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1. Introduction: Central Hertfordshire Green Corridor 
Group (CHGCG) 
 
CHGCG formed to promote the benefits of the long established and protected east-west 
Green Belt corridor through central Hertfordshire.  
The group provides specialist focus, thought leadership and advice on Heritage, Ecology, 
Access, Ecosystem Services, Development and Green Belt issues.  In this response 
CHGGC considers the Strategic Green Corridor north of the A414 between Stanborough 
and Hertford. This maps broadly to the Green Corridor proposed in Policy SP12 of the 
WHBC plan and to the Gascoyne Cecil promoted Green Corridor. CHGCG engages with all 
stakeholders: including landowners, LPAs, statutory consultees, special interest groups and 
the wider public. The objectives of CHGCG are to 

• Increase public awareness of existing and potential opportunities in the Green 
Corridor. Promoting greater public access, conservation and enhancement of its 
natural and heritage environment. Ensuring any development contributes positively to 
this strategic and vital Green Corridor across Central Hertfordshire.  

• Look at how current benefits delivered by the Green Corridor can be preserved and 
enhanced. Identify opportunities for improvement through effective management, 
protection, development and further enhancement initiatives within the corridor. 

• Promote and lobby for improvements to the Green Corridor with planning authorities, 
landowners and other stakeholders. 

• Bring public & private stakeholders together. 
• Respond to Local Plans and any development proposals as appropriate. 
• Identify projects that will collectively enhance the benefits of the green corridor. 
• Share specialist knowledge and improve communications. 

CHGCG are encouraged by the approach of Gascoyne Cecil Estates in promoting a 
coherent vision for green infrastructure in central Herts A vision that protects historic and 
natural environments, whilst promoting a deliverable and sustainable future vision. 
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CHGCG Submission Scope 
 
The WHBC draft Local Plan proposes development in and around the Green Corridor 
considered by CHGCG.  One of the proposed areas for development is for 2550 homes, to 
the South and East of Welwyn Garden City (WGC). The location is being promoted by 
WHBC and East Herts District Council (EHDC). This response focuses on the combined 
proposal but has increased emphasis on the impacts within WHBC council boundary. 
CHGCG will be responding to the EHDC plan in due course (Draft Plan consultation 3rd Nov  
to 15th Dec 2016).  
 
CHGCG stresses the importance to all decision makers of considering the Green Corridor 
and its benefits as an integrated whole and on a landscape scale. This does not exclude the 
importance of considerations of local effects, however the cumulative benefits of its 
Ecosystem Services magnify when scale is achieved and maintained. 
  
A set of detailed submissions have been made by the CHGCG members below on the 
WHBC Local Plan.  Some of these submissions address specific policies within the plan as 
well as the proposed development sites.   
 
Dr Jonathan Fisher, CHGCG / Environmental Economist, Peter Oakenfull, CHGCG / 
Ecologist, Kate Harwood, CHGCG / Herts Garden Trust Conservation, Gary O’Leary 
CHGCG / Hertingfordbury Parish Council & Neighbourhood Plan Chair / Herts Local Access 
Forum Member Shaun O’Reilly CHGCG / Welwyn Garden City Society, Dr Barrie 
Goldsmith, CHGCG / Ecologist 
 
The submissions comment in detail on following policies, amongst other: 
 
Policy SP11: Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
 
Policy SP12: Strategic Green Infrastructure & Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
 
Policy SADM15 - Heritage 
 
Policy SP19: SE of Welwyn Garden City, Birchall Garden Suburb SDS2(WGC5) 
 
Policy SP18: NE of Welwyn Garden City Site SDS1(WGC4) 
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3 Executive Summary 
 
CHGCG makes comment in the detailed report with regard to the soundness of the Welwyn 
Hatfield Borough Council Local Plan. CHGCG have considered the Planning Inspectorate 
guidance in examining the WHBC Plan, namely: 
 
Is it POSITIVELY prepared and based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively 
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements from 
neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with achieving 
sustainable developments.   
Is it JUSTIFIED and based on the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence. 
Is it EFFECTIVE and deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working on 
cross-boundary strategic priorities. 
Is it CONSISTENT with national policies and can it enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies of the NPPF. 
 
The CHGCG detailed submissions consider soundness with respect to policy considerations 
as applied in the Draft Plan. They also consider the proposed sites South & East of Welwyn 
Garden City and North East of Welwyn Garden City. 
 
For summary purposes, CHGCG makes following comments with regards to the Plan. These 
comments focus on proposed policy and its implementation alongside NPPF and the 
requirements of Plan making. Further detail on all of these issues in considered in the 
enclosed and should be examined for a full appreciation of CHGCG’s assessment of 
soundness. 
 
POLICIES: CHGCG broadly welcomes plan policies SP11 (Protection and enhancement of 
critical environmental assets) and SP12 (Strategic Green Corridor) in setting out strategy 
and plan policy. CHGCG considers wording of Policy SADM15 (Heritage) as weak and not 
signalling the Councils determination to conserve and enhance heritage assets. CHGCG is 
disappointed that the role of setting in the determination of significance, as defined by the 
NPPG and Good Practice Guide 3, has not been sufficiently addressed. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS: In welcoming SP11 & SP12 as broad policies. CHGCG 
considers that the WHBC Plan fails implement elements of its own policy or the applicable 
elements of NPPF.  This is dramatically exemplified by the Councils lack of assessment of 
the ecological & environmental assets of the Green Corridor and their dependencies. A 
Strategic Environmental Assessment has also not been completed. Until appropriate and 
rigorous assessments are completed no site allocations should be considered in the Green 
Corridor. 
 
SUSTAINABILITY: The Sustainability Appraisal is superficial and inadequate and has 
significant limitations mean it does not comply with legal requirements and does not 
measure up adequately to NPPF requirements. Until an appropriate and rigorous cross 
border sustainability assessment is completed, no site allocations should be considered in 
the Green Corridor. 
 
ECOLOGY & NERC ACT 2006: The Plan fails to fulfil its aims to enhance and protect the 
natural environment. Specifically within the Green Corridor it has failed to carry out any 
detailed strategic ecological assessment of it wildlife and habitats.  Until appropriate and 
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rigorous assessments are completed no site allocations should be considered in the Green 
Corridor. 
 
GREEN BELT: Insufficient evidence is presented to justify the very special circumstances 
required to remove land from Green Belt, as needed to deliver (Policy SP19: SE of Welwyn 
Garden City, Birchall Garden Suburb SDS2(WGC5) & Policy SP18: NE of Welwyn Garden 
City Site SDS1(WGC4). Council assessments confirm the particularly important role played 
by land parcels South/East of Welwyn Garden City in serving Green Belt purpose. Until very 
special circumstances are demonstrated by WHBC and EHDC for the removal of land from 
the Green Belt, these site allocations should be considered in the Green Corridor. 
 
HERITAGE: CHGCG suggests an invalid approach has been taken to the assessment of 
heritage evidence and the drawing of conclusions from the Beacon Report in support of site 
allocations in the Green Corridor. CHGCG suggest a viewshed analysis and a rigorous 
analysis of the medieval and prehistoric archaeology should be carried out, in a 
comprehensive report to feed into a constraints analysis of the whole area. Until a thorough 
constraints analysis is undertaken, the number of housing units proposed and their siting, as 
well as the siting of the Green Corridor should not be determined.  
 
SEQUENTIAL APPROACH: The plan lacks detail on the consideration applied to 
reasonable alternatives based on proportionate evidence. CHGCG suggests that an early 
close down of alternative scenarios has constrained and affected the soundness of the 
evidence gathering process. Until a sound sequential approach is demonstrated which 
shows development in this area of Green Belt within the Green Corridor is unavoidable, no 
site allocations should be considered in the Green Corridor. 
 
DUTY TO CO-OPERATE: CHGCG sees failings in the WHBC ‘duty to co-operate’ with 
regard to sites South East of WGC. No combined sustainability study has been considered, 
no SEA, no combined Green Belt study, no combined ecological assessment, no combined 
assessment of landfill contamination issues. The Beacon heritage study focused on the East 
end of the Green Corridor and Panshanger Park and Hatfield Park impacts are not weighted 
sufficiently. WHBC objected to Hertingfordbury Parish Neighbourhood Plan designation and 
have not pro-actively engaged with the Parish Council since its NP designation in Feb 2016. 
 
LAND FILL CONTAMINATION: Detailed concerns remain with respect to the environmental 
risks associated with development in the environs of the old landfill site at Cole Green.  
 
FLOOD RISK:  There is uncertainty regarding flood risk and water pollution from proposed 
development within the Green Corridor.  
 
DELIVERABILITY & VIABILITY OF SITE ALLOCATIONS:  Due to the range of concerns 
highlighted CHGCG suggest that the site currently allocated under Policy SP19: SE of 
Welwyn Garden City, Birchall Garden Suburb SDS2(WGC5) may not be deliverable.  
Further detailed work is required before a realistic assessment can be made. The viability of 
associated supporting infrastructure for Birchall Garden Suburb could also therefore be 
under threat. For Policy SP18: NE of Welwyn Garden City Site SDS1(WGC4), this site 
should not be brought forward until further work is considered on the heritage and landscape 
impacts of proposed development and how this site contributes to the ecological network 
within the Green Corridor. 
 
CHGCG confirms it would wish to take part and speak at the WHBC Local Plan examination 
hearing and be notified as such.  
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4 Ecosystems Services & Sustainability 
Submission led by Dr Jonathan Fisher, Environmental Economist, CHGCG  
Policy SP12 WHBC Strategic Green Corridor  
4.1 Overview Comment 
WHBC’s draft Local plan and Green Corridor Stage 1 report sets out some laudable desired 
objectives and vision.  However, their actual concrete proposals have many significant 
shortcomings so that their draft plan fails to measure up to the Department for Communities 
and Local Government’s National Planning Policy Framework.  Therefore WHBC’s current 
draft local plan cannot be considered sound.   

WHBC’s Green Corridor Stage 1 report is an important start.  However, it currently has 
significant limitations.  It is essentially oriented towards access and recreation matters. It is 
weak on ecology and does not address other important other multi-dimensions of the Green 
Corridor. WHBC urgently needs to address these limitations in taking forward 
comprehensively and substantively the Green Corridor in its proposed stage 2 and aligning 
their Local Plan to it.  Specific requirements in the  NPPF that their  Green Corridor report 
currently fails to address adequately include implications for the local plan regarding: 

• Natural habitats and ecology 
• Flood risk management  
• Water management   
• Soil pollution  

The Green Corridor needs to be based fundamentally on assessing strategically all the 
overall benefits of the Green Corridor and seeing how best to protect and enhance them.  

Figure 1.1 sets out WHBC’s proposed Green Corridor in their Stage 1 report.  Figure 1.2 
highlights that this is significantly narrower and poor compared with the existing Green 
Corridor that we believe is needed to protect, enhance and sustain, among other matters, its 
environmental assets and their services and benefits.    

