (mostly between 30 and 50 dph) that balances efficient use of land with delivery of 
high quality design that reflects local character.  It acknowledges that higher densities are more suitable for 
certain parts of the borough by encouraging higher density development in accessible locations, such as 
town and neighbourhood centres.   

The housing densities implicit in the indicative numbers of dwellings for each of the broad locations reflect 
the density range set out in policy CS9, allowing for roads, open space and other facilities.  This broadly 
accords with the density of housing in the adjoining areas. Therefore option PG28 is taken forward. 

 

 
 

Is there a case for low densities? 

Question Q4  

Number of responses received: 14 

Summary of Main Issues  

Most respondents suggested that there is a case for low densities in some locations.   Our attention was 
drawn to the Digswell Character Appraisal which demonstrates that densities in Digswell are already 
significantly lower than 30 dwellings per hectare (dph).  It was also suggested that some larger properties 
would be appropriate in Woolmer Green, where a mix of housing types and prices are required.  It was also 
suggested that lower densities would be appropriate in Brookmans Park to protect its essential character.  
There was also a suggestion that low densities would be appropriate in linear settlements outside of 
established towns, especially on infill sites.   

However, it was also noted that Planning Policy Statement 3 (Housing) requires local planning authorities 
to avoid housing developments which make inefficient use of land (i.e. less than 30 dph).  It was felt by 
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some respondents that this would lead to unsustainable urban development. 

How these views were taken into account:  

In general the council aim to avoid inefficient use of land, so do not encourage very low density 
development.  Policy CS9 Good Quality Design requires a density of development (mostly between 30 and 
50 dph) that balances efficient use of land with delivery of high quality design that reflects local character.  
However, the wording of the policy means that density needs to take into account local context, therefore 
sites will need to be assessed on an individual basis.  

In addition Policy CS7 Housing mix seeks to provide a range of housing types and prices in the borough. 

 
 

A Criteria based approach to selecting broad locations  

Questions Q5 & Q5A 

Number of responses received: 24 

A number of respondents answered question 5, a number answered question 5a and some answered both. 

Summary of Main Issues  

There was a varied response to identifying the importance of the criteria, although transport was more 
frequently listed than the others. A number of other criteria were also put forward.  

The Key points raised by respondents in response to Q5 and Q5A were: 

 Should not prioritise as each has a role to play  

 Understand reason for criteria relating to infrastructure capacity but should not simply accept these 
as constraints, fitting residential development into existing infrastructure is not the sole solution, 
inevitable that some form of infrastructure capacity improvement would take place up to 2031 
without pressure from WHBC  

 List appropriate but infrastructure should include the need for waste facilities at growth areas, and 
availability of an energy supply from renewable sources could be expanded to explore potential of 
combined heat and power from an energy from waste facility. Should state that Appropriate 
Assessment may be needed (Hertfordshire County Council). 

 Q5 not sufficiently robust with regards to the phasing of development, Core Strategy prioritises PDL 
first should be clear that delivery of large Greenfield sites will necessitate early discussions 
(Gascoyne Cecil).  

 Welcome criteria based approach but PDL or brownfield sites can be more biodiverse than the 
Green Belt. CS policies to preserve and enhance biodiversity should be given full consideration on 
these sites (Natural England). 

 Objects to prioritisation of PDL in existing settlements in advance of the phased release of Green 
Belt Land, will restrict the type of housing, limit choice and opportunity. Should not under estimate 
the time needed to review Green Belt and deliver sites.(Cemex) 

 Wrong approach to rank criteria, a better approach would be to ensure that all issues are identified 
as criteria, along with other social and economic criteria, that are used to assess growth options 
(and Core Strategy policies generally) in a the Sustainability Appraisal of the Core Strategy. There 
are issues, such as noise and air quality, that are dealt with in the Core Strategy that are not 
currently on the list of criteria. The selection process needs also to consider whether sites are 
available and achievable. The incorporation of these factors will aid delivery of housing and will 
give the Council the best chance of meeting their housing requirement. (Cemex) 

 Is the site well contained by the surrounding environment and is it able to form a comfortable and 
integrated extension to the settlement (Land Improvement Holdings).  

 Impact of the release of land from the Green Belt would have on the openness of the area.( North 
Mymms Green Belt Society) 

 Adjacent and existing residential development efficient use of low density residential land in Green 
Belt locations infill development. 

 Greater importance should be given to allotments which promote good health, leisure, reduce 
carbon emissions and produce locally grown food.  

 Effect upon existing communities –pressure on services, utilities and transport infrastructure: 
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 Should specify Sites of Special Scientific Interest in the criteria 

 Should use original criteria used for Green Belt designation-easier for the layman to understand 

 If have to review Green Belt should be done with extreme caution. May be scope to increase the 
size of existing communities into the Green Belt which could be enhanced by sensitive design. If 
still forced to provide more housing should look at possibility of new town for in east Hertfordshire 
or as a last resort a satellite village with a clear garden village or eco village criteria.(Liberal 
Democrats) 

 The extent to which new developments would out balance or dominate existing settlements  

 Effect of development in the Green Belt on amenity of existing houses and the wider landscape. 

 Criteria considering the benefit of using previously developed land or non conforming uses in the 
Green Belt. 

 Critical aspect is the release of Green Belt to accommodate growth to 2031 further evidence is still 
required on water resources and waste water management which are matters of regional 
significance ( EERA) 

 Proximity of site to existing settlements and importance of natural boundaries in the landscape to 
allow new robust boundary. Refers to PPS3 stating where need and demand for housing is high 
housing could be distributed across new settlements, major urban extensions and managed growth 
of settlements.   

 Land removed from the Green Belt should be in close proximity to existing towns and villages and 
integrated where possible 

 Restriction on infill within the Green Belt should be relaxed, sites in the borough which could 
provide this without harm to the countryside or the objectives of the Green Belt  

Other comments on this section included the need for an integrated approach to travel  

How these views were taken into account: 

Agreed that none of the criteria should be prioritised as all are relevant to the selection of broad locations. 
Matters mentioned in responses, such as noise and air quality, proximity to existing settlements, robust 
Green Belt boundaries, impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the wider landscape, opportunities 
to increase or improve infrastructure, impact on the scale of existing settlements and capacity of the 
transport network will be taken into account. 

 SSSI are included within the criteria dealing with the protection of natural resources, such as biodiversity. 
The list of criteria recognises the potential to support new infrastructure. The list of infrastructure examples 
was not exhaustive. The list already refers to de-centralised energy supply systems. 

 It is recognised that the limited supply of land from within the borough’s urban areas will require early 
discussions with land owners should large greenfield sites need to be released.  

The Settlement Strategy and subsequent planning documents will manage the release of greenfield sites 
so as to make best use of previously developed land first but without compromising a continuous 5 year 
supply of land and maintaining flexibility. The strategy seeks to focus growth around the two towns where 
accessibility to strategic transport networks and public transport is good and the greatest potential exists to 
make use of previously developed land and existing concentrations of services and facilities, assist 
regeneration, add capacity to physical and social infrastructure where necessary, minimise the impact of 
growth on the character, setting and pattern of the borough’s settlements. Development on a scale that 
would change the role of or dominate an existing settlement will not be supported. 

 
 

The relationship between settlements 

Options PG29 and PG30 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG29 and SPG30 

Number of responses received: Options, 37    Sustainability Appraisal, 2. 

Summary of Main Issues 

There was strong support for the avoidance of coalescence between towns (PG29) and villages for the 
following reasons: It is important to maintain and strengthen community identity. Without separation 
between settlements, areas would merge into one. Coalescence would be a retrograde step, ruining a 
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sense of community. The borough contains a number of disparate communities with unique characteristics 
that people identify with. It is essential that such distinctions are preserved for the future and actively 
celebrated. The joining up of Hatfield with St. Albans, Welwyn Garden City and Welham Green and 
Woolmer Green with other villages should be avoided.  Policy LA3 of the RSS requires the retention and 
reinforcement of the best qualities of Welwyn Garden City. Coalescence would go against the basic tenets 
of national Green Belt policy, which includes preventing neighbouring towns from merging into one another. 
Higher density development in urban areas would be another option. 

The alternative view was that coalescence should not necessarily be a barrier to development (PG30) for 
the following reasons: In some cases, coalescence may be possible without losing the separate identities 
of areas through appropriate design. Urban sprawl will be unavoidable, it would be better to add a series of 
smaller developments which relate to specific centres and provide access to open space for recreation. To 
prevent the efficient use of existing residential sites outside settlement boundaries for fear of coalescence 
is unsustainable. Strategic gaps between settlements should not be treated as absolute constraints. Some 
locations may be sustainable particularly along transport corridors. Achieving a sustainable form of 
development should be a priority. The quality of a new neighbourhood should be a defining factor rather 
than prejudices of existing residents.  

A more sensitive site based approach was suggested in line with the sustainability appraisal which 
mentions that sometimes it might be preferable to allow development in gaps between settlements. A 
distinction should be made between physical and visual coalescence. This could be dealt with through the 
landscape criteria at Q5. Planting could mitigate impact. An approach which recognises coalescence as an 
important policy objective but integrates this alongside all policy objectives was considered a more 
balanced approach. The core principle underpinning planning is sustainable development in accordance 
with PPS1. A pragmatic approach has been taken elsewhere, with separation properly being determined by 
sensitively designed development proposals, based on a detailed consideration of local circumstances.  

A number of supporting documents were submitted. Sites are promoted at various locations in the borough. 
In respect of coalescence, the main issues raised in supporting documents were: Identity is an emotive 
issue which implies a fundamental essence of settlement character would be lost if development were 
allowed. Landscape character assessments should inform decisions.  Reference is made to an Area Action 
Plan examination where a local authority had sought to impose a 200m wide green buffer between a new 
town and existing villages. The inspector agreed that there should be green separation but that landscape, 
topography and land use should define the extent of separation. It is suggested that the options presented 
are to either leave gaps as they are or over-develop them. NIMBY-ist considerations are inclined to 
prejudice proper planning considerations. Development may provide an opportunity to sustain a local 
school or a shop and support other facilities.  

Sustainability Appraisal: Coalescence of villages may encourage the provision of retail and community 
services and reduce the need to travel. Sustainability should determine whether or not to develop. 

How these views were taken into account: 

PG29 is carried the preferred option and is carried forward into the Emerging Core Strategy which seeks to 
ensure that there will be no coalescence of settlements. The pattern of towns and villages is a key 
characteristic of the borough and their separation is important; helping to maintain the identity of each 
settlement. It is possible to manage growth, taking into account landscape sensitivity, without planning for 
coalescence, even where this must entail releasing land from the Green Belt. PG30 is not carried forward.  
A Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Study has informed the assessment of the potential Broad Locations 
for Growth. 