WHBC fail to provide any evidence of any “very special circumstances” and any other 
considerations that clearly outweigh the losses in their proposed smaller green corridor – as 
NPPF requires (para 88) to justify any such harm to the Green Belt.   

This paper therefore sets out the following ecosystems services that the green corridor 
currently provide and also those that it could provide as well as those valuable services that 
could be lost by the proposed developments in the corridor: 

Benefits of current assets in the Green corridor: 
• Natural habitats and nature reserves (see Annex I) 
• Agri-eco services from bats, bees and other pollinating insects 
• Fish and Fishing  
• Provide setting for local heritage assets, particulary historic parks & landscapes 
• Green belt purposes  

Potential lost benefits from adverse developments in the Green Corridor 
• Flood risk management   
• Potential lost ecological benefits from narrowing of the corridor 
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Potential benefits from enhancements to the Green Corridor 
• Filtering leachate and contaminants from Tarmac’s former landfill site  
• Reducing soil erosion and sediment input to the rivers Lea and Mimram, which is 

particularly important concerning trout reproduction in the latter.  
• Recreation and improved access 

For each of these assets and services, we highlight in italics specific questions that WHBC 
need to answer before they take any decisions affecting the corridor.  Overall, these include: 

• Need to set out comprehensively and transparently the environmental assets in the 
Green Corridor and the benefits and services they currently provide and the potential 
benefits of enhancing these assets in the corridor.  

• Need accordingly the Borough Council to map out the breadth, length and 
connectivity of	   a	  green corridor in the Green Belt that could deliver to the greatest 
extent these current and potential ecosystems services benefits. 

• How will the Councils transparently and strategically take into account any 
implications for these ecosystems services benefits of any decisions affecting the 
corridor? 

• Where is the evidence that the Councils have given substantial weight to any harm 
to the Green Belt? Where is the evidence of very special circumstances’ where such 
harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations?.(NPPF para 88) 

• How will WHBC put into real substantive effect its plans in SP12? 
 

 

 

Figure 1.1 WHBC’s proposed Green Corridor  
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Figure 1.2.  CHGCG - Green Corridor Actual 

 

 

4.2 Ecosystem Services & Sustainability 
 
Policy SP11: Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
Policy SP12:  Strategic Green Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Corridor & Sustainability Appraisal 
 
2. Is the Plan a sound plan for the future of Welwyn Hatfield? 
The Plan is positively prepared. But it still does not constitute a sound plan because it fails 
on grounds of lack of:  

• Effectiveness 
• Justifying Evidence 

Below is laid out:  
• a composite note with linked discussion of our points on these matters.  
• Our fuller report in APPENDIX I giving a full ecosystems services assessment report 

on the Green Corridor.  
 
Policy SP11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
 
Tests of Soundness 
1. Positively prepared  
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WHBC’s local plan has the following objectives which we welcome and support. 
WHBC’s local plan includes the objectives to: 

• reduce people’s impact on the environment by reducing the need to travel, by 
managing flood risks and by designing development to take into account future 
changes in climate.  

• maximise opportunities for sustainable transport and to manage parking demand. 
• protect, maintain and, where possible, enhance the historic and natural environment 
• enhance opportunities for, and access to, recreation, heritage, cultural activities and 

improve green links. 
 
More specifically WHBC’s policy SP11 aims to set out the strategic approach to protecting 
and enhancing the borough's critical environmental assets within the planning process.   Key 
elements include: 

• requiring proposals that affect the water environment to protect and enhance the 
ecological status of water bodies and maintain its flood management function 

• avoiding development in Flood Zone 3 
• supporting development that would secure positive improvements to and ensure the 

long-term conservation of ecological and heritage assets for the enjoyment of future 
generations 

• supporting the designation of ecological and heritage assets where it is deemed 
appropriate and necessary to safeguard them for future generations. 

WHBC’s1 elaboration of SP11 appears to pursue this by stating that “The mitigation 
hierarchy should be followed at all times to limit adverse impacts on ecology and 
biodiversity. The hierarchy consists of the stages below which should be applied in 
sequential order as part of an integrated design. 

• Avoid: This can be achieved by site selection (i.e. a sequential approach), siting and 
layout of development within a site, and innovative design. 

• Reduce: This can be achieved, for example, by setting the development into the 
ground and the implementation of sensitive building and landscape design (such 
retention of existing habitats) 

• Remediate: This can be achieved, for example, via replanting and screening within 
the site. 

• Compensate: This can be achieved via off-site measures that help achieve an overall 
net gain in biodiversity or improvements to the structure and function of ecological 
networks in the wider area. 

 
2. Effective  

However, the Council’s Local Plan fails to deliver effectively in practice on these good 
intentions.  It has significant limitations and omissions, which the attached paper sets out 
substantively and aims to help WHBC address.   Specifically:  

a. The Council fails to fulfil its aims to enhance and protect the natural environment in the 
Borough and in particular in the Green Corridor. 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  Welwyn	  Hatfield	  Borough	  Council	  (2016,	  para	  12.15)	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  Proposed	  Submission	  August	  2016	  
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b. The Plan (and more specifically in its Sustainability Appraisal) does not provide evidence 
that the proposed developments in the Plan comply with the Plan’s policies in SP 10 on 
Sustainable design and construction.    

o Only the proposed developments at North West Hatfield (SDS5) and 
Symondsyde (SDS6) will provide sustainable drainage and flood mitigation.   

o Other developments do not include sustainable drainage and flood mitigation – 
nor are they supported by a Flood Risk Assessment – as NPPF requires (para 
103).  This omission is particularly significant for Birchall Garden Suburb (SDS2) 
which could pose flood risks downstream (eg  in Hertford).  Manmade surfaces 
such as paving in housing developments increase such downstream flood risks.  
The Local Plan fails to specify the measures that this development would have to 
implement to mitigate any such additional flood risks. 

c. The Sustainability Appraisal is inadequate and has significant limitations that mean it 
does not comply with legal requirements and does not measure up adequately to NPPF 
requirements – see our comments on the Sustainability appraisal. 

d. WHBC fail to show they put into real substantive effect its plans in SP11 and 12.  
e. It is not clear what they are doing to promote the preservation, restoration and re-

creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of 
priority species  linked to national and local targets 

f. WHBC do not set out a plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale across local authority 
boundaries – as required by NPPF  (para 117); 

g. WHBC do not identify and map components of the local ecological networks.  
h. The plan does not set out clearly what they are doing to promote the preservation, 

restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection 
and recovery of priority species  linked to national and local targets,  

i. WHBC propose (p. 36) use of the “biodiversity impact assessment calculator” to offset 
impacts of developments and ensure that there is no net loss of in diversity.  However, it 
is not at all clear how they would apply this nor more importantly whether this calculator 
adequately captures the full ecosystems services benefits of the Green Corridor (as 
initially outlined in the attached paper) and whether it could ensure no reduction in the 
environmental benefits of the assets in the Green Corridor. 

j. Farmers in the corridor have received payments under the countryside stewardship 
scheme to provide margins, strips and implement other land use practices to help 
insects, which provide important ecosystems services in the Borough.  But many of 
these payments are now coming to an end.  It is not clear if the payments will continue to 
the same extent in the future or that farmers will go for them so that these practices 
could decline in future.  This will place the pollinating insects under greater and 
increasing threat.    WHBC’s Local Plan fails to address this important matter.  

k. Welwyn Garden City Society  highlight (see APPENDIX 5) the potential contamination 
from the former landfill site at old gravel diggings at Birchall and the overlaps between 
this site  and Tarmac’ proposed development of ‘Birchall Garden Suburb’ (WGC5 – now 
called SDS2) in WHBC’s Local Plan.  There is considerable leachate and methane gas 
venting from organic waste dumped in the past.  The resultant leachate is now a major 
environmental hazard.  This raises serious questions about the viability and acceptability 
of WGC5 and WHBC’s failure to exercise its duties regarding this potentially 
contaminated site under Environmental Protection Act 1990: Part 2A Contaminated Land 
Statutory Guidance. 
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l. Royal Haskoning DHV have carried out 3 surveys at this site which highlight a number of 
contaminants. However, these surveys have some limitations. For example, they only 
took samples at shallow depths and did not go down far enough to reach the worst of 
what could be there.  They also do not appear to have checked for potential migration of 
the plume of contaminants to beyond the current boundaries of the former landfill site (eg 
through the aquifer).  Moreover, they do not assess the costs of their provisos regarding 
the necessary remedial measures and their implications for the proposed development 
(eg regarding topography of the proposed houses) and its viability.  DCLG (21012, para 
173)   states that “Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to viability 
and costs in plan-making and decision-making.  Plans should be deliverable.”   This all 
raises the following important and as yet unanswered questions which the Local Plan 
fails to address and which Tarmac and WHBC need to answer explicitly before any 
decision is taken on this proposed development. 

o What are the findings of WHBC’s inspections on the state of this potentially 
contaminated site (and leachate from it) that WHBC ought to have carried out 
under Part 2A of the 1990 Environment Protection Act? 

o What is the scale and nature of the pollutants in the leachate from this site? 
o Do they contribute to poor state of the Middle Lea? 
o What are the implications of this contamination constraint on the topology of the 

proposed houses and the viability of these houses and the proposed 
development? 

o What are costs of the remedial measures Royal Haskoning recommend to tackle 
the contaminants and treat the leachate from the former landfill site?  

o What scale of marshes could be required to filter this leachate? 
o If marshes not suitable, then what are the costs of alternative treatment 

methods?  
o Who should pay for treating the leachate? – Tarmac? -  How?  

3. Justified by the evidence 

a) WHBC fail to provide convincingly and transparently any evidence of any “very special 
circumstances” and any other considerations that clearly outweigh the losses in their 
proposed smaller green corridor – as NPPF requires (para 88) to justify any such harm 
to the Green Belt.   

b) The Sustainability Appraisal is inadequate and has significant limitations that mean it 
does not comply with legal requirements and does not measure up adequately to NPPF 
requirements.  It and its subjective conclusions and assessments are based on little or 
no supporting evidence.   Thus they are not based on any current actual systematic 
assessment of the ecology and natural environmental assets in the corridor, their 
potential strategic linkages and their ecosystems services benefits, nor how the 
proposed developments in the plan could affect them.  See our comments on the 
sustainability appraisal.   

c) WHBC’s current Local Plans fails to set out comprehensively and transparently the 
environmental assets in the Green Corridor and the benefits and services they currently 
provide and the potential benefits of enhancing these assets in the corridor.  

d) The Local Plan is not based on up-to‑date information about the natural environment 
and other characteristics of the area. They do not appear to draw from, for example, 
River Basin Management Plans, catchment management plans, working with Local 
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Nature Partnerships, and assessments of existing and potential components of 
ecological networks – as required by NPPF (Para 165). 

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

i. All proposed developments in the Local Plan must provide sustainable drainage and 
flood mitigation and must be supported by a publicly available Flood Risk 
Assessment.  This is particularly significant for Birchall Garden Suburb (SDS2) which 
could pose flood risks downstream (eg  in Hertford).   

ii. The proposed development at Birchall Garden Suburb (SDS 2) must be 
accompanied by a system of reed bed marshes down the Eastern arm of the Hatfield 
Hyde Brook to clean up the foul water exiting the former landfill site that is close to 
this proposed development.   Similarly the Local Plan should include the 
development of reed beds at Stanborough Park and as an integral part of the other  
proposed developments in the Local Plan such as at Symondsyde (SDS6 – HAT 15) 
and North West Hatfield (SDS5 - Hat 1). 

iii. WHBC need to protect and enhance the valuable ecosystems services benefits that 
insects provide in the Green Corridor by including requirements for bug friendly open 
spaces, allotments and green roofs in conditions for new developments.  Also WHBC 
should require or encourage the developer to provide a resident funded schemes to 
encourage houses to have wildlife friendly gardens.   

If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to take part and 
speak at the examination hearing?    Yes.   

9  Yes. We wish to be notified of the following: 

When the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan has been submitted for independent examination. 

When the Inspectors Report of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan is published. 

Adoption of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. 

We welcome your comments on our consultation - would you like to complete our short 
feedback form? (If submitting more than one comment, please complete the feedback form 
once only.)  No 

Sustainability Appraisal  
Tests of Soundness 
1  Positively prepared - No 
 
2. Effective  - No  
 
4. Justified by the evidence – No 
 

A. The Sustainability Appraisal is inadequate and has significant limitations that mean it 
does not comply with legal requirements and does not measure up adequately to 
NPPF requirements.   It and its subjective conclusions and assessments are based 
on little or no supporting evidence. These shortcomings specifically include: 
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B. It reports little data and is based on little objective authoritative evidence.  It is not 
based on any current actual systematic assessment of the ecology and natural 
environmental assets in the corridor, their potential strategic linkages and their 
ecosystems services benefits, nor how the proposed developments in the plan could 
affect them.  It is largely based on the hidden subjective views of the consultants.  

 
C. The report just focuses on the implications of the Local Plan’s ‘policies’.  These say 

the right things – as we note in our general comments on these policies.  However, 
the SA fails to assess substantively the (adverse) environmental impacts and risks of 
the actual proposed developments in the content of the Local Plan, which could have 
significant adverse environmental impacts and risks (see Section 2 of the attached 
paper).   

 
D. Para 6.219 states that for WGC 5 “The focus of the SA has been on the component 

of the site that falls within Welwyn Hatfield Borough, with the component of the site 
falling with East Herts being covered by the SA of the East Herts District Plan. 
References to the East Herts component are included in the SA where relevant to the 
achievement of SA objectives for the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. It should be noted 
that the combined development will give rise to cumulative effects that are likely to 
reinforce many of the effects identified in the SA of the Welwyn Hatfield component 
of the development.”   

E. These joint and cumulative effects must  be considered together – not ducked - 
before any decision is made on this proposed development.  

F. Para 6.223 states that “SDS2 (WGC5) is considered to have significant negative 
effects on retaining local distinctiveness as the site is located on the edge of Welwyn 
Garden City, close to or within the Green Belt (SA objective 4.4). It was considered to 
have a minor negative effect on the landscape character and a negligible effect on 
open space (also SA objective 4.4). To address these negative effects, Policy SP 19 
requires future applications to contribute to the wider strategic green infrastructure 
corridor from St Albans through to Hertford, through the incorporation of informal 
open spaces, landscaping and planting, which could create a buffer between the site 
and the wider countryside setting. This site is identified as a greenfield site and 
although it is located on non-agricultural land, it was considered to have a minor 
negative effect on SA objective 4.10 (Conservation and sustainable use of land).”   
Para 6.225 states that “The site is adjacent to the Commons Local Wildlife Site and 
Local Nature Reserve designated sites, which could give rise to a significant negative 
effect on biodiversity (SA objective 4.6). Requirements to incorporate informal open 
space on the site to contribute to wider ecological networks and to provide safe 
routes for wildlife, protecting and enhancing wildlife assets, will help to mitigate the 
effects of the development, but in Policy SP 19 also requires that these proposals 
balance the need of recreation and nature by contributing to the wider ecological 
network and create safe routes for wildlife. Mitigation is also provided by Policy 
SADM 16, which provides further safeguards regarding biodiversity.”   Para 6.253 
concludes that “sites located on the edges of the town more likely to give rise to 
significant negative effects on biodiversity and landscape objectives, and sites closer 
to the town centre more likely to score positively for the reuse of previously 
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developed land. Minor and significant negative effects identified in the appraisal will 
require mitigation”. They just “assume that this will be realised through adherence to 
relevant strategic policies”.   

G. However, it is not clear what such mitigation will be implemented in practice nor how 
effective they will be?  Moreover, the SA fails to set out substantively the scale, 
nature and significance of these significant negative impacts.  Their proposed 
mitigation measures are not clearly adequate; so there could still be significant 
residual negative impacts which they fail to set out so that WHBC can take them into 
account and determine and demonstrate if this harm is clearly outweighed by ‘other 
considerations (as NPPF would require for such impacts in the Green Belt – NPPF 
para 88).   

H. The SA just appears designed to reassure that the Local plan is overall beneficial 
and has little significant adverse impacts.  

 
I. Para 6.37 states that “Neither of the existing urban areas of Welwyn Garden City and 

Hatfield are generally subject to fluvial flood risk so development within the existing 
urban areas should help to avoid increasing flood risk resulting in a significant 
positive for SA objective 2.2 (flood risk).”   Paras 6.133 states that “A significant 
positive effect is expected for flood risk”.   Also Para 6.226 draws a similar conclusion 
regarding WGC 5.    

J. However, they fail to assess the impacts of new developments in the corridor in 
increasing flood risks elsewhere – as NPPF (Para 103) requires (see Section 5 of 
attached paper).  Moreover, para 6.168 states that “ A number of possible minor 
negative effects have been identified as the development of infrastructure across the 
Borough in general could potentially result in an increase in flood risk (SA objective 
2.2) due to an increase in the extent of impermeable surfaces”.  This contradicts 
there earlier statements about flood risks and also about SUDS being required.  

K. Para 6.42 states that “An uncertain effect is expected in relation to SA objective 4.8 
(avoid water pollution). The additional development that will need to take place on 
greenfield land could lead to increased urban run-off and if not managed well, runs 
the risk of pollution to sensitive watercourses in the borough. The Proposed 
Submission Local Plan seeks to address such risks, however there is an element of 
uncertainty regarding delivery.”   Para 6.133 correctly states that “A minor positive 
effect can also be expected for water pollution (SA objective 4.8) due to the 
requirement to use Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems.”   

L. SUDS are important and are part of some of the developments (eg at Symondsyde – 
SDS 6 - and North West Hatfield – SDS5).  However, it is not clear if they are 
required in all of the proposed developments, esp that for Birchall Garden Suburb 
(WGC5) which has the particularly significantly potential risks for flood risks and 
water pollution (see Section 5 and 6 of the attached paper).   In relation to WGC 5, 
Para 6.226 states that “The site is located within outer impact zones of a source 
protection zone, resulting in a potential minor negative effect on water pollution (SA 
objective 4.8). To mitigate against this, under Policy SP 18, future proposals will need 
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to incorporate new utilities including SUDS and flood mitigation, which could help 
improve and enhance local water quality”.  

M. However, it is not clear if these requirements are actually being stipulated and being 
fully included and costed in all the proposed developments in the Plan, especially	  
Birchall Garden Suburb (WGC5).  

N.  Para 6.145 correctly states that “it is possible that increased access to open spaces 
for recreation could negatively affect biodiversity.” 

O. However, contrary to the requirements of NPPF and WHBC’s own policy SP11, the 
SA fails to assess these impacts nor how they could be mitigated and the extent of 
residual impacts to the extent that these impacts cannot be fully mitigated – as we 
risk will be the case.   

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

1. Provide a systematic assessment of the ecology and natural environmental assets in 
the corridor, their potential strategic linkages and their ecosystems services benefits 

2. Base the SA on this evidence.  
3. Set out substantively the scale, nature and significance of the impacts on these 

assets and their ecosystems services benefits of the proposed developments in the 
plan 

4. Assess explicitly whether these impacts of proposed developments in the Green Belt 
are “clearly outweighed by other considerations. Set out these ‘other considerations’ 
and justify why they clearly outweigh the adverse impacts in 3.  

5. Base the SA on 3 and the actual impacts of the plan – not on just the Plan’s policies 
and ‘intentions’.  

6. Set out clearly the requirements being stipulated for each proposed development.  
7. Apply SP11’s mitigation hierarchy in the correct sequence laid down in SP11 in 

determining these requirements.  
8. Ensure that such mitigation measures are actually implemented and included in the 

costs of proposed development before determining their viability. .  
9. Assess explicitly the impacts of new developments in the corridor in increasing flood 

risks elsewhere – as NPPF (Para 103) requires – and publish this in a Flood Risk 
Assessment for each proposed development.  

Policy SP12: Strategic Green Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Corridor 
Tests of Soundness 

1  Positively prepared 

WHBC’s SP122 states that they will. “plan positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of networks of green infrastructure	  and to actively support 
the creation and enhancement of green infrastructure and link existing spaces for the benefit 
of wildlife, biodiversity, leisure and recreation.  This includes parks, open spaces, playing 
fields, river corridors and woodlands. The Council will: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Welwyn	  Hatfield	  Borough	  Council	  (2016,	  para	  12.15)	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  Proposed	  Submission	  August	  2016	  
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• work with partners to actively support the creation and enhancement of strategic 
green infrastructure across the borough 

• aim to ensure no overall net loss in green infrastructure across the borough within the 
Plan period  

• support opportunities to link existing green spaces and improve public access and 
amenity to provide a comprehensive network of functional, linked spaces for the 
benefit of wildlife, biodiversity and the community 

• require development to plan positively for, and contribute to, the creation and 
management of high quality, multifunctional green spaces linked to the surrounding 
green infrastructure network 

• refuse development that would compromise the integrity, functionality or cause 
significant fragmentation of the green infrastructure network. 

• require new development to have regard to standards for provision of open space set 
out in the Planning Obligations.   

• seek developer contributions to deliver strategic green infrastructure including that 
identified in the Welwyn Hatfield Green Infrastructure Plan and require support to 
deliver the following projects: 

o Implementation of the Hertfordshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
o Improvements to the River Mimram and Lea corridors 
o Greening of the urban environment in Welwyn GardenCity and Hatfield 
o Implementation of Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor project 

• work with partners and developers to enable the delivery of an east-west Green 
Corridor across the borough between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. 