 
 

Proportionate Distribution / Growth concentrated in urban extensions 

Options PG31 and PG32 and Sustainability Appraisal SPG31 and 32 

Number of responses received: Options: 49, Sustainability Appraisal: 3. 

Summary of Main Issues 

A similar number of responses supported proportionate distribution or growth concentrated in urban 
extensions. 

PG31: Proportionate Growth 

In support of proportionate distribution, the main issues raised were: Proportionate distribution still focuses 
development at WGC and Hatfield. One third of the borough’s population live outside Welwyn Garden City 
and Hatfield. Previous planning policies have not shared the benefits of development to smaller (second 
tier) settlements. Proportionate growth in the large villages would increase investment, benefit the local 
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economy and the vitality of village centres as well as the borough as a whole. Would provide affordable 
housing in areas that are currently lacking. Would support existing facilities in smaller towns and villages, 
provide new opportunities and benefits to local communities. Will spread infrastructure requirements. 
Would widen the choice and mix of housing. A target of 400 for Welwyn is considered feasible. It is both 
appropriate and reasonable to examine potential for growth at the second tier settlements such as 
Brookmans Park and Cuffley. The localised expansion of smaller communities would help deliver benefits 
back to those communities. By proportionally distributing growth residents will be given a choice of where 
and how they wish to live. Growth at the 8 village centres will contribute to the vibrancy of these 
settlements, spread infrastructure requirements across the borough and provide for a range and mix of 
housing coupled with spin off benefits to these smaller more niche secondary economies. 

Against proportionate growth, the main issues raised were: the approach would have a disproportionate 
social effect on smaller communities. Would spread the impact of growth rather than a few carefully 
selected sustainable locations. Growth should be focussed on Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield as joint 
Key Centres for Development and Change. It would fail to maximise sustainability benefits. Whilst some 
large villages have shops, schools and rail access, the range of services varies between settlements and 
many are car dependant with limited rail and bus services. Smaller villages lack employment opportunities 
and are unsuitable for accommodating significant levels of housing. Would increase the extent of Green 
Belt review. Less chance of delivering sustainable communities. An arithmetic approach related to existing 
population is unlikely to lead to good planning solutions. Some incremental growth to settlements in rural 
areas could however be beneficial. The balance should be directed towards existing urban areas. 
Development at Brookmans Park and Welham Green would mean communities split by a railway line. 
Development south of Hatfield would absorb Welham Green. Development south-west of Hatfield would 
merge into St Albans. All counter to Green Belt intent. Approach would not necessarily lead to the most 
sustainable sites being identified. It ignores the potential of large strategic sites to deliver a better range of 
social and physical infrastructure.  

Other comments: Selection must be based on a rigorous analysis of locations. Neither option deals with 
the level of detail required by national planning policy (principally PPG2, PPS1, PPS3 and PPS7). 
Important to consider Green Belt reviews around sustainable larger villages. An alternative option would be 
to examine the range of local services (existing and potential) rather than working from a population base. 
Sustainability criteria around accessibility (to services and amenities) and by means other than the car, 
infrastructure, environmental sensitivity, employment opportunities and local housing need should be of 
equal importance when allocating future growth. Some large village centres have more merit than others. 
Some villages, e.g. Welham Green, Woolmer Green and Brookmans Park would need extra infrastructure 
such as shops, schools and doctors. Essential to consider capacity of infrastructure. Need to consider the 
long-term sustainability of rural communities. An option for housing distribution should be based on a 
robust evidence base. 

The options are too general and do not consider the detail required by national policy (PPS1, PPS3 and 
PPG2). A robust evidence base which considers a variety of factors including accessibility could be the 
basis of developing an option for housing distribution. Should be achieving the objectives of PPS1, 
balancing social, economic and environmental objectives. Everyone should have an opportunity of a decent 
home in locations that reduce the need to travel. There are many locations outside the main towns that are 
highly accessible. Should improve affordability and supply of housing in all communities (PPS1). Also a 
need to provide housing in rural areas including villages. The proportionate distribution to WGC and 
Hatfield would, combined, support a new secondary school as well as using capacity in Hatfield schools. 
Cuffley has high levels of accessibility, good access to services and amenities, infrastructure capacity and 
sites for development. 

Any growth would need the integrity of a focussed community and clarity around community benefits that 
would result from development.  

Development at Stanborough / Lemsford should be added to the table. Linear development and infill should 
be planned for. New small villages should be created within areas where small clusters of housing already 
exist. 

Growth concentrated at urban extensions 

PG32a: Growth mainly focussed around Welwyn Garden City: Options for growth around WGC would 
be constrained by capacity issues at Rye Mead STW. WGC, as the world’s second garden city, is built to a 
low density and is sensitive to change. The A1(M) forms a key boundary to expansion to the west. 
Expansion to the north is problematic due to the river valley, quality of landscape and potential for 
coalescence. Locations to the east are poorly related to the urban structure and integration would be 
difficult.  

PG32b: Growth mainly focussed around Hatfield. Urban extensions are suitable here. Hatfield already 
has a train station, good cycle links, community/support services such as schools and leisure facilities. 
Large scale development would lead to investment in the town and regeneration of the town centre. 
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Hatfield has significant sources of employment. Growth to the west of Hatfield can complement recent 
development at Hatfield Aerodrome. Development to the north or south does not impact on the Country 
park and would not result in coalescence with St Albans or Welwyn Garden City. Expansion west of A1(M) 
provides an opportunity to invest in the public transport network connecting with employment sites. Hatfield 
doesn’t have much character to preserve. 

PG32c: Growth mainly focussed around Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield: Would be consistent with 
their status as KCDCs and in general conformity with the Regional Spatial Strategy (policies SS3 and LA3) 
which is a requirement of PPS12. Growth here would provide an opportunity to create sustainable 
communities. Agree that concentrating growth creates economies of scale to deliver sustainable 
communities but this could be through a combination of one or more strategic extensions couple with 
smaller urban extensions. Strategically located on communication routes where economic growth is 
favourable. Successful track record as New Towns.  

Other Comments:  In the absence of a full evidence base it is not possible to select an option. Selection 
should be based on a criteria based approach and whether options are deliverable in accordance with 
PPS1. Need to be based on an assessment of urban capacity and deliverability followed by the selection of 
urban extension opportunities based on performance against sustainability, and other, criteria such as the 
strategic function of the Green Belt rather than a theoretical model of distribution. The results of the SHLAA 
and the SHMA were not available. 

The Green Belt should not be turned into a new Greater London area. It would make more sense to build 
around the outside of the Green Belt or within the existing London area. Options do not take account of 
local objections to the East of England Plan. 
 
Some detailed comments were made around the merits/disadvantages of growth at various broad locations 
including around the large villages. 

Suggested text for the Core Strategy was suggested: “To ensure that the strategic requirements for the 
District are met, land in the most sustainable locations will be identified through DPDs and SPDs” and 
“Strategic Location – Broadwater Road west. An area of opportunity for high density mixed use 
development comprising food retail, housing, employment, leisure and rail uses.” 
 
The County Council would prefer fewer larger developments to validate the construction of new schools. 
There is little potential to expand schools in urban areas. Significant growth would lead to the need for 
additional primary school sites either within or on edge of settlements. A development of around 1,600 
dwellings would produce a requirement for a 2fe primary school. Primary schools in villages are generally 
full and proportionate growth of between 133 and 447 would not be sufficient to support a new school and 
existing schools cannot absorb additional numbers. 

Sustainability Appraisal: Concentrating growth at WGC and Hatfield diminishes the viability of rural 
settlements, with rural and village service provision shrinking. A more organic and even growth pattern is 
more sustainable. Development around WGC is likely to have as much impact on the A1(M) as Hatfield. 
Flawed to say a lack of jobs in Hatfield means less need to build housing. Encouraging investment into 
Hatfield would be good for jobs and housing. Urban development places new homes closer to services and 
reduces the need to travel. 

Alternative Sites: A number of (brownfield and Greenfield) sites were promoted as alternative options for 
locations for growth.  

How these views were taken into account: 

The proportionate growth option PG31 is not to be taken forward as it has not been possible to identify 
sufficient capacity at broad locations for growth or on other sites that have been assessed in the council’s 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment as suitable and deliverable in sustainable locations across 
the borough on this proportionate basis. The capacity that can be identified within the borough would not be 
sufficient to deliver the overall housing target.  
 
Options PG32a (growth mainly directed towards WGC) and PG32b (growth mainly directed towards 
Hatfield) are also not carried forward as it has not been possible to identify sufficient capacity at broad 
locations for growth or on other sites that have been assessed in the council’s Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment as suitable and deliverable in sustainable locations. The capacity that can be 
identified within and around the two towns would not be sufficient to deliver the overall housing target. 
 
Instead, option PG32c, which would direct most growth towards the two main towns, where accessibility to 
strategic transport networks and public transport is good and the greatest potential exists to integrate 
different modes of transport,  make efficient use of previously developed land and existing concentrations 
of services and facilities, assist regeneration, add capacity to physical and social infrastructure where 
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necessary, minimise the impact of growth on the character, setting and pattern of the Borough’s 
settlements is carried forward into the Emerging Core Strategy.  
 
The emerging strategy also incorporates support for the principle of growth on the edge of Welwyn Garden 
City on land in East Hertfordshire which will make best use of the existing concentration of services in 
Welwyn Garden City as well as providing for supporting infrastructure such as improved education 
provision, and supporting the town to perform its important role as a centre for business and employment. 
This was not an option that had presented itself at the Issues and Options stage and will require joint 
working with East Herts. 
 

 
 

Options PG33-PG34 (Broad Locations: PG33 to the north east, and PG34 to the south east of Welwyn 
Garden City) 

Number of responses received: 87 (plus a petition 185 signatures) 

Summary of Main Issues  

Less than a fifth of respondents took the opportunity to rank the two available options.  Of those that did, 
more ranked Location B (PG34 south east of Welwyn Garden City) above Location A (PG33 north east of 
Welwyn Garden City).  Most of the responses objected to one or other location (55 responses).  More than 
half of respondents made statements objecting to PG33 citing, among other things, distance from local 
services, employment and poor transport links, loss of heritage, enjoyment of living close to an airfield, the 
loss of an important private airfield, road traffic generation, limited sewerage capacity, possible damage to 
the landscape of the Mimram valley, opposition to the possibility of gravel extraction and possible land 
instability. 

A 185 signature petition was submitted objecting to PG33 on the basis of there being insufficient 
infrastructure (such as schools, hospitals, GP surgeries, dentists and community facilities) to support new 
residents, traffic generation, reduced quality of life for new and existing residents, insufficient water supply 
and sewerage, increased run-off and the current lack of facilities and amenities particularly for young 
people. 

CEMEX opposed the development PG33 because there would be insufficient development to support new 
services and local facilities are too remote, inadequate sewerage capacity, the prominence of the site in the 
landscape (in relation to the Mimram valley and associated SSSIs and wildlife sites, potential contamination 
of the SSSI by run-off from the new development and poor access to public transport walking and cycling 
networks. 

Mariposa (who represent developer interests at Panshanger airfield) cited the advantages of developing 
PG33 in terms of the fact that most of the area is not in the Green Belt and is previously-developed land, 
there would be a reduction in aircraft noise, it would offer scope to increase services in Panshanger and it 
would be relatively easy to link into the highway network.  They also submitted a masterplanning framework 
for the airfield site. 

The Campaign to Protect Rural England stated that because much of the site is an area of special restraint, 
they would accept its development as a logical expansion of Welwyn Garden City. 

The Children, Schools and Families department of Hertfordshire County Council stated that there should 
either be no growth at this location or significantly more than that set out in the issues and options 
consultation.  Development at the level envisaged would place pressure on existing primary schools where 
there is no capacity expand, whereas development at the scale of about 1,600 dwellings would be sufficient 
to support an additional primary school with two form entry. 

The principal grounds for objection to PG34 (totalling 11 responses) concerned: 

 its potential adverse impact on the Commonswood Local Nature Reserve through increased use 
and the impact on wildlife sites (including those at Commonswood and the Holwell Park Spring 
System including vulnerable species and habitats of UK and European significance (these points 
were most strongly made by Commonswood Nature Watch) 

 the location’s prominence in the Lea valley and impact on the openness of the Green Belt (CPRE 
emphasised this point). 

 The location contains an important area of archaeological significance. 

 The lack of links to the rest of Welwyn Garden City and its distance from the town centre 
exacerbating the town’s “lopsidedness” and making it difficult to incorporate into existing public 
transport networks. 
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 The impact of the site on local hydrology and the limited sewerage capacity. 

Lafarge, who are the main landowners in ten area of PG34, welcome it as a broad location citing it as being 
a logical extension of Welwyn Garden City being well-located in relation to the road, walking and cycling 
networks with opportunities to improve public transport access as well as being of a size that could create a 
viable new neighbourhood or a series of new Garden Villages set within the existing woodland a field 
infrastructure.  They also cite the importance of the site as an opportunity to improve damaged land and the 
feasibility for providing a district heat and power system. 

CEMEX opposed the development of PG34 on most of the grounds listed above.  Indeed they thought that 
neither PG33 nor PG34 should be considered to be the most appropriate strategy when considered against 
reasonable alternatives. 

The Children, Schools and Families department of Hertfordshire County Council state that development in 
this area could yield up to three primary schools but would be insufficient to support a new secondary 
school. 

The Welwyn Garden City Society considered that the development of these broad locations east of Welwyn 
Garden City would be preferable to development to the west of Welwyn garden City or around Hatfield 
because they would pose less of a threat of coalescence between towns and villages. 

East Hertfordshire District Council noted concerns about both of these broad locations and that, should 
either of these options progress to subsequent stages of the Core Strategy, Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
Council and East Hertfordshire District Council would need to work closely together to mitigate any 
potential impacts on East Hertfordshire. 

Alternative broad locations were submitted as follows: 

 North west of Welwyn Garden City between Malms Wood and Digswell Hill 

 South of Boundary Lane, Welwyn Garden City 

New evidence was submitted by Mariposa and Lafarge along the lines indicated above.  The Highways 
Agency also submitted evidence showing that PG33 rates as “good” in terms of its impact in the motorway 
network and PG34 rates as “medium”. 

Sustainability Appraisal SPG33-SPG34  

Number of responses received: 7 

Summary of Main Issues  

Most respondents objected to the sustainability commentary.  However no new evidence or technical work 
was submitted.  Respondents thought that the level of traffic increases ion the A414 and B1000 had been 
under-estimated, that the options for growth around Hatfeild were more appropriate that the loss of an 
aerodrome should have been mentioned, that all Green Belt land should be protected and that PG33 
represents over-development. 

Apart from a new option not to develop anywhere in the Green Belt, no alternative options were suggested. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability.  

At Appendix A are the council’s views on the suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The 
emerging Core Strategy sets out which broad locations are proposed to be taken forward. PG33 is taken 
forward. PG34 is not. 

 
 

Growth focused around Hatfield 

Options PG35 – PG38 (Broad locations: PG35 to the north west of Hatfield, PG36 to the west of the 
redeveloped part of Hatfield Aerodrome, PG37 west of Ellenbrook and Roehyde, and PG38 South of 
Hatfield) 

Number of responses received: 89  
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Summary of Main Issues  

Most frequently ranked first – F PG38 South of Hatfield 

Most frequently ranked last – C PG35 North west of Hatfield 

Though it is important to bear in mind that most respondents did not enter rankings. 

For consistency with the East of England Plan, EERA supported options that were located around Hatfield 
and Welwyn Garden City. 

The Environment Agency ranked South of Hatfield first, North West of Hatfield second, west of the 
redeveloped part of Hatfield Aerodrome third and West if Ellenbrook and Roehyde fourth.  The Highways 
Agency were concerned about the potential major impacts of all of the locations on the Hatfeild junctions of 
the A1(M). 

Many respondents raised general concerns about road congestion, the loss of Green Belt and agricultural 
land, loss of habitats, impact on the Watling Chase Community Forest, extracting and/or building on 
mineral reserves, water supply, sewerage, the need for additional services such as shops, health care and 
schools, the provision of sufficient employment and policing. 

Option C PG35 North West of Hatfield 

Cemex are promoting land in their ownership on either side of Coopers Green Lane that could be used as 
part of either PG35 or PG36.  Gascoyne Cecil are promoting Land bounded by Great Braitch Lane, 
Coopers Green Lane, the A1(M) and the southern end of Green Lanes for mixed use development 
including residential and employment.   

St Albans District Council raised concerns about the impact of PG35 on local infrastructure, particularly 
roads, and the associated knock-on effects for Wheathampstead and Sandridge. 

Hertfordshire County Council own land west of Stanborough which could be a reserve secondary school 
site serving pupils generated by this option and recapturing pupils from Hatfield, Welwyn Garden City and 
Wheathampstead who currently travel to schools in St Albans. 

Option D PG36 West of the redeveloped part of Hatfield Aerodrome 

Cemex promoted their site straddling Coopers Green Lane as detailed under PG35.  They also believe that 
part of their land could be used for providing landscaping and open space for strategic development west of 
Hatfield. 

Goodmans are strongly in favour of development in this location.  They are a major landowner and state 
that it is highly deliverable, building on the success of the existing Aerodrome site development.  They state 
that it is of sufficient size to give rise to wider physical and social infrastructure benefits which could include 
a link road, potential for improvements to more sustainable forms of transport, the potential for 
improvements to infrastructure capacity including water, sewerage, waste and community infrastructure, as 
well as the possibility of achieving a sustainable community. 

As well as the general concerns mentioned above, many respondents raised concerns about the loss of 
Green Belt and the potential for coalescence between St Albans and Hatfield via Smallford, as well as 
concerns that some of the land is adjacent to old landfill sites, that the water table is high giving potential 
for flooding, that housing in this location could be further taken up by student lets, endangering the habitat 
of protected species, loss of the village identity of Smallford, the long distance from a railway station. 

CPRE contend that it would take ten years to extract mineral reserves from this location, so it is not realistic 
to allocate it for housing until a firm decision about mineral extraction has been made.  They are also 
concerned about coalescence with St Albans. 

Colney Heath Parish Council and Smallford residents Association expressed concerns about coalescence 
between Hatfield, Smallford, Sleapshyde and St Albans and the possible loss of the Ellenbrook Country 
Park as well as its impact on the Watling Chase Community Forest. 

Additionally, St Albans District Council were concerned the expansion of large villages is contrary to the 
East of England plan congestion and the fact that this location is severed from most of Hatfield by major 
roads. 

Hertfordshire County Council see development in this location, if combined with development proposed in 
option PG35, cementing the possibility of providing a new secondary school west of Stanborough. 

The Hertfordshire Biological Records Office stated that they would favour development in this location. 

Option E PG37 West of Ellenbrook and Roehyde 

Various landowners and others with an interest in this area (Cemex, Langtree Group, Gascoyne Cecil and 
AIM Securities) are supportive of this option stating that development here could help to achieve the 
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objectives of the Watling Chase Community Forest has good highway access, would lend itself to mixed 
use development including employment and is of sufficient size to deliver community benefits, affordable 
housing and infrastructure improvements such as helping to support an east-west public transport system 
along the A414. 

General concerns are set out regarding loss of Green Belt land, coalescence between Hatfield, St Albans 
and Sleapshyde (including CPRE), the loss of the identity of Smallford, the existing infrastructure deficits 
regarding health, education and local retail, loss of habitats, poor public transport, congestion, poor 
drainage. 

Colney heath Parish Council and St Albans District Council raise most of the same concerns adding that 
village expansion would be contrary to the East of England Plan, Roehyde is severed from Hatfield, there is 
already serous congestion on the A414 and A1057, development would be contrary to the objectives of the 
Watling Chase Community Forest, the location is too far from Hatfield town centre and Hatfield railway 
station and that the area is a flood zone. They also suggest that Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council should 
undertake detailed work to see if limited development west of Ellenbrook within the borough boundary 
would be acceptable.  They also suggest that any consideration of employment development at Roehyde 
should be the subject of a joint decision between Welwyn Hatfeild Borough Council and St Albans District 
Council.  Most of these concerns are echoed by Smallford Residents’ association.   

Hertfordshire County Council state that this could generate the requirement for three or four forms of entry 
at primary school level which would also serve to address the existing deficiency in school provision at 
Ellenbrook. 

Option F PG38 South of Hatfield (plus 1,078 objections submitted on standard response form, see 
separate summary sheet) 

Hertfordshire County Council promote this location either as a broad location for growth or as apart of a 
proportional distribution strategy.  In the context of their ownership of New Barnfield, they think that the 
Green Belt boundary should be reviewed to meet the need for waste facilities.  They feel that a waste 
facility in this location could provide potential for achieving combined heat and power to enhance the 
sustainability of neighbouring development including potential urban extensions. 

Comments objecting to this site include the fact that the level of development would be insufficient to top 
make this a sustainable neighbourhood, that it would reduce the mount of green space accessible by 
Hatfeild and Welham Green residents, that it could exacerbate run-off, causing flooding elsewhere and that 
it is close to busy roads (the A1001 and A1(M)).  There are also concerns that there are ponds on the site 
with associated wildlife habitats that could constrain the amount of land that would be developable and that 
very few facilities are within walking distance of the site. 