Similarly, WHBC’s 3 Green Corridor Stage 1 report sets out a vision, which includes: 

• The green corridor will be a wide stretch of open countryside running across the 
Borough between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield and beyond. It will have a sense 
of openness and space and will safeguard against coalescence between principle 
settlements.  

• The green corridor will be accessible from both towns and comprise a network of 
footpaths, cycleways and bridleways to ensure the route can be used by all.  

• The green corridor will promote biodiversity and be home to a diverse mix of habitats 
and wildlife. It will build on the borough’s heritage and encourage community 
involvement in the management of this important link. It will be an attractive 
environment that is well maintained, to ensure it can be enjoyed long into the future. 

• The green corridor will provide residents with a new multi-‐functional green space 
which will promote	  opportunities for recreation and encourage healthy lifestyles, 
whilst respecting the wildlife and countryside in this area.  It will form an important 
part of the borough’s green infrastructure network and provide an important link to 
the wider strategic green infrastructure network across the county. 

We have highlighted in italics above key elements of this vision.  

2. Effective 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  	  	  Welwyn	  Hatfield	  Borough	  Council	  (2016,	  Green	  Corridor	  Strategic	  Framework	  Plan.	  	  Stage	  1	  Report,	  August	  
2016	  
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However, the Council’s Local Plan fails to deliver effectively in practice on these good 
intentions.  It has significant limitations and omissions, which the attached paper sets out 
substantively and aims to help WHBC address.   Specifically:  

a. WHBC fail to show they put into real substantive effect its plans in SP11 and 12. 
b. WHBC do not provide a map showing clearly proposed path extensions and links  
c. The current footpaths in the Borough are not well connected and are in a dreadful 

dilapidated state – see for example the footpath from Mill Green up to the main road.  
The fence, separating it from the A 414 below it, is broken and a safety hazard.  

d. It is not clear that the Council’s plans will provide adequate resources for not only the 
creation of the proposed network of paths but also safeguard their maintenance to 
ensure that they remain a good condition into the future.  

e. The plan fails to specify clearly whether the HCC or landowners and developers will be 
responsible for creation and maintenance of the paths and funding them.  The Plan does 
not set out clear mechanisms for landowners to be responsible for maintenance costs in 
the future.  We worry that, when push comes to shove, the Council will fail to require that 
developers pay fully such investment and maintenance costs due to alleged fears that 
such costs could jeopardise the ‘viability’ of the proposed developments.  We believe 
strongly that if a development cannot cover its full environmental and social costs and 
pay for its infrastructure (including green infrastructure measures such as these paths), 
then it is not viable and worthwhile for inclusion in a plan that should benefit the whole 
community.  

m. WHBC’s Green Corridor Stage 1 report is an important start.  However, it currently has 
significant limitations.  It is weak on ecology and does not address other important other 
multi-dimensions.   Specific requirements in the  NPPF that the Green Corridor report 
currently fails to address adequately include implications for the Local Plan regarding: 

o Natural habitats and ecology 
o Fish and fishing.  The Local Plan and the Green Corridor report contain no 

information or measures to support, protect and enhance fish and fishing benefits in 
the Green Corridor, where there is a high current and potential demand for fishing.   

o Flood risk management  
o Water management   
o Soil erosion.  Clean gravels are an essential part of a healthy river system for trout 

egg laying and successful reproduction.  This is true especially the river Mimram 
which is one of the few significant chalk streams worldwide  and are a priority habitat 
under the EU Habitats Directive. Currently (March 2016) the Rivers Lea and Mimram 
suffer from excessive silt and sediment eroded from neighbouring agricultural land 
which is polluted by the chemicals used on this land.   

n. WHBC’s proposed Green Corridor in their Stage 1 report is significantly narrower and poorly 
specified compared with the existing Green Corridor that we believe is needed to protect, 
enhance and sustain, among other matters, the environmental assets and their services and 
benefits.  p. 29 of this report also states that “the corridor be less than 50m wide as this is 
the minimum required to promote use by migrating birds and other wildlife”.  But this is not 
based on any analysis of the relevant evidence.  It is much too narrow and open to abuse.  It 
would not enable protection let alone enhancement of the ecosystems services benefits from 
the natural environment assets in the green corridor.   
f. The natural habitat and ecosystems in the Green Corridor are important in sustaining 

wildlife along not only their stretches of the corridor but along wider areas.  Thus  the 
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Commons Nature reserve provides seeds and insects especially for the lean winter 
months that sustain high numbers of birds and other vertebrates in two  other sites within 
the corridor and surrounding farmland and also in three other counties.  WHBC seem to 
agree with this.  In their Stage 1 report on the Green Corridor , they state that 
“Additionally, for the green corridor to be a ‘wildlife corridor’ it will be important to ensure 
other areas of green space, outside the strategic habitat locations, are wide and diverse 
enough to enable movement of species between them”.   However, their actual practices 
in the Local plan regarding the proposed development at WGC5 go against this dictum 
since they would narrow the corridor.  Already there are pinch points in the Green 
Corridor where its width is constrained and where there is only woodland on its western 
edge. We are already at the minimum level to sustain the habitats and species which we 
currently enjoy.  Any losses will result in a loss of diversity and the Ecosystem Services 
that they provide, which are summarised briefly in the attached paper.  

3. Justified by the evidence 

a. WHBC’s Local Plan and Green Corridor Stage 1 report is based on reports (on 
landscape character assessment and biodiversity action plan) dating back to 2005 and 
2006 respectively and then a limited consultation in a workshop in 2015.  They do not 
base their plan on any current actual systematic assessment of the ecology and 
environmental assets, their potential strategic linkages and their benefits and the impacts 
of developments on them.   This is essential before they make any  planning decisions 
affecting the green corridor. 

b. p. 49 of the Green Corridor Stage 1 report refers to the 2011 Rights of Way Improvement 
Plan.  But it and the work on the Green Corridor should be based on the 2016 Rights of 
Way Improvement Plan. 

c. WHBC’s statement “the corridor be less than 50m wide as this is the minimum required 
to promote use by migrating birds and other wildlife”  is not based on any  evidence (see 
above).  

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

i. The Green Corridor needs to be based fundamentally on assessing strategically all of 
the overall benefits of the Green Corridor and seeing how best to protect and 
enhance them – see attached report which examines these benefits.  

ii. HCC must provide a clear map of the proposed path extensions and links.  
iii. HCC must show how the proposed plans for extending the network of paths in the 

Green Corridor are an integral part of their Transport Plan.  
iv. HCC and WHBC should set out the welfare and health benefits to local residents 

from their greater use of these paths and how these are cost-effective ways of 
improving the currently poor health of residents in the Borough  

v. HCC must set out clearly whether HCC or landowners and developers will be 
responsible for creation and maintenance of which paths. To address 2e above.  

vi. In either case, HCC must still be responsible for publicising the expanded network so 
that as many people as possible can benefit from it and monitoring the state of the 
paths and reporting publicly on its state and ensuring that the responsible body 
(either HCC or the landowner) effectively maintain all the paths on the network.  
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vii. HCC must safeguard provision of finance for HCC’s paths this in HCC’s budgets. To 
address 2b- d above 

viii. For those paths for which developers are responsible, the Council must implement S 
106 agreements with the developers to require them to pay fully for the creation of 
these paths and also their maintenance to ensure that they remain a good condition 
indefinitely. Set out clear mechanisms for the latter.   

ix. The local plan and Green Corridor needs to include provision of  a green path along 
the Lea between Bush Hall and the Stanborough Nature Reserve 

x. HCC must publicise extensively the extended paths to encourage their use by local 
residents. The best way to protect the remaining green corridor from future pressure 
for yet more housing is to make sure that it is used and valued by the local 
community. 

xi. WHBC urgently needs to address the limitations of its current Stage 1 report on the 
Green Corridor (in 2f above) by pressing ahead with the proposed stage 2 work. This 
must be based on a sound up to date knowledge and understanding on the 
environmental assets in the Corridor and their benefits.  WHBC must involve all local 
stakeholders and residents in this process.  The Central Hertfordshire Green Corridor 
Group is ready, willing and able to participate positively and actively in this process.  

xii. Accordingly, the Council needs to improve significantly the natural environment in the 
corridor and hence enhance the benefits for the large numbers of (local) people that 
could use the proposed extended network of paths.  

xiii. The required scale and width of the Green Corridor and its buffer zone should be 
based on a careful study of the natural habitats and ecosystems and their services in 
the corridor and what scale and breadth of a corridor is needed to protect and 
enhance them so as to be of maximum benefit to the environment and local people.  
This study must be completed before any decision can be taken on proposed 
developments alongside the corridor and in particular on any developments 
impinging on the corridor.   Experts at the LSE consider that the benefits of a green 
corridor are broadly proportional to its breadth and length  – ie double the width of the 
corridor yields a doubling of its benefits.  Thus the recreation benefits of improved 
access paths are considerably enhanced  by having a good natural habitat with a rich 
ecology and views alongside the paths. The physical and mental health and welfare 
benefits of the corridor will be considerably greater if it  is bordered by good habitats 
and has views over neighbouring good quality landscape including views of Hatfield 
House and Hatfield Park. Furthermore, the natural habitats and ecosystems in the 
green corridor need to be sufficiently long, wide and connected to sustain bats, bees 
and other insects, which provide important pollination services to orchards and other 
farming activities in the area.   They also help regulate pests.    

xiv. To help WHBC determine the length and breadth of the Green Corridor needed now 
and for the future, it is proposed that LSE masters students will carry out a rigorous 
study of the benefits of the green corridor. They will review international evidence 
and best practice regarding green corridor and green infrastructure assets.  They will 
then carry out focus group workshops and surveys asking Hertfordshire residents for 
their views on important features and aspects in the Green Corridor and the specific 
benefits of different scales of the Green corridor in terms of its breadth, length and 
quality.  The Central Hertfordshire Green Corridor Group stands ready to facilitate the 
input of this study’s findings into WHBC’s Stage 2 work.  
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xv. Reducing soil and sediment input into the rivers is an important objective of the 
Middle Lea Catchment Plan, which the Green corridor could significantly help realise.   
Improved soil management and buffers of semi-natural and natural vegetation can 
significantly reduce soil erosion and input of sediments into the rivers.  It is important 
to have fairly extensive areas of protective marginal grassland and scrub to achieve 
this.   Landowners in the corridor should be encouraged to implement such measures 
through targeted use of agri-environment schemes and catchment sensitive farming.  
To develop such effective measures requires answers to the following questions 
which the WHBC  Local Plan and Green Corridor report currently fails to address:  

o What is the breadth and length of the measures needed to improve soil 
management at neighbouring land and create buffers to reduce soil erosion 
problems and improve fish populations?  

o How could such measures be implemented (e.g. through farm stewardship 
schemes, catchment sensitive farming etc).  

If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to take part and 
speak at the examination hearing?    Yes.   