CPRE state that Southway is a defining boundary for the Green Belt and breaching this would not be 
supported.  North Mymms Green Belt Society echo these concerns stating that any development here 
would be severed fro the rest of Hatfield and would lead to coalescence with Welham Green. They are also 
concerned about the need for new road infrastructure to service the development, loss of high grade 
agricultural land, lack of capacity at nearby schools and the fact that, although Welham Green has a 
railway station, it is only served by slow trains, so commuters would, in their view, be tempted to drive to 
stations with a faster service. 

Hertfordshire County Council state that development at this location could generate an additional form of 
entry for a primary school or, if expanded to 1,600 dwellings, a two form entry primary school. 

In commenting on both PG36 and PG37, Ellenbrook Residents Association raised the additional point that 
any scheme should maximise the number of social homes. 

No responses highlighted gaps in the council’s evidence that are not going to be addressed. 

A number of respondents submitted evidence, which has been summarised above.   

No further options were suggested. 

Sustainability Appraisal   SPG35-SPG38  

Number of responses received: 5 

Summary of Main Issues  

Respondents made the following points: 

 Disagree that South of Hatfield is 'within walking distance of a train station' also it is not close to 
schools -  Hazelgrove School has recently been demolished. 

 Object to all development areas defined as they are all either Green Belt or Green field locations. 
Agree with the Sustainability disadvantages. 

 Higher levels of growth, via sustainable urban extensions should be encouraged within these key 
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development locations but in order to assist with the borough’s sustainable regeneration agenda, 
future housing growth should also be spread throughout the borough.  

 
Goodman stated that the land west of the redeveloped part of Hatfield Aerodrome should be identified as a 
strategic site because early delivery is central to the achievement of the strategy; notably in meeting RSS 
housing requirements and in facilitating and promoting sustainable and inclusive patterns of development, 
that is to say homes next to jobs.  Goodman consider that this is the most sustainable urban extension 
option because it is highly deliverable.   Goodman submitted new evidence which is discussed in more 
detail under PG35 – PG38. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability.  

At Appendix A are the council’s views on the suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The 
Emerging Core Strategy sets out which broad locations are proposed to be taken forward. Land within 
PG35 (north west of Hatfield) is taken forward. There is insufficient suitable land within PG37 (west of 
Ellenbrook and Roehyde) to take forward as a broad location however a small part of the broad location is 
considered suitable as a limited urban extension and will be considered as part of the Site Allocations 
document. PG38 (south of Hatfield) is not taken forward. PG36 (west of the redeveloped part of Hatfield 
Aerodrome) is to be identified as Safeguarded Land. 

 
 

Growth focused around Hatfield – East of Smallford 

Options PG36A  

Number of responses received: 17 

Summary of Main Issues  

The majority of respondents did not support this option. 

The principal objections were that Smallford would lose its identity and be “swallowed up”, particularly as St 
Albans District Council were also proposing major Green Belt releases in the vicinity.  Many respondents 
still saw this option as amounting to coalescence between Hatfeild and St Albans. 

Colney Heath Parish Council and St Albans District Council pointed out that this option would amount to an 
extension to Smallford and not Hatfield as it would be separated by green infrastructure.  They also state 
that the land in question is high grade agricultural land. 

Additionally, St Albans District Council state that extending a village in St Albans district to meet the 
strategic requirements of Welwyn Hatfield would be contrary to the East of England Plan and that any new 
housing built could not be counted against Welwyn Hatfield’s housing requirements. 

EERA pointed out that the East of England Plan requires new housing to be focused on Hatfield and 
Welwyn Garden City. 

The Highways Agency state that development in this location would have a potentially major impact on 
Junction 3 of the A1(M). 

Goodman do not support this option because of concerns regarding coalescence and the purpose of the 
Green Belt. 

Sustainability appraisal    SPG36A  

Number of responses received: None 

Summary of Main Issues: None 

How these views were taken into account: 

The effect of the successful High Court challenge in 2009 included striking out of that part of the East of 
England Plan in Policy LA3 that identified the possibility of some of Welwyn Hatfield’s growth taking place 
in St Albans. This option is not being carried forward in the Emerging Core Strategy. 
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Village Expansion 

Options PG39-PG46  

Number of responses received: 117  

Summary of Main Issues  

Few respondents ranked the options.  There was a general concern that the options put forward were 
limited when other possibilities might exist. Another general comment is an objection to developing any 
Green Belt land at all. 

Welham Green PG39 (plus 1,050 objections submitted on standard response form, see separate 
summary sheet): Only one respondent supported this option.  They posited a series of three development 
options stating that it is a “sustainable location” close to the railway station and local facilities. 

Comments not supporting this option note that Marshmoor is prone to flooding, the site would be 
segregated from Welham Green by the railway, the railway only has a slow service, so commuters will be 
tempted to drive to Potters Bar and Potters Bar is likely to be more attractive as a place to shop than 
Hatfield town centre.  The scale of development proposed may discourage mixed-use development. 

Brookmans Park PG40 (plus 1,049 objections submitted on standard response form, see separate 
summary sheet): One respondent proposes Raybrook Farm as part of this broad location.  There was a 
general feeling that extensions to Brookmans Park would result in much travel being generated to reach 
shops, jobs and services located in nearby towns.  Concerns about run-off, with the potential to cause 
flooding elsewhere, the need to provide additional physical and social infrastructure (for example, it was 
noted that local schools are all full) as well as part of the location being severed from the village by the 
railway line. 

Cuffley PG41: Support centred around the view that land was available and that Cuffley already has a 
good range of services, employment and transport links.  Some respondents thought that Cuffley would be 
better suited to minor growth rather than major growth. 

Objections centred on the lack of public transport or jobs in Cuffley and that schools are oversubscribed.  
There are also concerns that roads flood, that the character of the village would be spoiled and that 
attractive countryside would be lost.  The view was put that Cuffley also suffers as a result of the large-
scale housing development at nearby Hammond Street. 

Welwyn PG42: There was support for the development of various sites in this broad location, notably The 
Frythe, a former chalk pit between Kimpton Road, Oakhill Drive and Fulling Mill Lane and sites either side 
of Welwyn Cemetery. 

North Hertfordshire District Council would not support development in the north west of Welwyn as this 
would bring the Oakhill Drive area closer to Welwyn and impact on its unique character.  North west of 
Welwyn is seen as an important green finger and it was felt the Green Belt land should be protected. 

Oaklands and Mardley Heath PG43: An additional site was proposed west of the A1(M). 

CPRE would not accept any breach of the Green Belt boundary to the west of the A1(M). 

Concerns were raised that the area has limited public transport, no natural centre, lacks services, is an 
area with wildlife designations. 

North Hertfordshire District Council would not support this option because it would adversely impact on the 
character of areas with their boundary. 

Woolmer Green PG44: One supporting statement promotes a site immediately to the south of Knebworth 
rather than north of Woolmer Green.   

CPRE would not support this option because of the potential for coalescence with Knebworth. 

Concerns were expressed about the ability of local roads sewers and community facilities to cope with 
additional housing.  Woolmer Green Parish Council think that further housing growth would not be 
sustainable and that recent developments on previously-industrial land have led to an imbalance. 

North Hertfordshire District Council object to this option because of concerns about coalescence with 
Knebworth, however they would support development in this area for the sole purpose of re-locating the 
Chas. Lowe builders’ yard, as would Knebworth Estates. 

Little Heath PG45 (plus 1,118 objections submitted on standard response form, see separate 
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summary sheet): CPRE are concerned about coalescence between Potters Bar and Little Heath.  

Concerns that existing local sewerage and water pressure are inadequate and that this area is too far from 
Potters Bar town centre to be easily accessible on foot.  Potential loss of habitats, sports pitch and 
agricultural land.  Local primary school is full. 

Digswell PG46: Limited amenities, overcrowded trains, congestion, new homes at higher density would 
spoil the character of the village, loss of countryside and amenity for walkers, visual impact on Mimram 
valley (CPRE oppose encroachment here), impact on setting of Tewin Water House, concerns about 
increased run-off, impact on wildlife sites and SSSI.  Digswell Residents’ Association and another 
respondent are concerned about the social and infrastructural effects of what they feel to be a 
disproportionate increase in the size of the village. 

Sustainability Appraisal SPG39-SPG46  

Number of responses received: 13 

Summary of Main Issues  

Comments on PG44 should list advantages of being near to Knebworth.  It is not a disadvantage if this 
broad location looks to Knebworth rather than settlements in Welwyn Hatfield. PG41 Cuffley – Lands 
Improvement state that an urban extension of 1,700 -2,500 is too great for this locality given the availability 
of services, infrastructure etc.  

A site south of Welwyn within broad location PG42 was promoted – Sandyhurst. Knebworth Parish Council 
concerned about coalescence between Woolmer Green and Knebworth. Any development would cause 
Cuffley to lose its character and it has inadequate infrastructure. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability. At Appendix A are the council’s views on the 
suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The Emerging Core Strategy sets out which 
Broad Locations are proposed to be taken forward.  

Growth around any of the borough’s villages would be inconsistent with the emerging spatial vision and 
borough-wide objectives which seek to direct most development towards the two towns of Welwyn Garden 
City and Hatfield. It is not proposed to amend Green Belt boundaries around any of the borough’s villages. 

 
 

Providing for Growth 

Summary Sheet Specific Objections to PG38 South of Hatfield 

Number of objections received: 1,078 

Summary of Main Reasons for Objection  

The majority of the objections submitted were standard forms. A limited number of respondents also added 
their own comments.  

 The existing sewerage system is already operating at near capacity. 

 There would be run-off issues associated with the scale of the development. 

 New development would exacerbate existing flooding problem in the area. 

 Welham Green is on a slow line so commuters may drive to Potters Bar or Hatfield for faster train 
services. 

 A small amount of high grade agricultural land to the west of the location could be affected. 

 The development would result in some severance from the rest of Hatfield by A1001. 

 There would have to be new access roads onto the A1001 because the existing crossroads at 
Dixons Hill Road and Dellsome Lane would not cope with additional traffic generated by this new 
estate. 

 It would cause coalescence with Hatfield which would cause a loss of identify for the village of 
Welham Green, which is a historic village with its own character. 

 The proposed development is contrary to national Green Belt policies. 

 The existing local schools would not be able to cope with the additional children living on this 
estate plus those who would live on any large scale new development at Brookmans Park. 
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 A proposal to develop this land was rejected when the District Plan was updated in 2005. The 
reasons for that rejection still apply. 

 If any of this land is taken out of the Green Belt, it is essential; that the overall amount across the 
borough does not exceed 7,745 dwellings. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability. At Appendix A are the council’s views on the 
suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The Emerging Core Strategy sets out which 
Broad Locations are proposed to be taken forward. Land within PG38 to the south of Hatfield is not carried 
forward in the Emerging Core Strategy. 