9  Yes. We wish to be notified of the following: 

• When the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan has been submitted for independent 
examination. 

• When the Inspectors Report of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan is published. 
• Adoption of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. 

We welcome your comments on our consultation - would you like to complete our short 
feedback form? (If submitting more than one comment, please complete the feedback form 
once only.)  No. 
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5 Ecology, Habitats, Natural Environment & LNR 
Submission led by ecologists Barrie Goldsmith & Peter Oakenfull, CHGCG 

Policy SP11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
Sustainability Appraisal  
Policy SP12:  Strategic Green Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
 
2. Is the Plan a sound plan for the future of Welwyn Hatfield? 
The Plan is positively prepared. But it still does not constitute a sound plan because it fails 
on grounds of lack of:  
 

• Effectiveness 
• Justifying Evidence to maintain present biodiversity 

 
Policy SP11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
 
Tests of Soundness 
5. Positively prepared  
WHBC’s local plan has the following objectives which we welcome and support. 
WHBC’s local plan includes the objectives to: 

• reduce people’s impact on the environment and therefor enhancing biodiversity by 
reducing the need to travel, by managing flood risks and by designing development 
to take into account future changes in climate.  

• maximise opportunities for sustainable transport and to manage parking demand. 
• protect, maintain and, where possible, enhance the historic and natural environment 
• enhance opportunities for, and access to, recreation, heritage, cultural activities and 

improve green links which will improve people’s perception of how wildlife and 
habitats are linked.  

 
More specifically WHBC’s policy SP11 aims to set out the strategic approach to protecting 
and enhancing the borough's critical environmental assets within the planning process.   Key 
elements include: 

• requiring proposals that affect the water environment to protect and enhance the 
ecological status of water bodies  

• supporting development that would secure positive improvements to and ensure the 
long-term conservation of ecological and heritage assets for the enjoyment of future 
generations 

• supporting the designation of ecological and heritage assets where it is deemed 
appropriate and necessary to safeguard them for future generations. 

WHBC’s4 elaboration of SP11 appears to pursue this by stating that “The mitigation 
hierarchy should be followed at all times to limit adverse impacts on ecology and 
biodiversity. The hierarchy consists of the stages below which should be applied in 
sequential order as part of an integrated design. 
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• Avoid: This can be achieved by site selection (i.e. a sequential approach), siting and 
layout of development within a site, and innovative design. 

• Reduce: This can be achieved, for example, by setting the development into the 
ground and the implementation of sensitive building and landscape design (such 
retention of existing habitats) 

• Remediate: This can be achieved, for example, via replanting and screening within 
the site. 

• Compensate: This can be achieved via off-site measures that help achieve an overall 
net gain in biodiversity or improvements to the structure and function of ecological 
networks in the wider area. 

 
6. Effective  

However, the Council’s Local Plan fails to deliver effectively in practice on these good 
intentions.  It has significant limitations and omissions, which is are assessed in the Central 
Hertfordshire Green Groups paper that sets out substantively and aims to help WHBC 
address.   Specifically:  

o. The Council fails to fulfil its aims to enhance and protect the natural environment in 
the Borough and in particular in the Green Corridor by failing to carry out a strategic 
ecological assessment of it wildlife and habitats. 

p. It is not clear what they are doing on an overall scale to promote the preservation, 
restoration and re-creation of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection 
and recovery of priority species  linked to national and local targets 

q. WHBC do not set out a plan for biodiversity at a landscape-scale across local 
authority boundaries and apply it to SDS2 – as required by NPPF  (para 117); 

r. WHBC do not identify and map components of the local ecological networks.  
s. WHBC propose (p. 36) use of the “biodiversity impact assessment calculator” to 

offset impacts of developments and ensure that there is no net loss of habitats and 
species diversity.  WHBC cannot make this judgement unless a comprehensive 
strategic ecological assessment has been carried out to see how it can be applied 
and more importantly whether this calculator adequately captures and assesses the 
complex species found surrounding SDS2. 

t. The proposed Birchall Garden Suburb housing will effectively plug the central part of 
the existing green corridor and will cause negative impacts on species movement 
and recovery on existing designated and protected sites such as The Commons 
Local Nature Reserve and Commonswood (county wildlife site) and to the east 
Panshanger Park and therefore contradicts the council’s own green corridor stage 1 
report. 

u. WHBC have accepted the scoping report produced by the proposer of Birchall 
Garden Suburb that failed to consider all protected species including European, red 
data species, red listed species of birds and species of principle importance. The 
developer’s ecological statement consisted of 15 lines and highlighted only great 
crested newt, bats and badgers as important species affected in establishing Birchall 
Garden Suburb. This is a huge under consideration of protected and endangered 
species within the area and is not acceptable. Its paucity of data cannot be relied 
upon by WHBC as a true representation of species in determining the allocation of 
SDS2 in the local plan.  
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v. The proposer of Birchall Garden Suburb Scoping study into ecological constraints 
also failed to engage all local stakeholders when structuring the surveys required for 
the scoping report and this is against the guidelines of the Chartered Institute of 
Ecology and Environmental Management whose methodologies it was stated were 
being followed and which is fundamental in achieving robust data gathering. 
Therefor as comprehensive study was not carried out failing to highlight all protected 
and endangered species affected by the development of SDS2; therefore WHBC 
cannot be confident that multiple impacts on multiple species can be mitigated for 
causing negative impacts on biodiversity and contrary to the requirements of the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act. 

WHBC made a statutory designation of the Commons Local Nature Reserve and has 
a responsibility to protect it from the adverse effects of development. The council 
have actively encouraged management of its habitats through successive 
management plans to promote the spread of its species into the wider countryside 
and encourage new species to the reserve including farmland birds for which there 
are 20 years of data. By allowing SDS2 it will isolate its habitats and species from the 
wider countryside and therefor cause negative impacts on biodiversity which is not 
consistent with requirements set out in The Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act and their own obligation under Policy SP11 that states; protect, 
maintain and, where possible, enhance the historic and natural environment. It 
is not consistent with this policy to sacrifice the wealth of biodiversity including rare 
species and habitats found within the Commons LNR to satisfy housing quotas of the 
district plan when sites of lesser biodiversity were considered as suitable for inclusion 
but were not taken forward.  

w. Welwyn Garden City Society has highlighted in a recent report the potential 
contamination from the former landfill site and old gravel workings at Cole Green. 
The society also highlighted that the landfill site overlaps into Tarmac’s proposed 
development of ‘Birchall Garden Suburb’ (WGC5 – now called SDS2) in WHBC’s 
Local Plan. Although highly contaminated with regard to human health this area is 
diverse in its habitats and supports many species including European Protected, 
Species of Principle Importance, red data species and red listed species of birds 
within habitats that have evolved to become ecologically diverse and an important 
reservoir of local biodiversity surrounded by arable habitats. The developer plans to 
formalise the area into a park and promotes this as compensation for mass 
development over SDS2 and Birchall Farm in East Herts.  Tarmac has failed to 
consider that as a park and open green space with sports facilities it will degrade the 
current habitats and diverse species giving an overall degrading of biodiversity for 
the Birchall Garden Suburb development. This old landfill area is crucial for the 
developer to mitigate its proposal providing green space for such a large community 
project but has failed to consider by removing its diverse habitats, important and 
protected species will disappear and this would be contrary to the Natural 
Environment and Rural Communities Act which states development must have 
positive gains for biodiversity and not negative.   
 

x. There is considerable leachate and methane gas venting from organic and toxic 
waste dumped in the landfill site in the past.  The resultant leachate is now a major 
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environmental hazard.  This raises serious questions about the viability and 
acceptability of SDS2 and WHBC’s failure to exercise its duties regarding this 
potentially contaminated site under Environmental Protection Act 1990: Part 2A 
Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance. Wildlife could have net gains and benefit 
from any serious attempt in providing a solution to the problem by way of treatment 
marshes to the west of the landfill. The issue cannot be solved by building a school 
over the contaminated land. 
 

y. Royal Haskoning DHV have carried out 3 surveys at this site which highlight a 
number of contaminants. However, these surveys have some limitations. For 
example, they only took samples at shallow depths and did not go down far enough 
to reach the worst of what could be there.  They also do not appear to have checked 
for potential migration of the plume of contaminants to beyond the current 
boundaries of the former landfill site (eg through the aquifer).  Moreover, they do not 
assess the costs of their provisos regarding the necessary remedial measures and 
their implications for the proposed development (eg regarding topography of the 
proposed houses) and its viability.  DCLG (21012, para 173)   states that “Pursuing 
sustainable development requires careful attention to viability and costs in plan-
making and decision-making.  Plans should be deliverable.”   This all raises the 
following important and as yet unanswered questions which the Local Plan fails to 
address and which Tarmac and WHBC need to answer explicitly before any 
decision is taken on this proposed development. 

o What are the findings of WHBC’s inspections on the state of this potentially 
contaminated site (and leachate from it) that WHBC ought to have carried out 
under Part 2A of the 1990 Environment Protection Act? 

o What is the scale and nature of the pollutants in the leachate from this site? 
o Do they contribute to poor state of the Middle Lea? 
o What are the implications of this contamination constraint on the topology of 

the proposed houses and the viability of these houses and the proposed 
development? 

o What are costs of the remedial measures Royal Haskoning recommend to 
tackle the contaminants and treat the leachate from the former landfill site?  

o What scale of marshes could be required to filter this leachate? 
o If marshes not suitable, then what are the costs of alternative treatment 

methods?  
o Who should pay for treating the leachate? – Tarmac? -  How?  

7. Justified by the evidence 

a. WHBC have failed to carry out a strategic ecological assessment of the existing 
green corridor that under present site allocations will take the majority of the 
larger proposed development sites within the new local plan. If they had 
commissioned an independent study, which it did not, it would have allowed 
WHBC to make an informed assessment of species and habitats and therefor 
assess the proper impacts of SDS2 and not rely on imaginary levels of 
biodiversity. 

b. The councils reliance on the developers scoping report survey results of SDS2 in 
determining its suitability for inclusion into the local plan is not acceptable as they 
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did not fully considered all protected species including European, Species of 
Principle Importance, Red data and Red listed species of birds and therefore is 
inadequate and misleading.  

c. The developer also failed to engage with local stakeholders in the scoping study 
for SDS2 to formulate a strategy for species surveys. This is directly against the 
fundamental guidance for establishing a species and habitat survey protocol 
stated by the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management that 
the developer says they are working too.  

d. The council must be confident that the Habitats Regulations 3 stage test can be 
met when granting planning consent. Mitigation and compensation must be 
achievable and adequate, otherwise the requirements of the Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities Act, that states; development cannot have negative 
impact, but must have positive gains for biodiversity. We believe this cannot be 
achieved.  

e. Given WHBC cannot rely on the developers scoping report findings on species 
and habitats over such a large and complicated development such as Birchall 
Garden Suburb. Given the potential accumulative effects on species of other 
proposed sites and that the loss of habitats on the landfill by removing suitable 
habitats the area cannot be relied upon to adequately to mitigate and 
compensate. For this reason, can WHBC be confident and make a sound 
judgement in adopting SDS2 into the district plan. No  

f. The Local Plan is not based on up-to‑date information about the natural 
environment and other characteristics of the area. They do not appear to draw 
from, for example, River Basin Management Plans, catchment management 
plans, working with Local Nature Partnerships, and assessments of existing and 
potential components of ecological networks – as required by NPPF (Para 165). 