 
 

Providing for Growth 

Summary Sheet Specific Objections to PG39 East of Welham Green 

Number of objections received: 1,050 

Summary of Main Reasons for Objection  

The majority of the objections submitted were standard forms. A limited number of respondents also added 
their own comments.  

• A proposal to develop this land was rejected when the District Plan was updated in 2005. The reasons for 
that rejection still apply.  
• The potential for 600 to 900 new homes on this site is vastly greater than the 283 by 2031 suggested by a 
proportionate number in option PG31.  
• It is vital that the amount of land taken out of the Green Belt across the borough does not exceed what is 
essential. 
• New permanent housing will not sit easily with the existing ‘park home’ estate in the centre of this rural 
location. 
• The site is not classified as a flood risk zone, yet the reeds on the land indicate why the land is called 
‘Marshmoor’. There are run-off issues associated with development, and adjacent small brooks.  
• Development on this land will be segregated from Welham Green by the railway, which could affect the 
identity of the location. 
• The only existing access point at Marshmoor Lane is already hazardous due to its proximity to the hump 
back railway bridge. 
• Welham Green is on a slow railway line so commuters may drive to Potters Bar or Hatfield for faster train 
services. 
• People living here will be tempted to travel to Potters Bar rather than Hatfield for shopping etc. which 
would not help with the regeneration of Hatfield Town Centre.  
• Scale of location might discourage mixed-use development. There is a need for affordable housing in the 
area. 
• Any development could impact upon Millwards Park, which is registered as an historic park or garden and 
a Wildlife Site. 
• An Area of Archaeological Significance could be affected to the south. 

• The land could potentially revert to agriculture if not developed. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability. At Appendix A are the council’s views on the 
suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The Emerging Core Strategy sets out which 
Broad Locations are proposed to be taken forward. Growth around any of the borough’s villages would be 
inconsistent with the emerging spatial vision and borough-wide objectives which seek to direct most 
development towards the two towns of Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. Land to the east of Welham 
Green is not taken forward in the Emerging Core Strategy. 
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Providing for Growth  

Summary Sheet Specific Objections to PG40 Expansion of Brookmans Park 

Number of objections received: 1,049 

Summary of Main Reasons for Objection  

The standard objections made on forms supplied by the North Mymms Green Belt Society included 
concerns that the potential for 2,600 to 3,900 new homes greatly exceeded the 361 new homes suggested 
by the proportionate number in Option PG31. Residents also commented that the expansion of the nearby 
Royal Veterinary College would include new student accommodation which they felt needed to be included 
when calculating housing provision in and around Brookmans Park, in order that land that is taken out of 
the Green Belt does not exceed what is essential. 

The concern was also raised that any new development would be segregated from Brookmans Park by the 
railway, thus potentially having a negative effect on the identity of the new community. Further concerns 
over the identity of a new development were raised over the potential for development to coalesce with 
Swanley Bar and Potters Bar, which is contrary to national Green Belt guidance. The railway line that runs 
through Brookmans Park is a slow line, thus many residents commented that commuters may be 
encouraged to drive to Hatfield or Potters Bar for faster train services, which is contrary to the 
Environmental policies in the Core Strategy. Many felt that the current lack of offices or industry in 
Brookmans Park may encourage more people to commute. 

Residents also objected to development on the grounds that residents of any new development would not 
travel to Hatfield for their shopping, thus the new development would do little to support the regeneration of 
Hatfield town centre. Objections also focused on the proximity of the site to nearby listed buildings and 
designated wildlife sites in the general area. A small number of non-standard, individual objections were 
also made. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability. At Appendix A are the council’s views on the 
suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The emerging Core Strategy sets out which 
Broad Locations are proposed to be taken forward. Growth around any of the borough’s villages would be 
inconsistent with the emerging spatial vision and borough-wide objectives which seek to direct most 
development towards the two towns of Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. Land around Brookmans Park is 
not taken forward in the Emerging Core Strategy. 

 
 

Providing for Growth 

Summary Sheet Specific Objections to PG45 Expansion of Little Heath  

Number of objections received: 1,118 

Summary of Main Reasons for Objection  

The standard objections made on forms supplied by the North Mymms Green Belt Society included 
concerns that the amount of Green Belt land to be released was too large and that the location did not have 
the capacity for 200 new homes, which is greater than the number suggested in for the site in Option PG31 
(104 new homes). Objections were also raised over the segregation of the development from Potters Bar 
as the main roads from the A1000 would be unsuitable for access to a new housing site. This would affect 
the identity of the new community and would generate traffic by encouraging car journeys, which may also 
be encouraged by the proximity of the access to the M25. This would be contrary to the Environment 
policies in the Core Strategy [Issues and Options paper].  

Further objections raised included concerns over the proximity of two Wildlife Sites and Listed Buildings to 
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the broad location. Many residents also commented that the Victorian sewerage system does not have the 
capacity to deal with an additional 104 homes and that the scale of the development would be too small to 
encourage mixed-use development. Further to this, residents stated that development would do little to 
support the regeneration of Hatfield and Welwyn Garden City town centres.  

Concerns raised also focused on the potential loss of high grade agricultural land and that new 
development may lead to surface water run-off issues. A small number of non-standard, individual 
objections were also made. 

How these views were taken into account: 

The availability and suitability of land at all the potential Broad Locations set out in the Issues and Options 
Paper around the borough have been subject to review since the Issues and Options Paper 2009. In many 
cases, the capacity of potential Broad Locations to accommodate development has been adjusted to reflect 
more up to date information on availability and deliverability. At Appendix A are the council’s views on the 
suitability and deliverability of each of the broad locations. The emerging Core Strategy sets out which 
Broad Locations are proposed to be taken forward. Growth around any of the borough’s villages would be 
inconsistent with the emerging spatial vision and borough-wide objectives which seek to direct most 
development towards the two towns of Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. Land around Little Heath is not 
taken forward in the Emerging Core Strategy. 

 
 

Managing Delivery 

Issue I29 

Number of responses received: 3 

Summary of Main Issues  

The respondents generally agree that it is important to ensure that development is both deliverable and 
sustainable and that communities should be well served by infrastructure. One respondent explicitly 
supports the principle of new developments contributing funding to support local communities impacted by 
the development. 

Other points made in the responses are the problem of obtaining suitable funding (particularly for affordable 
housing) and for delivery to be considered in more detail at future stages of the Core Strategy, together 
with identifying and weighing up environmental aspects of growth options.  

How these views were taken into account:  

In identifying the proposed scale and locations for new development during the plan period, the Emerging 
Core Strategy has taken into account both the deliverability and sustainability of development in particular 
locations. The Emerging Core Strategy has also been subject to sustainability appraisal, and key 
environmental impacts have been identified, together with potential mitigation measures.  

The importance of infrastructure is also acknowledged in the Core Strategy and Policy CS12 sets out the 
council’s approach to securing necessary infrastructure. A more detailed explanation of the provision of 
infrastructure is set out in the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) accompanying the Core Strategy. The 
IDP will be a living document which is enhanced and updated as the Core Strategy progresses towards 
submission and adoption, and beyond. 

As regards the funding of infrastructure, the council and its partners will make use of mainstream funding, 
planning obligations and the Community Infrastructure Levy as appropriate. 

 
 

Managing Delivery 

Options MD1 and MD2 and Sustainability Appraisal SMD1, SMD2 

Number of responses received :  Options: 17, Sustainability Appraisal, 1 

Summary of Main Issues  

Of those responses which set out a preference for one or the other option, the majority (8) preferred MD2 
i.e. negotiation of infrastructure contributions on a case-by-case basis. A minority (3) preferred MD1 (the 
Community Infrastructure Levy). 
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Those development industry and land-owning parties who responded tended to support option MD2, 
seeing this as more flexible and more responsive to viability concerns when sites are being brought forward 
for development, particularly in the current climate of market uncertainty. Some respondents argued that all 
contributions should accord with the principles (now statutory) set out in Circular 5/2005 in terms of a direct 
linkage to the particular development site. One respondent argued for a return to the position where all 
services and infrastructure requirements are funded by providers rather than developers. 
 

The respondents who favoured option MD1 were individuals. Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre 
expressed no preferred option, but endorsed the principle that the developer pays e.g. in a case where a 
Wildlife Site is lost or adversely affected through development, the developer should compensate by 
providing for new habitats.  

One comment was submitted against the sustainability appraisal to the effect that small developments 
should not be allowed to go ahead if they cannot mitigate their impact to the community due to viability 
issues. 

How these views were taken into account:  

Since the Issues and Options consultation in 2009, the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations 
2010 have made it possible for local authorities to set a CIL charge to raise money for infrastructure. After 
some uncertainty following the change of government in May 2010, the present administration has 
endorsed this approach and actively encouraged local authorities to move towards CIL as a means of 
funding infrastructure associated with growth. 

In the light of these developments, Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council has decided to move towards 
introducing a CIL charging schedule as soon as possible after the adoption of the core strategy; this is 
likely to be in late 2013 or early 2014. 

As regards concerns over the viability of development in current and future market conditions, the council 
will pay close attention to this in setting an appropriate level of CIL charge to ensure that appropriate new 
development is not significantly jeopardised. The council is currently working with other Hertfordshire 
authorities on a joint CIL Viability study which will inform these decisions. 

With regard to the option of negotiating infrastructure contributions on a case-by-case basis, Section 106 
will continue to be used, alongside CIL, to secure infrastructure required for specific development sites 
(particularly large sites), and such contributions will only be required where they accord with the statutory 
tests for lawfulness of planning obligations set out in the CIL Regulations 2010. The Council has adopted a 
Planning Obligations SPD to guide this process and to provide greater certainty to developers. 

 
 

Miscellaneous Comments 

Number of responses received:  10. 

Summary of Main Issues  

A comment was received stating that the document was very comprehensive and provides a useful cross 
reference to the Sustainability Appraisal. 
 
Another respondent stated that the document reassured them that the planning of Welwyn Hatfield was 
being looked at in a sensitive and thorough manner. 
 
One respondent was pleased to note that the consultation document recognised the special nature of the 
Mimram Valley. The respondent urged the Council to protect this area and consider growth in other areas 
of the borough. 
 
Another response was concerned the borough’s Green Belt had not been given extensive consideration in 
the document. The respondent felt the document could include references to Green Belts throughout the 
document in a more comprehensive way. 
 
Concern was expressed by one respondent that continuing economic growth is not sustainable. 
 
The Environment Agency welcomes the inclusion of rivers, river valleys and floodplains in the list of natural 
resources, but is concerned that there is no mention of groundwater. 
 
One respondent considered that the consultation was insufficiently publicised by the Council. 
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Some questions require consultees to rank various issues when people may feel that they are all important 
and it is impossible to use a generic ranking. There is no opportunity to be able to indicate other 
preferences which may not support any of the suggested options. There is no option to state “none of the 
options”. 
 
Questions whether the consultation will be dominated by vested interests of developers and owners 
wanting to promote their own sites for financial reasons and concerned about how much notice will really 
be taken of the views of individual residents of the area. 
 
The University of Hertfordshire seeks a specific university policy which provides a supportive context for the 
development and delivery of new University facilities. Also a policy on student residences to consolidate 
student residential activity out of the community into purpose-built accommodation. 
 
One respondent considered that the length and detail within the document is excessive and does not 
accord with PPS12, which states that policy should not be repetitive and should be clear and succinct. The 
level of detail included in the consultation document is prejudicial to the LDF process 
 

How these views were taken into account: 

Responses to consultation are reviewed to assess whether future consultation can be adjusted and 
improved. The Issues and Options paper was a comprehensive document because it considered a wide 
range of options. Relevant sections of the Emerging Core Strategy will set out the council’s preferred 
approach to purpose built student accommodation.  

The Emerging Core Strategy sets out the council’s preferred approach to the future of the University of 
Hertfordshire which recognises the role of the university within the borough and Hatfield and enables future 
growth whilst capitalising on the benefits and minimising any detrimental impacts that result from future 
growth. 
 
The importance of the role of the Green Belt is of course recognised. In preparing the Emerging Core 
Strategy, this will be balanced against the need for economic prosperity and a growth in the number of 
homes. 

The views of residents are important and have been taken into account as have views of 
landowners/developers.  
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Appendix A     
The Council’s summary of the potential Broad Locations for Growth  

 

Location / 
Landowner/Agent 

Conclusion 

A: NE WGC (PG33) Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 600 to 1,000 new homes. This location 
incorporates an airfield and adjoins a residential area. Most of the 
area promoted for future development is currently designated as an 
Area of Special Restraint (i.e. it is not in the Green Belt) in the 
District Plan.  The rest of the land promoted is in the Green Belt and 
designated a Structural Landscaping Area in the adopted District 
Plan.  Land would be available relatively quickly and is currently 
estimated by the promoter to be capable of accommodating 900 
homes alongside a local shop, an on-site decentralised energy 
centre and possibly workspace, although it is considered that 700 
dwellings may be a more realistic figure. This scale of development 
should support the delivery of a mix of housing types and tenures, 
including making provision for Gypsy and Traveller pitches.  Land 
owners have indicated a willingness to work together to bring 
forward development in this location.  Local primary schools are at 
capacity and this matter would have to be addressed as part of any 
development proposal. 

An urban expansion of 700 dwellings would not be sufficient to 
create a new neighbourhood because it is below the critical mass 
needed to provide a full range of new facilities including a new 
neighbourhood centre, schools etc. However, the western end of the 
site is close to existing shops, a community centre and a surgery at 
Moors Walk.  Proposers are mindful of the need to provide at least a 
‘corner shop’ and some employment opportunities and feel that that 
this could help address some of the accessibility  issues of existing 
development in the eastern part of the Panshanger neighbourhood 
area. 

The Area of Special Restraint has been assessed as having a 
landscape with medium sensitivity to change and medium capacity 
to accommodate change.  Development could be accommodated 
provided its impact on the landscape is mitigated.  Of critical 
importance would be the visual impact of any development on the 
Mimram valley directly to the north east of the site, so structural 
landscaping on the summit of the valley side would play an important 
role. The Proposer is suggesting that green infrastructure, such as 
allotments, could be incorporated into any structural landscaping.  
The Proposer sees development at this location providing the 
opportunity to create a long term defensible Green Belt boundary, 
better than that which currently exists. Landowners have yet to 
investigate whether or not there might be chalk swallow holes in the 
area.  

This location offers some scope for a neighbourhood extension that 
could be delivered in the early-mid part of the plan period. Most of 
the area being promoted is not in the Green Belt although it is 
currently subject to policies of restraint.  

Land in this location is considered suitable to take forward as a 
broad location for housing growth. 

B: SE WGC (PG34) Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 3,400 to 5,000 new homes. (This location is 
considered by the proposer to be part of a larger development 
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opportunity encompassing land in East Hertfordshire). Around 30% 
of the location which falls within Welwyn Hatfield could be developed 
for housing. All of the land concerned is located in the Green Belt. 
Around 30% of the location which falls within Welwyn Hatfield is 
currently considered capable by the landowner of delivering a much 
lower number of dwellings (about 1,200) than originally described in 
the Issues and Options Paper.  

Housing in this location could be delivered alongside an extensive 
area of parkland on land which was previously used for mineral 
extraction and subsequently land-filled. The proposer considers 
there is a possibility of a small neighbourhood centre, some 
employment and a primary school being provided but this is not 
certain and no evidence to substantiate this has been provided to 
suggest this would be deliverable. The promoter considers that 
development could start within three or four years; with completion 
within 15 years, in the style of a Garden Suburb to respect the 
design of Welwyn Garden City.   

The area being promoted for housing has been assessed as having 
a medium capacity to accommodate change within the landscape. 
Mitigation measures would be required to manage the impact of 
development on the landscape particularly to the south, which is an 
area assessed as being highly sensitive to change.  

An urban extension on this scale would not be sufficient to create a 
sustainable new neighbourhood, because it would be below the 
critical mass needed to provide a range of new facilities. This 
location has poor connectivity to the existing residential areas on the 
edge of Welwyn Garden City.  

The potential for impact on the Commonswood Nature Reserve is a 
concern and the area of developable land would therefore have to 
be further reduced resulting in a further reduction to housing 
numbers. The area available for housing would result in an 
incoherent Green Belt/settlement boundary beyond the existing 
urban envelope. There are considerable uncertainties about the 
extent of previous land uses and mitigation which may or may not be 
necessary. It is not clear if any of the land in this location is, in 
reality, developable for housing.   

Land in this location is not considered suitable to take forward 
as a broad location for housing growth. 

C: NW Hatfield (PG35)  Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 2,000 to 2,900 new homes. This location is 
currently considered by the proposers to be capable of 
accommodating about 2,000 dwellings.  More than one landowner is 
involved and these are willing to work together.  

Development at this location would have to be planned carefully to 
avoid coalescence with Stanborough and also to manage intrusion 
(noise and visual) relating to the A1(M). Sewage and transport 
capacity, A1(M) junction 4 and local road network will be key 
considerations for this location.  There is a possibility that minerals 
would be extracted on part of the site before housing could be 
delivered, which would influence the phasing of housing 
development.  Otherwise, proposers have indicated that phasing 
could be adjusted to suit the council’s housing land supply 
requirements. The landscape has been assessed as having medium 
sensitivity to change and medium capacity for change. Areas of 
Archaeological Significance are present and some high grade 
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agricultural land could be lost as a result of development in this 
location. 

The landowner is committed to maintaining an influence over the 
standard of design. This scale of development should support the 
delivery of a mix of housing types and tenures including making 
provision for new Gypsy and Traveller pitches.  The scale of the 
proposed development should be sufficient to provide a full range of 
local facilities to create a sustainable new neighbourhood. New 
facilities could also be accessible to residents in the adjacent 
Garden Village neighbourhood area and development in this location 
would have good connectivity to recent new development in this part 
of Hatfield. 

Land in this location is considered suitable to take forward as a 
broad location for housing growth. 

D: West of Hatfield 
(PG36)  

Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 3,300 to 4,800 new homes involving more 
than one landowner. One landowner no longer wishes to proceed 
with development in this location. The location is currently 
considered to be suitable for around 1,400 dwellings.  

The proposer envisages improvements to walking, cycling, and 
public transport and highway networks.  Development could be 
phased allowing for minerals at the southern end of the site to be 
worked first. The scale of development would be sufficient to support 
the delivery of a mix of housing types and tenures including making 
provision for new Gypsy and Traveller pitches. The proposer has 
suggested that some housing could be purpose built for the buy-to-
let market. The Green Belt boundary being proposed would be 
artificial. Development here raises concerns about the potential loss 
of part of Ellenbrook Fields Country Park. Clarity would be required 
about the re-provision of green infrastructure for this area if part of 
the Country Park was lost.  

The landscape in this location has been assessed as being highly 
sensitivity to change with a low capacity to accommodate 
development. Its poor relationship to existing development would be 
a barrier to good connectivity between existing and new 
communities. Development here would need to address issues of 
capacity at both junctions 3 and 4 of the A1M, sewage, transport and 
primary and secondary schools capacity. Its distance from town and 
neighbourhood centres would make the provision of a 
neighbourhood centre important to ensure that a new community 
would not have to travel for all of its day to day needs. It is a 
Preferred Area for Mineral extraction and development could not 
take place until minerals have been extracted. 

Land in this location offers less potential than some other locations 
and should only be considered suitable as a broad location for 
housing growth beyond the plan period if the issues identified 
could be satisfactorily addressed. 

West of the redeveloped 
part of the former Hatfield 
Aerodrome (PG36a).   

The majority of this broad location would fall within the district of St 
Albans and it is not within the power of Welwyn Hatfield borough 
council to bring forward land outside of its administrative boundaries. 
However, at the time the Issues and Options Paper was published in 
2009, the East of England Plan provided a strategic policy 
framework which would have allowed for some of Welwyn Hatfield’s 
growth to be delivered in the neighbouring district of St Albans, if this 
were to emerge as a preferred option. An option to this effect was 
set out in the Issues and Options Paper.  The relevant part of the 
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East of England Plan, which referred to the possibility of some of 
Welwyn Hatfield’s housing requirements being met within the 
administrative area of St Albans, was struck out following a decision 
in the High Court in 2009.  In July 2007, St Albans District Council 
carried out an Issues and Options consultation. This included eight 
areas of search including Area of Search 5 (East of St Albans) and 
Area of Search 6 (Smallford). In its emerging Core Strategy in 2009, 
it stated that it would not pursue Area 6 (Smallford). It has 
subsequently decided not to pursue Area 5.  This location does not 
adjoin the existing urban boundary of Hatfield and would be 
separated from Hatfield by the Ellenbrook Fields Country Park.  

Land in this location is not considered to be suitable to take 
forward as a broad location for housing growth. 

E: West of Ellenbrook 
and Roehyde 

This location was originally identified in the Issues and Options 
Paper as having an estimated capacity for 2,100 to 2,900 new 
homes. However, most of the area being promoted for housing lies 
outside Welwyn Hatfield, being within the administrative area of St 
Albans District Council. This location would be severed from Hatfield 
by the A414 and A1(M) and there are known highway constraints 
with access to sites from the A414. Landowners have latterly 
proposed a number of smaller sites within the broad location.  Three 
areas with an estimated capacity of 290 were assessed as 
unsuitable in the initial sieving stage of the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment. Three other areas have also been 
promoted. Development within part of this broad location would have 
poor accessibility to schools, shops or GP services.  Access to two 
of these areas may be difficult to achieve.  The three sites (with a 
combined capacity of 695 dwellings, 60 of which would not be within 
the borough) are not connected to each other and would not create 
sufficient capacity to deliver a sustainable new neighbourhood.  This 
majority of the land in this location is not considered suitable to 
take forward as a broad location for housing growth.   