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

iv. Carry out a full and independent strategic ecological assessment of the existing 
green corridor from Stanborough to Hertford to inform on the impacts on species and 
habitats to assess the accumulative effect of all proposed development sites.  

v. This is particularly significant for Birchall Garden Suburb, as cross boundary local 
authority cooperation is in place. It will allow WHBC and EHDC to be confident that 
the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act can be fulfilled by making 
informed judgements.   
 

If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to take part 
and speak at the examination hearing?    Yes.   

9  Yes. We wish to be notified of the following: 

When the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan has been submitted for independent examination. 

When the Inspectors Report of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan is published. 

Adoption of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. 
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We welcome your comments on our consultation - would you like to complete our short 
feedback form? (If submitting more than one comment, please complete the feedback form 
once only.)  No 

Sustainability Appraisal  
Tests of Soundness 
1  Positively prepared - No 
 
2. Effective  - No  
 
8. Justified by the evidence – No 
 
The Sustainability Appraisal is inadequate and has significant limitations that mean it does 
not comply with legal requirements and does not measure up adequately to NPPF 
requirements.   It and its subjective conclusions and assessments are based on little or no 
supporting evidence. These shortcomings specifically include: 

• It reports little data and is based on little objective authoritative evidence.  It is not based 
on any current actual systematic assessment of the ecology and natural environmental 
assets in the corridor, their potential strategic linkages and their ecosystems services 
benefits, nor how the proposed developments in the plan could affect them.  It is largely 
based on the hidden subjective views of the consultants.  
 

• The report just focuses on the implications of the Local Plan’s ‘policies’.  These say the 
right things – as we note in our general comments on these policies.  However, the SA 
fails to assess substantively the (adverse) environmental impacts and risks of the actual 
proposed developments in the content of the Local Plan, which could have significant 
adverse environmental impacts and risks (see Section 2 of the Central Hertfordshire 
Green Corridor Groups paper).   
 

• Para 6.219 states that for WGC 5 “The focus of the SA has been on the component of 
the site that falls within Welwyn Hatfield Borough, with the component of the site falling 
with East Herts being covered by the SA of the East Herts District Plan. References to 
the East Herts component are included in the SA where relevant to the achievement of 
SA objectives for the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. It should be noted that the combined 
development will give rise to cumulative effects that are likely to reinforce many of the 
effects identified in the SA of the Welwyn Hatfield component of the development.”   
These joint and cumulative effects must be considered together – not ducked - before 
any decision is made on this proposed development.  

• Para 6.223 states that “SDS2 (WGC5) is considered to have significant negative effects 
on retaining local distinctiveness as the site is located on the edge of Welwyn Garden 
City, close to or within the Green Belt (SA objective 4.4). It was considered to have a 
minor negative effect on the landscape character and a negligible effect on open space 
(also SA objective 4.4). To address these negative effects, Policy SP 19 requires future 
applications to contribute to the wider strategic green infrastructure corridor from St 
Albans through to Hertford, through the incorporation of informal open spaces, 
landscaping and planting, which could create a buffer between the site and the wider 
countryside setting. This site is identified as a greenfield site and although it is located on 
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non-agricultural land, it was considered to have a minor negative effect on SA objective 
4.10 (Conservation and sustainable use of land).”   Para 6.225 states that “The site is 
adjacent to the Commons Local Wildlife Site and Local Nature Reserve designated sites, 
which could give rise to a significant negative effect on biodiversity (SA objective 4.6). 
Requirements to incorporate informal open space on the site to contribute to wider 
ecological networks and to provide safe routes for wildlife, protecting and enhancing 
wildlife assets, will help to mitigate the effects of the development, but in Policy SP 19 
also requires that these proposals balance the need of recreation and nature by 
contributing to the wider ecological network and create safe routes for wildlife. Mitigation 
is also provided by Policy SADM 16, which provides further safeguards regarding 
biodiversity.”   Para 6.253 concludes that “sites located on the edges of the town more 
likely to give rise to significant negative effects on biodiversity and landscape objectives, 
and sites closer to the town centre more likely to score positively for the reuse of 
previously developed land. Minor and significant negative effects identified in the 
appraisal will require mitigation”. They just “assume that this will be realised through 
adherence to relevant strategic policies”.   
However, it is not clear what such mitigation will be implemented in practice nor how 
effective they will be?  Moreover, the SA fails to set out substantively the scale, nature 
and significance of these significant negative impacts.  Their proposed mitigation 
measures are not clearly adequate; so there could still be significant residual negative 
impacts which they fail to set out so that WHBC can take them into account and 
determine and demonstrate if this harm is clearly outweighed by ‘other considerations 
(as NPPF would require for such impacts in the Green Belt – NPPF para 88).   

• The SA just appears designed to reassure that the Local plan is overall beneficial and 
has little significant adverse impacts.  
 

• Para 6.37 states that “Neither of the existing urban areas of Welwyn Garden City and 
Hatfield are generally subject to fluvial flood risk so development within the existing 
urban areas should help to avoid increasing flood risk resulting in a significant positive 
for SA objective 2.2 (flood risk).”   Paras 6.133 states that “A significant positive effect is 
expected for flood risk”.   Also Para 6.226 draws a similar conclusion regarding WGC 5.    
However, they fail to assess the impacts of new developments in the corridor in 
increasing flood risks elsewhere – as NPPF (Para 103) requires (see Section 5 of 
attached paper).  Moreover, para 6.168 states that “ A number of possible minor 
negative effects have been identified as the development of infrastructure across the 
Borough in general could potentially result in an increase in flood risk (SA objective 2.2) 
due to an increase in the extent of impermeable surfaces”.  This contradicts there earlier 
statements about flood risks and also about SUDS being required.  

• Para 6.42 states that “An uncertain effect is expected in relation to SA objective 4.8 
(avoid water pollution). The additional development that will need to take place on 
greenfield land could lead to increased urban run-off and if not managed well, runs the 
risk of pollution to sensitive watercourses in the borough. The Proposed Submission 
Local Plan seeks to address such risks; however there is an element of uncertainty 
regarding delivery.”   Para 6.133 correctly states that “A minor positive effect can also be 
expected for water pollution (SA objective 4.8) due to the requirement to use Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems.”   
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SUDS are important and are part of some of the developments (eg at Symondsyde – 
SDS 6 - and North West Hatfield – SDS5).  However, it is not clear if they are required in 
all of the proposed developments, esp that for Birchall Garden Suburb (WGC5) which 
has the particularly significantly potential risks for flood risks and water pollution (see 
Section 5 and 6 of the attached paper).   In relation to WGC 5, Para 6.226 states that 
“The site is located within outer impact zones of a source protection zone, resulting in a 
potential minor negative effect on water pollution (SA objective 4.8). To mitigate against 
this, under Policy SP 18, future proposals will need to incorporate new utilities including 
SUDS and flood mitigation, which could help improve and enhance local water quality”.  

However, it is not clear if these requirements are actually being stipulated and being fully 
included and costed in all the proposed developments in the Plan, especially	  Birchall 
Garden Suburb (WGC5).  

•  Para 6.145 correctly states that “it is possible that increased access to open spaces for 
recreation could negatively affect biodiversity.” 
However, contrary to the requirements of NPPF and WHBC’s own policy SP11, the SA 
fails to assess these impacts nor how they could be mitigated and the extent of residual 
impacts to the extent that these impacts cannot be fully mitigated – as we risk will be the 
case.   

Policy SP12:  Strategic Green Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
Tests of Soundness 

1  Positively prepared 

WHBC’s SP125 states that they will. “plan positively for the creation, protection, 
enhancement and management of networks of green infrastructure	  and to actively support 
the creation and enhancement of green infrastructure and link existing spaces for the benefit 
of wildlife, biodiversity, leisure and recreation.  This includes parks, open spaces, playing 
fields, river corridors and woodlands. The Council will: 

• work with partners to actively support the creation and enhancement of strategic 
green infrastructure across the borough 

• aim to ensure no overall net loss in green infrastructure across the borough within the 
Plan period  

• support opportunities to link existing green spaces and improve public access and 
amenity to provide a comprehensive network of functional, linked spaces for the 
benefit of wildlife, biodiversity and the community 

• require development to plan positively for, and contribute to, the creation and 
management of high quality, multifunctional green spaces linked to the surrounding 
green infrastructure network 

• refuse development that would compromise the integrity, functionality or cause 
significant fragmentation of the green infrastructure network. 

• require new development to have regard to standards for provision of open space set 
out in the Planning Obligations.   

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5	  Welwyn	  Hatfield	  Borough	  Council	  (2016,	  para	  12.15)	  Draft	  Local	  Plan	  Proposed	  Submission	  August	  2016	  
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• seek developer contributions to deliver strategic green infrastructure including that 
identified in the Welwyn Hatfield Green Infrastructure Plan and require support to 
deliver the following projects: 

o Implementation of the Hertfordshire Rights of Way Improvement Plan 
o Improvements to the River Mimram and Lea corridors 
o Greening of the urban environment in Welwyn GardenCity and Hatfield 
o Implementation of Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor project 

• work with partners and developers to enable the delivery of an east-west Green 
Corridor across the borough between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield. 

Similarly, WHBC’s 6 Green Corridor Stage 1 report sets out a vision, which includes: 

• The green corridor will be a wide stretch of open countryside running across the 
Borough between Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield and beyond. It will have a sense 
of openness and space and will safeguard against coalescence between principle 
settlements.  

• The green corridor will be accessible from both towns and comprise a network of 
footpaths, cycleways and bridleways to ensure the route can be used by all.  

• The green corridor will promote biodiversity and be home to a diverse mix of habitats 
and wildlife. It will build on the borough’s heritage and encourage community 
involvement in the management of this important link. It will be an attractive 
environment that is well maintained, to ensure it can be enjoyed long into the future. 

• The green corridor will provide residents with a new multi-‐functional green space 
which will promote	  opportunities for recreation and encourage healthy lifestyles, 
whilst respecting the wildlife and countryside in this area.  It will form an important 
part of the borough’s green infrastructure network and provide an important link to 
the wider strategic green infrastructure network across the county. 

We have highlighted in italics above key elements of this vision.  

2. Effective 

However, the Council’s Local Plan fails to deliver effectively in practice on these good 
intentions.  It has significant limitations and omissions, which the attached paper sets out 
substantively and aims to help WHBC address.   Specifically:  

g. WHBC fail to show they put into real substantive effect its plans in SP11 and 12. 
h. WHBC do not provide a map showing clearly proposed path extensions and links  
i. The current footpaths in the Borough are not well connected and are in a dreadful 

dilapidated state – see for example the footpath from Mill Green up to the main road.  
The fence, separating it from the A 414 below it, is broken and a safety hazard.  

j. It is not clear that the Council’s plans will provide adequate resources for not only 
the creation of the proposed network of paths but also safeguard their maintenance 
to ensure that they remain a good condition into the future.  

k. The plan fails to specify clearly whether the HCC or landowners and developers will 
be responsible for creation and maintenance of the paths and funding them.  The 
Plan does not set out clear mechanisms for landowners to be responsible for 
maintenance costs in the future.  We worry that, when push comes to shove, the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6	  	  	  Welwyn	  Hatfield	  Borough	  Council	  (2016,	  Green	  Corridor	  Strategic	  Framework	  Plan.	  	  Stage	  1	  Report,	  August	  
2016	  
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Council will fail to require that developers pay fully such investment and 
maintenance costs due to alleged fears that such costs could jeopardise the 
‘viability’ of the proposed developments.  We believe strongly that if a development 
cannot cover its full environmental and social costs and pay for its infrastructure 
(including green infrastructure measures such as these paths), then it is not viable 
and worthwhile for inclusion in a plan that should benefit the whole community.  

z. WHBC’s Green Corridor Stage 1 report is an important start.  However, it currently 
has significant limitations.  It is weak on ecology and does not address other 
important other multi-dimensions.   Specific requirements in the  NPPF that the 
Green Corridor report currently fails to address adequately include implications for 
the Local Plan regarding: 

o Natural habitats and ecology 
o Fish and fishing.  The Local Plan and the Green Corridor report contain no 

information or measures to support, protect and enhance fish and fishing 
benefits in the Green Corridor, where there is a high current and potential 
demand for fishing.   

o Flood risk management  
o Water management   
o Soil erosion.  Clean gravels are an essential part of a healthy river system for 

trout egg laying and successful reproduction.  This is true especially the river 
Mimram which is one of the few significant chalk streams worldwide and are 
a priority habitat under the EU Habitats Directive. Currently (March 2016) the 
Rivers Lea and Mimram suffer from excessive silt and sediment eroded from 
neighbouring agricultural land which is polluted by the chemicals used on this 
land.   

aa. WHBC’s proposed Green Corridor in their Stage 1 report is significantly narrower 
and poorly specified compared with the existing Green Corridor that we believe is 
needed to protect, enhance and sustain, among other matters, the environmental 
assets and their services and benefits.  p. 29 of this report also states that “the 
corridor be less than 50m wide as this is the minimum required to promote use by 
migrating birds and other wildlife”.  But this is not based on any analysis of the 
relevant evidence.  It is much too narrow and open to abuse.  It would not enable 
protection let alone enhancement of the ecosystems services benefits from the 
natural environment assets in the green corridor.   

l. The natural habitat and ecosystems in the Green Corridor are important in 
sustaining wildlife along not only their stretches of the corridor but along wider areas.  
Thus the Commons Nature reserve provides seeds and insects especially for the 
lean winter months that sustain high numbers of birds and other vertebrates in two 
other sites within the corridor and surrounding farmland and also in three other 
counties.  WHBC seem to agree with this.  In their Stage 1 report on the Green 
Corridor , they state that “Additionally, for the green corridor to be a ‘wildlife corridor’ 
it will be important to ensure other areas of green space, outside the strategic habitat 
locations, are wide and diverse enough to enable movement of species between 
them”.   However, their actual practices in the Local plan regarding the proposed 
development at WGC5 go against this dictum since they would narrow the corridor.  
Already there are pinch points in the Green Corridor where its width is constrained 
and where there is only woodland on its western edge. We are already at the 
minimum level to sustain the habitats and species which we currently enjoy.  Any 
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losses will result in a loss of diversity and the Ecosystem Services that they provide, 
which are summarised briefly in the attached paper.  

3. Justified by the evidence 

d. WHBC’s Local Plan and Green Corridor Stage 1 report is based on reports (on 
landscape character assessment and biodiversity action plan) dating back to 2005 
and 2006 respectively and then a limited consultation in a workshop in 2015.  They 
do not base their plan on any current actual systematic assessment of the ecology 
and environmental assets, their potential strategic linkages and their benefits and the 
impacts of developments on them.   This is essential before they make any planning 
decisions affecting the green corridor. 

e. p. 49 of the Green Corridor Stage 1 report refers to the 2011 Rights of Way 
Improvement Plan.  But it and the work on the Green Corridor should be based on 
the 2016 Rights of Way Improvement Plan. 

f. WHBC’s statement “the corridor be less than 50m wide as this is the minimum 
required to promote use by migrating birds and other wildlife”  is not based on any  
evidence (see above). . 

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

xvi. The Green Corridor needs to be based fundamentally on assessing strategically all of 
the overall benefits of the Green Corridor and seeing how best to protect and 
enhance them – see attached report which examines these benefits.  

xvii. HCC must provide a clear map of the proposed path extensions and links.  
xviii. HCC must show how the proposed plans for extending the network of paths in the 

Green Corridor are an integral part of their Transport Plan.  
xix. HCC and WHBC should set out the welfare and health benefits to local residents 

from their greater use of these paths and how these are cost-effective ways of 
improving the currently poor health of residents in the Borough  

xx. HCC must set out clearly whether HCC or landowners and developers will be 
responsible for creation and maintenance of which paths. To address 2e above.  

xxi. In either case, HCC must still be responsible for publicising the expanded network so 
that as many people as possible can benefit from it and monitoring the state of the 
paths and reporting publicly on its state and ensuring that the responsible body 
(either HCC or the landowner) effectively maintain all the paths on the network.  

xxii. HCC must safeguard provision of finance for HCC’s paths this in HCC’s budgets. To 
address 2b- d above 

xxiii. For those paths for which developers are responsible, the Council must implement S 
106 agreements with the developers to require them to pay fully for the creation of 
these paths and also their maintenance to ensure that they remain a good condition 
indefinitely. Set out clear mechanisms for the latter.   

xxiv. The local plan and Green Corridor needs to include provision of  a green path along 
the Lea between Bush Hall and the Stanborough Nature Reserve 

xxv. HCC must publicise extensively the extended paths to encourage their use by local 
residents. The best way to protect the remaining green corridor from future pressure 
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for yet more housing is to make sure that it is used and valued by the local 
community. 

xxvi. WHBC urgently needs to address the limitations of its current Stage 1 report on the 
Green Corridor (in 2f above) by pressing ahead with the proposed stage 2 work. This 
must be based on a sound up to date knowledge and understanding on the 
environmental assets in the Corridor and their benefits.  WHBC must involve all local 
stakeholders and residents in this process.  The Central Hertfordshire Green Corridor 
Group is ready, willing and able to participate positively and actively in this process.  

xxvii. Accordingly, the Council needs to improve significantly the natural environment in the 
corridor and hence enhance the benefits for the large numbers of (local) people that 
could use the proposed extended network of paths.  

xxviii. The required scale and width of the Green Corridor and its buffer zone should be 
based on a careful study of the natural habitats and ecosystems and their services in 
the corridor and what scale and breadth of a corridor is needed to protect and 
enhance them so as to be of maximum benefit to the environment and local people.  
This study must be completed before any decision can be taken on proposed 
developments alongside the corridor and in particular on any developments 
impinging on the corridor.   Experts at the LSE consider that the benefits of a green 
corridor are broadly proportional to its breadth and length  – ie double the width of the 
corridor yields a doubling of its benefits.  Thus the recreation benefits of improved 
access paths are considerably enhanced by having a good natural habitat with a rich 
ecology and views alongside the paths. The physical and mental health and welfare 
benefits of the corridor will be considerably greater if it is bordered by good habitats 
and has views over neighbouring good quality landscape including views of Hatfield 
House and Hatfield Park. Furthermore, the natural habitats and ecosystems in the 
green corridor need to be sufficiently long, wide and connected to sustain bats, bees 
and other insects, which provide important pollination services to orchards and other 
farming activities in the area.   They also help regulate pests.    

xxix. To help WHBC determine the length and breadth of the Green Corridor needed now 
and for the future, it is proposed that LSE masters students will carry out a rigorous 
study of the benefits of the green corridor. They will review international evidence 
and best practice regarding green corridor and green infrastructure assets.  They will 
then carry out focus group workshops and surveys asking Hertfordshire residents for 
their views on important features and aspects in the Green Corridor and the specific 
benefits of different scales of the Green corridor in terms of its breadth, length and 
quality.  The Central Hertfordshire Green Corridor Group stands ready to facilitate the 
input of this study’s findings into WHBC’s Stage 2 work.  

xxx. Reducing soil and sediment input into the rivers is an important objective of the 
Middle Lea Catchment Plan, which the Green corridor could significantly help realise.   
Improved soil management and buffers of semi-natural and natural vegetation can 
significantly reduce soil erosion and input of sediments into the rivers.  It is important 
to have fairly extensive areas of protective marginal grassland and scrub to achieve 
this.   Landowners in the corridor should be encouraged to implement such measures 
through targeted use of agri-environment schemes and catchment sensitive farming.  
To develop such effective measures requires answers to the following questions 
which the WHBC  Local Plan and Green Corridor report currently fails to address:  
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o What is the breadth and length of the measures needed to improve soil 
management at neighbouring land and create buffers to reduce soil erosion 
problems and improve fish populations?  

o How could such measures be implemented (e.g. through farm stewardship 
schemes, catchment sensitive farming etc).  

If your representation is seeking a change, do you consider it necessary to take part and 
speak at the examination hearing?    Yes.   

9  Yes. We wish to be notified of the following: 

• When the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan has been submitted for independent 
examination. 

• When the Inspectors Report of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan is published. 
• Adoption of the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan. 

We welcome your comments on our consultation - would you like to complete our short 
feedback form? (If submitting more than one comment, please complete the feedback form 
once only.)  No 

 
5.1 Local Nature Reserve – ‘The Commons’ 
The Commons is a Local Nature Reserve at the centre of the Green Corridor. 
Submission led by CHGCG member Peter Oakenfull ACIEEM of 16 Little Lake 
Welwyn Garden City AL74RT. 