However, a small area of land to the south of St Albans Road West 
has potential to accommodate housing development. Land in this 
location has good access to Hatfield Road and is well served by 
public transport, making it more accessible to local services and 
facilities than other land within the rest of the broad location. A small 
part of the site is within St Albans District Council, but if this land was 
developed alongside land within Welwyn Hatfield, a defensible 
Green Belt boundary could be created to the west.  The landscape in 
this area has been assessed as having medium sensitivity to change 
and medium capacity to accommodate change. There are sewerage 
capacity problems in this area, so upgrades will be required.  Also, 
local primary schools are at capacity so this matter would have to be 
addressed as part of any development proposal. The landowner 
proposes 230 dwellings, however, a figure of 175 dwellings is 
considered to be more realistic in order to avoid adversely affecting 
the setting of a grade 2 listed building located to the south east of 
the site.  This total includes 115 dwellings on land in Welwyn Hatfield 
borough and 60 in St Albans district.  Land in only one part of this 
broad location is considered suitable to take forward for 
housing growth as an urban extension to Hatfield. 

F: South of Hatfield 
(PG38)  

Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 900 to 1,300 new homes. Two landowners 
have promoted sites within this location. The existing urban 
boundary is located to the south of the A1001.The northern most 
part of the broad location would be separated from existing 
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residential development in Hatfield by the A1001. The broad location 
lies to the west of an employment area to the north of Welham 
Green village.  

Options explored more recently by one landowner suggest that land 
could be released from the Green Belt for development, retaining a 
swathe of land, which is a wildlife site (WS100), to the north of 
Welham Green and a gap between the northern most part of the 
location and the A1001. Three development options have been 
suggested with an estimated capacity of 500 to 800 dwellings 
(although a capacity of 340 dwellings is considered to be a more 
realistic estimate by the local planning authority).  Two options 
include a proposal for a waste treatment facility. Two options 
assume that an existing school will remain in situ. Opportunities for 
housing would be constrained by access arrangements and would 
be dependent upon whether or not a proposed waste facility is built. 
However, the indications are that if the waste facility were to be built, 
the road serving this location would be unlikely to have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate housing as well; hence the capacity for 
housing could be zero. If the waste facility is not built, the major 
landowner has indicated that they would consider using this area for 
the provision of a secondary school to meet an increasing need for 
school places in Hatfield.  

The landscape at this broad location has been assessed as having 
medium sensitivity to change and medium capacity to accommodate 
change. A second landowner would consider putting land within their 
ownership forward if there was a willing development partner. 
However, this area, which adjoins a residential area of Welham 
Green village to the south, is a designated wildlife site and is not 
considered suitable for development.  

Discussions with the major landowner have thrown considerable 
doubt on whether or not housing could be achieved in this location, 
particularly if the waste treatment facility were to be built. Currently 
there is considerable uncertainty as to whether this potential broad 
location would be available or deliverable for housing. 

Even if it were to become available over the plan period, part of the 
broad location is designated as a Wildlife Site and the remaining part 
of this broad location would be detached from both Welham Green 
and Hatfield resulting in an incoherent Green Belt boundary and the 
estimated number of dwellings would not create sufficient capacity to 
deliver a sustainable new neighbourhood.  

Land in this location is not considered suitable to take forward 
as a broad location for housing growth. 

 

G: East of Welham Green  Originally identified in the Issues and Options Paper as having an 
estimated capacity for 600 to 900 new homes. Two sites within this 
broad location are currently being promoted but the landowners 
involved are not currently working together. 

One area, in the centre of the broad location is being promoted for 
150 to 170 dwellings.  A more realistic capacity would be 80 
dwellings (at 30 dph). The location is well served by the local road, 
rail and bus network, but access arrangements will need to be 
resolved. Much of this area would be a considerable walking 
distance from the village centre, e.g. 1 mile in parts, which could 
lead to a reliance on car based journeys.  The Proposer indicates 
that development here can make contributions to education 
provision (although the village primary school is at capacity) and 
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deliver between 30 and 35% affordable housing.  The landscape has 
been assessed as having medium sensitivity to change and medium 
capacity to accommodate change. On its own, the release of this 
area from the Green Belt would result in an incoherent Green Belt 
boundary and housing development which would be severed from 
Welham Green by the railway line. A more coherent Green 
Belt/settlement boundary would only occur if this site came forward 
with adjacent land to the south.  Landowners are not currently 
working together.  

The second area of land is located further south, closer to the village 
and is also well served by the local road, rail and bus network, but 
the suitability of access arrangements would need to be resolved. 
This area suffers from poor ground conditions and drainage, and is 
susceptible to surface water flooding. Upgrades may be needed to 
increase capacity at the relevant waste water treatment works and 
other associated infrastructure. The diversion of overhead HV cables 
and the provision of new substations may be required or desirable. 
This is too small an area to provide new facilities and development 
here would therefore rely upon existing village facilities. The area 
has an estimated capacity for around 120 dwellings. This landowner 
has also promoted the idea of a larger area of land being removed 
from the Green Belt which would include both of the sites mentioned 
here but this larger area would represent major growth, 
disproportionate to the size of the existing village. Two areas of 
land at this location are considered suitable to take forward for 
housing as a village extension, although it may prove challenging 
to define a new Green belt boundary and there are accessibility and 
site constraints to overcome.  

A further area has also been promoted. This small area has a 
capacity for around 20 dwellings and does not adjoin an urban 
boundary. This area of land is not considered suitable to take 
forward as a village extension. 

H: South and west of 
Brookmans Park (PG40)  

This is a very large broad location to the west and south of 
Brookmans Park involving more than one landowner with an 
estimated capacity for 2,600 to 3,900 new homes at the time of the 
Issues and Options Paper in 2009. The location contains wildlife 
sites and is adjacent to an SSSI. Parts of the broad location are in 
Flood Zones 2 and 3.  A major landowner has more recently 
promoted a smaller amount of development on two areas of land; 
one, immediately to the west of the village with an estimated 
capacity of around 550 dwellings (at 25 dph) and the other, smaller 
area of land, immediately to the south of the village. The landowner 
sees expansion to the west and south as logical extensions to the 
village. The area to the west would be separated from the rest of the 
village by the railway and only accessible via a narrow road over a 
bridge on a tight bend. The landscape in this area has been 
assessed as having medium to high sensitivity to change and low 
capacity to accommodate new development. Development to the 
west of the railway line would result in urban encroachment into the 
countryside and have a significant impact on openness. 
Development on this scale would represent major growth, 
disproportionate to the size of the existing village. The area to the 
west of the railway line is not considered suitable to take 
forward as a village extension.  

 The smaller area to the south of the village would be accessible to 
the village centre. The village has a secondary school and a primary 
school, although capacity could be an issue. This area could be 
developed whilst creating a defensible Green Belt boundary with 
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roads to the south and east and the railway line to the west, which 
would provide a defined limit to the expansion of the village. Account 
would need to be taken of the potential for flooding along the 
northern boundary of the site. The landscape in this area has been 
assessed as having medium sensitivity to change and medium 
capacity to accommodate new development. This area has an 
estimated capacity of 230 dwellings. Land in this location is 
considered suitable to take forward as a village extension.  

Further land involving two landowners, also to the south of 
Brookmans Park, has a combined estimated capacity for around 290 
dwellings (190 and 100). One co-owner wishes to promote an 
element of self build housing on the site. Both landowners are 
prepared to investigate the provision of affordable housing and 
contribute to green infrastructure through the possible provision of a 
Jubilee Wood to the south and planting in the north to protect 
Gobions Wood.  The landscape in this area has been assessed as 
having a high sensitivity to change and low capacity to 
accommodate new development. It is difficult to see how satisfactory 
development could be achieved in this location given its proximity to 
Gobions Historic Park and Garden (part of which contains Gobians 
Wood Wildlife Site) and Moffats Meadow wildlife site, which 
separates the site from the rest of the village.  The development of 
this part of the broad location for housing would result in an 
unusually shaped urban form/Green Belt boundary with the wildlife 
site being surrounded on three sides. Land in this location is not 
considered suitable to take forward as a village extension. 

I: West and south-west  
of Cuffley (PG41)  

This is a very large broad location to the south and west of Cuffley 
involving more than one landowner with an overall estimated 
capacity for 1,700 to 2,500 new homes at the time of the Issues and 
Options Paper.  Estimates have been reviewed (see below). 

One part of this location is situated to the west of Cuffley. Estimated 
capacity is around 435 dwellings. It contains an Area of 
Archaeological Significance and is adjacent to a Wildlife Site. Part of 
the land in this location is within flood zones 2 and 3a and is subject 
to potential overland flow. The landscape has been assessed as 
highly sensitive to change with low capacity to accommodate 
development, with evidence of badger setts. Capacity issues for the 
foul sewer network would need to be explored. Parts of this location 
would be remote from the village centre/train station; likely to result 
in an increase in car journeys. Development here would lead to a 
large and incoherent expansion of a well defined and contained 
village. There are concerns over whether local primary school 
provision has the capacity to accommodate the increased demand 
for school places that could arise from this scale of development.  
There is no secondary school in this village. Development here 
would seriously compromise the openness of the Green Belt. The 
scale of development would represent a major expansion to the 
village. Land in this location is not considered suitable to take 
forward as a village extension. 

A second area lies to the west and south west of Cuffley with an 
estimated capacity for around 400 dwellings. Land would be 
available relatively quickly and the scale of development should 
support the delivery of a mix of housing types and tenures. 
Indications are that upgrades would be required to sewage 
infrastructure. The promoter considers the site to be a logical 
extension to the village. However, such an extension would in fact 
lead to a large and incoherent expansion of a well defined and 
contained village. There are concerns over whether local primary 
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school provision has the capacity to accommodate the increased 
demand for school places that could arise from this scale of 
development. There is no secondary school in this village. Capacity 
issues for the foul sewer network would need to be explored. The 
landscape has been assessed as highly sensitive to change with a 
low capacity to accommodate development without extensive 
degradation of character. The local topography would mean that 
development would be highly visible from the west and south, 
representing a significant encroachment into the countryside and 
seriously compromising the openness of the Green Belt. The steep 
topography also gives rise to potential overland flooding. Badger 
setts have been identified on this site. Development here is likely to 
increase car based journeys. The scale of development would 
represent a significant expansion to the village. Land in this 
location is not considered suitable to take forward as a village 
extension. 

A smaller area of land to the south of Cuffley provides an opportunity 
for development in close proximity to existing village facilities and 
adjoins a primary school. It has good levels of accessibility, including 
for pedestrians to transport services. The landscape in this area has 
been assessed as having medium sensitivity to change and medium 
capacity to accommodate new development. Potential to create a 
defensible Green Belt boundary to the southern edge of the village, 
with limited impact on the wider landscape and the size of the 
village. It has a capacity for around 130 dwellings.  Land in this 
location is considered suitable to take forward as a village 
extension.  

Two further areas of land, one to the north-west and one to the 
south-west of Cuffley, also fall into this broad location. One area is 
designated as a Wildlife Site and the other does not adjoin the 
existing settlement boundary and could only come forward as part of 
a much larger area, if this were considered suitable. These areas 
are not considered suitable to take forward as village 
extensions.  

J: South and North west 
of Welwyn (PG42) 

This potential broad location was identified in the Issues and Options 
Paper as having an estimated capacity for 500 to 700 new homes. 
Six separate sites have been promoted within this broad location 
around Welwyn make up this broad location. Capacity estimates 
have been reviewed. A seventh site has subsequently emerged on a 
Major Developed Site. 

(1) An area with the capacity to accommodate around 220 dwellings. 
This is an undulating, rural, site, rising to the west where the 
landscape is clearly visible from countryside to the west, although 
the site is not higher than housing to the north and south. It adjoins 
medium density housing, a cemetery, open countryside and a road. 
New access arrangements would be essential for this area to be 
developed as roads in the area are very narrow. A new bridge has 
been mentioned but it is not clear where this could be positioned and 
the landowners do not have control over land that would be needed 
to make such provision. A viable access route cannot be guaranteed 
to be secured. Land in this location is not considered suitable to 
take forward as a village extension. 

(2) An area with the capacity to accommodate around 70 dwellings. 
It adjoins a cemetery to the south and east, and a church to the 
west. It faces fairly low density housing.  The landscape is lower 
than the ridge of housing to the north, but slopes to the south. 
Access would be difficult as roads in the vicinity are very narrow. 
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Land in this location is not considered suitable to take forward 
as a village extension. 

(3) A small previously developed site located on a narrow lane with 
the capacity to accommodate around 10 dwellings.  Land is 
available. This is a small site, which has been assessed as being 
suitable and deliverable but on its own could not be considered to be 
a broad location for growth and is considered suitable for 
development but only if small scale Green Belt releases around 
Welwyn is considered necessary as part of an overall strategy for 
growth in order to deliver housing in Welwyn village over and above 
any other suitable opportunities, which would not in themselves 
require an amendment to Green Belt boundaries.  

(4) An area of land located between the A1(M) and B197 that slopes 
towards motorway, which it abuts. Development here would be 
affected by motorway noise. An estimated capacity of 20 dwellings 
takes into account the need to incorporate acoustic barrier 
measures. Such a small location could not be considered as a broad 
location for growth and concerns remain about the proximity of this 
location to the A1(M) and the ability to create a healthy living 
environment for future residents due to the impact of noise pollution 
and whether an acoustic barrier would be an acceptable feature in 
the landscape given its highly visible location when viewed from the 
A1(M). This part of the potential broad location is considered 
suitable but only if small scale Green Belt releases around Welwyn 
is considered necessary as part of an overall strategy for growth in 
order to deliver housing in Welwyn village over and above any other 
suitable opportunities, which would not in themselves require an 
amendment to Green Belt boundaries. 

(5) An area with the capacity to accommodate around 160 dwellings. 
The area adjoins fairly high density housing and backs onto a row of 
bungalows. There is a possible access point but this is not likely to 
be suitable for large scale development as the road is quite a narrow 
residential road. The alternative is a narrow country lane which 
would be unsuitable for vehicular access.  The landscape is open 
and undulating, sloping up to the east. The site is very visible from 
the countryside to the west and north-west. The area closest to the 
tennis courts is more enclosed and less visible. A tree belt borders 
the site to the east and a footpath cuts across. Power lines cross the 
site and there is some road noise from the A1(M).  Land in this 
location is not considered suitable to take forward as a village 
extension. 

(6) An area with capacity to accommodate around 96 dwellings.  Half 
of the site is in the adjoining district of North Hertfordshire.  The site 
sits low in the landscape relation to surrounding development. 
Access would be via a narrow lane and could not support access to 
this scale of development.  Land in this location is not considered 
suitable to take forward as a village extension. 

K: Oaklands and Mardley 
Heath (PG43) 

This village has a small service centre with limited services and 
facilities. Potential opportunities in a number of locations have been 
reviewed but are not considered to be suitable or deliverable 
because they are either not being promoted, are designated as a 
wildlife site, do not adjoin an existing urban boundary. A small 
location with an estimated capacity for around 20 dwellings is also 
being promoted on rear garden land in close proximity to the A1(M).  
Development could be limited by noise impact and deliverability may 
be affected by multiple ownerships. Development in this part of 
the broad location only is considered suitable but only if the 
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release small scale Green Belt sites around Oaklands and Mardley 
Heath is considered necessary and appropriate as part of an overall 
strategy for growth around excluded villages with small service 
centres. 

L: North of Woolmer 
Green (PG44) 

This village has a small service centre with limited services and 
facilities. A number of locations have been reviewed. One area is not 
being promoted and one area would result in coalescence between 
the villages of Woolmer Green and Knebworth. A large area is being 
promoted which could be available quickly. If development were to 
be limited to the extent of frontage development to London Road, the 
area would have capacity for around 200 dwellings. This would 
comprise a large extension to a small village, expanding the scale of 
the village by a disproportionate 33%. Land in this location is not 
considered suitable to take forward as a village extension.  

M: East of Little Heath 
(PG45) 

Estimated capacity for around 140 dwellings. Not being actively 
promoted. Access not demonstrated. This location is not 
considered suitable to take forward for housing growth. 

N: East of Digswell 
(PG46) 

Capacity for around 170 dwellings. Achieving access has not been 
demonstrated. Digswell has a limited range of facilities and new 
development would be of insufficient size to generate new facilities. 
This location is not being actively promoted and is not considered to 
be suitable or deliverable. Land in this location is not considered 
suitable to take forward as a village extension.  
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Part 3 
Welwyn Hatfield Core Strategy 

 
Consultation with the borough’s Gypsy and Traveller 

community on the provision of additional pitches 
 

Report of consultation 
 

Introduction 
 
As part of the consultation on the Core Strategy, Issues and Options Paper 2009, 
views were sought on options for Gypsy and Traveller site provision and the criteria 
for selecting Gypsy and Traveller sites. 
 
In our Statement of Community Involvement (2007), we identified (paragraph 5.1) 
that young people, ethnic minorities, those living in rural areas and in more deprived 
area were under-represented or “hard to reach”. We said that we would make efforts 
to include these groups and explore opportunities to work in partnership with other 
organisations.  
 
Our local Gypsy and Traveller community is located in mainly rural (or edge of rural) 
locations. Literacy rates can be low and previous survey work has revealed a high 
proportion of young people living on sites. The Gypsy and Traveller community has 
been identified by various studies/ research, as suffering from significant social, 
economic or environmental inequalities, e.g. Parry et al (2004) reports that the health 
status of Gypsies and Travellers is much poorer than the general population.  
 
Our efforts to ensure that our Gypsy and Traveller community had an opportunity to 
take part in consultation, involved officers visiting sites in the borough, working in 
partnership with the County Council’s Gypsy and Traveller section. 
 
Consultation 
 
In 2009, there were three sites in the borough, one (the largest, at Holwell) is a 
public site managed by Hertfordshire County Council. There were two smaller private 
sites in the borough. Consultation was carried at the following locations, on the 
following dates. (Potential sample size shown): 
 

 Holwell Caravan site, Holwell Lane, Essendon, Hatfeild. AL9 
 

Dates of consultation: 15/05/09 & 19/06/09 
 

Potential sample: 39 households. 
 

 Four Oaks, 1-4 Great North Road, Welwyn. AL6 0PL 
 

Date of consultation:  29/05/09   
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Potential sample: 2 households. 
 

 Barbaraville,  Mill Green (no consultation carried out at the request of 
residents) 

 
 
Response Rate 
 
A questionnaire was used to provide a structure for consultation. Assistance was 
provided; questions were explained verbally and notes were made on the 
respondents’ behalf. 
 
15 people took part in the consultation, representing 37% of households on the two 
sites visited.  
 
The Responses 
 
Q1: Do you agree there is a need for more pitches in the area? 
 
12 respondents agreed (80%) , 3 disagreed (20%) 
 
 
Q2:  We believe that the present Gypsy and Traveller sites are unsuitable for 
expansion. Do you agree with this? 
 
11 respondents agreed (73%), 4 disagreed (27%) 
 
 
Q3: We believe that sites should: 
 

 Agree (%) Disagree (%) 

Be capable of living alongside the settled community 100 - 

Be near to public transport 93 - 

Have safe / convenient access to public roads 100 - 

Be suitably level to accommodate caravans / vehicles 87 13 

Have access to utilities (gas, water etc.) 100 - 

Not be affected by contaminated land / pollution 80 20 

Be at low risk of flooding 87 13 

Avoid harming landscapes containing wildlife / historic sites 67 33 

Avoid harming / intruding into open countryside 53 47 

Be large enough  to accommodate landscaping to blend in 
with surroundings 

80 20 
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Q4:  Is there anything else we should add to the list? 
 
The following facilities and features were mentioned as requested as additional site 
features. The number of respondents requesting these facilities and features is 
shown below. 
 

 Number of Responses 

Children’s play area 11 

Employment opportunities 8 

Road safety measures within site 3 

More regular public transport 2 

Lower boundary fences 2 

Shop 1 

Full-time warden 1 

Shed for extra facilities 1 

 
 
Q5:  Where should new sites be located? 
 
Respondents were asked to select which they thought were the best and worst 
choice of the following three alternatives. 
 

 Best choice (%) Worst choice (%) 

On the edge of existing 
settlements 

60 0 

Alongside new housing 33 7 

In the countryside 0 87 

 
 
 
Q6: Do we need to provide transit / temporary pitches? 
 
7 respondents said yes (47%), and 8 said no (53%). 
 



 148 

  



 149 

Q7: If we do provide transit sites where should they be? 
 

 No. Respondents agreeing 

On existing permanent sites 1 

On separate sites 5 

On both 4 

 
 
Note: There were strong feelings about transit sites.  
 
Three respondents made comments citing “different people / different cultures”, 
“trouble” and “guests yes, but strangers no”. 
 
Two of the respondents who agreed with transit sites commented that they would 
prefer to have these sites rather than see travellers constantly being moved on, and 
some remarked that Gypsy and Traveller reputation had been tarnished by the 
behaviour of those occupying transit sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 