Former Voluntary Warden Commons LNR, Welwyn Garden City Ringing Group 
Natural England Science and Education licence holder for Bats, Great Crested 
Newt and Dormouse, British Trust for Ornithology licensed bird ringer 
 
This document is supported by members of Welwyn Garden City Ringing 
Group:  Barry Trevis, Keith Smith, Keith Dean 
 
Policy SP11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
Sustainability Appraisal  
Policy SP12:  Strategic Green Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
 
2. Is the Plan a sound plan for the future of Welwyn Hatfield? 
The Plan is positively prepared. But it still does not constitute a sound plan because it fails 
on grounds of lack of:  
 

• Effectiveness 
• Justifying Evidence to maintain present biodiversity 

 
Policy SP11 Protection and enhancement of critical environmental assets 
 
Tests of Soundness 
9. Positively prepared  
WHBC’s local plan has the following objectives which we welcome and support. 
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WHBC’s local plan includes the objectives to: 
• reduce people’s impact on the environment and therefor enhancing biodiversity by 

reducing the need to travel, by managing flood risks and by designing development 
to take into account future changes in climate.  

• maximise opportunities for sustainable transport and to manage parking demand. 
• protect, maintain and, where possible, enhance the historic and natural environment 
• enhance opportunities for, and access to, recreation, heritage, cultural activities and 

improve green links which will improve people’s perception of how wildlife and 
habitats are linked.  

 
More specifically WHBC’s policy SP11 aims to set out the strategic approach to protecting 
and enhancing the borough's critical environmental assets within the planning process.   Key 
elements include: 

• requiring proposals that affect the water environment to protect and enhance the 
ecological status of water bodies  

• supporting development that would secure positive improvements to and ensure the 
long-term conservation of ecological and heritage assets for the enjoyment of future 
generations 

• supporting the designation of ecological and heritage assets where it is deemed 
appropriate and necessary to safeguard them for future generations. 

WHBC’s7 elaboration of  SP11 appears to pursue this by stating that “The mitigation 
hierarchy should be followed at all times to limit adverse impacts on ecology and 
biodiversity. The hierarchy consists of the stages below which should be applied in 
sequential order as part of an integrated design. 

• Avoid: This can be achieved by site selection (i.e. a sequential approach), siting and 
layout of development within a site, and innovative design. 

• Reduce: This can be achieved, for example, by setting the development into the 
ground and the implementation of sensitive building and landscape design (such 
retention of existing habitats) 

• Remediate: This can be achieved, for example, via replanting and screening within 
the site. 

• Compensate: This can be achieved via off-site measures that help achieve an overall 
net gain in biodiversity or improvements to the structure and function of ecological 
networks in the wider area. 

 
10. Effective  

However, the Council’s Local Plan fails to deliver effectively in practice on these good 
intentions.  It has taken forward site, SDS2 for adoption into the new district plan without 
consideration and in contradiction of its statutory obligations and policies to protect The 
Commons Local Nature Reserve, which is also a county wildlife site from development. If 
SDS2 is implemented the reserves diverse wildlife will be effectively cut off from the wider 
landscape which will also excluded migration of certain species to the reserve that ultimately 
will reduce the gene pool and has the potential to cause extinction of certain species over 
many years. 
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bb. Given that Welwyn Hatfield Borough Councils policy SP11 states; 
‘Supporting the designation of ecological and heritage assets where it is 
deemed appropriate and necessary to safeguard them for future generations.’  
It is not acceptable for the council to cause negative impacts on biodiversity on the 
Commons LNR to facilitate housing targets of SDS2 given this statement in Policy 
SP11. The Commons LNR has fulfilled all the Biodiversity aspirations of WHBC and 
more since its designation as a Local Nature Reserve in 1998. The reserve has 
helped the council gain acknowledgement of its management practices and served 
them well in gaining credibility as a ‘’green council’’.  The question must be asked at 
which point a decision was made by councillors that the reserve is expendable in 
their pursuit of housing targets 

cc. As a Local Nature Reserve the Commons LNR is afforded statutory protection from 
the adverse effects of development. 

 

dd. Its uniqueness and diverse species is down to ancient habitats that link to open 
countryside  

ee. By designating the site of the Commons a Local Nature Reserve in 1998 WHBC 
made a long term commitment to protect and enhance its habitats and wildlife and 
also encouraged local people to manage the site as volunteers and feel responsible 
for its wellbeing.   

ff. By allowing development to surround the Commons LNR on three sides WHBC fails 
to fulfil its objectives and commitment to enhance the habitats the Commons LNR 
that it designated in 1998 following its acquisition of the site for a nominal fee of 
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£5000 raised by local businesses and individuals and to which WHBC only 
contributed £1500. By allowing development WHBC will knowingly cause 
degradation of its species and habitats and will be failing to honour the key elements 
of the bid accepted by The Commission for New Towns with the transfer of title for 
the 14 hectares of reserve land, that was, to place wildlife as a priority on the site 
with these other key components; i.e. primarily nature conservation, community 
access and enjoyment and of course, education, as the School’s involvement 
at the time was a critical part of the bid. Also local business’s financial 
support via the Green Business Group was an important component, 
demonstrating a wide community commitment. Community countryside events, 
and courses funded by the Heritage Lottery Fund have played a key role in the 
Commons LNR’s success in teaching both children and adults the importance of the 
countryside and our links to it. The SDS2  housing will degrade wildlife and 
educational value for the children of Commonswood School and local community 
and the council must be held responsible for this as their funding and 
encouragement broadened the success.of the reserve 

gg. By allowing close development adjacent to the reserve species and their populations 
will decrease due to an increase in public using the site, dog walking and predation 
by cats. 

hh. WHBC is failing to consider the impact of the housing that will degrade the success 
of earlier management plans that have encouraged the colonisation by important 
and endangered European Protected Species, Red data species, Red listed bird 
species and Species of Principle importance to inhabit the nature reserves diverse 
habitats and who rely on the refuge and food it provides to sustain life and breed 
successfully.  

ii. WHBC have recently signed an agreement with Natural England after being 
accepted for funding within the Higher Level Countryside Stewardship Scheme that 
runs until 2024. The success of 20 years of implementing good management 
practices has increased the diversity of important species found within the habitats 
of The Commons LNR. Agreements of higher level stewardship schemes are 
generally associated with farming but an exception was made on the first application 
in 2004 to be accepted in to the, Entry Level agreement because of the exceptional 
farmland bird data collected by volunteer bird ringers licenced by the British Trust for 
Ornithology. This shows Natural England realise the importance of the nature 
reserve by continuing this agreement and is put in jeopardy by the housing of SDS2.  

jj. Long term monitoring studies of bird species on the site by volunteers has amassed 
20 years of important data on farmland birds. This data has contributed to the 
national data base of the British trust for Ornithology and helped with establishing 
long term conservation policy and these studies are now threatened due to the 
enclosing of the open arable habitat by housing of SDS2 which will exclude certain 
species such as Yellowhammer, Linnet, Yellowhammer, Grey Partridge, Barn Owl 
amongst others that are only found in open countryside and not enclosed housing 
development.  

kk. Individual reed buntings that are a red listed farmland and wetland species have 
been recorded feeding in the arable winter habitat of the Commons LNR for 20 
years. They have also been linked to roosting and breeding habitat at Stanborough 
Reed Marsh, two kilometres west of the Commons during the winter period, with one 
individual returning and being trapped in the arable crop over a period of 8 years. 
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With this species alone this demonstrates the important link between the two sites 
which is crucial for the survival of this species locally. Reed Buntings have also been 
caught in winter feeding habitat at the Commons LNR that have come from Norfolk, 
Sussex and other sites in Hertfordshire including two within 5 kl of the Commons 
indicating the importance of the winter sacrificial crop to this red listed species. 

ll. Two records of farmland bird species of international significance, a brambling 
ringed in the arable area at the Commons LNR was caught by bird ringers in 
Sweden and a chaffinch ringed in Germany was caught in the Commons arable 

mm. Studies on other farmland bird species such as Linnet and yellowhammer, 
caught and ringed at the Commons LNR that depend on the open arable landscape 
and the winter sacrificial crop of the Commons LNR have been caught on farmland 
up to 5 kilometres away showing dependence on multiple sites for winter foraging 
showing the importance of the arable management at the Commons LNR.  

nn. Barn owls were recorded using the nest boxes on trees in the managed arable area 
around Windmill Hill in 2014 after 10 years of specific grassland management to 
attract this species. These birds will be forced out of the area by the housing of 
SDS2 by disturbance. 

oo. Nightingales are rare sightings in the district of Welwyn Garden City, and 
Hertfordshire. One was recorded in the scrub of Black fan Fen after 12 years of 
management to encourage this species proving conservation is a long term 
commitment.  

pp. The management of the fen habitat and the creation of a suitable pond in 2001 were 
to encourage great crested newt, a European protected species to the site from 
remnant isolated garden populations. In 2015 two were recorded in the pond after 14 
years.  

qq. Harvest Mice are uncommon in Hertfordshire. They were first recorded in low 
numbers in 1996 in the Black Fan Fen area of the Commons LNR. Since that time 
successive and suitable management has encouraged this species to expand in 
population size and to all suitable habitats including the outermost reaches of the 
arable area of Windmill Hill with aspirations of management expanding the 
population into the surrounding farmland. The housing SDS2 surrounding the 
complete boundary of the reserve area of Windmill Hill will cut the population off 
from surrounding countryside. Given that the only natural habitat left and not blocked 
by housing around the reserve is Commonswood, a woodland habitat this species 
do not use the population will be isolated and likely to die out on the reserve through 
disturbance, predation by cats and lack of ingress to the population.  

rr. The area of the Commons LNR known as Black fan Fen is important not only for the 
diversity of species recorded within its habitats but as a county rare habitat. It is a 
natural wetland created by ground water seepage over two millennia. Works to 
rectify a sewage spill in 2011uncovered a deep layer of peat. Studies commissioned 
and funded by volunteers revealed pollen data within the peat layer showing the site 
was being actively managed in the 5th century, a practice that continues to the 
present day. This data has revealed the site to be of national importance and is one 
of only 2 locations in southern England to have such a complete pollen sequence. 
The fen peat layer is still growing and any placement of housing on the arable ridge 
directly adjacent to the fen will threaten this important wetland and break a lineage of 
history by affecting the ground water seepage. No studies have been carried out to 
consider the affects. 
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ss. Archaeological evidence linking the wetland of Black Fan Fen though time to a 
feature potentially to the Bronze Age period was also found in the fen adjacent to the 
uncovered layer of peat. It is linked to continuous habitation of the surrounding 
arable ridge for 7000 years from the Neolithic period and evidence is for this is over 
500 worked flint tools found over the arable ridge. The feature, a potential burnt 
mound is potentially of national significance and has been placed on the monuments 
register. Evidence suggests the Commons site is linked to the Birchall area also 
affected by the housing of Birchall Garden Suburb and this historic landscape is part 
of local heritage and man evolving in the landscape from the prehistoric period and 
should be afforded further investigation and preserved. Proper and full investigation 
has not been carried out by the proposer of SDS2 

tt. WHBC have not set out a plan for keeping existing levels of biodiversity on the 
Commons nature reserve in accepting the concept of SDS2 and equally fail in not 
considering that they have already granted planning consent for around 160 houses 
that are directly adjoining the reserve boundary to the south west over the former 
site of the QE2 hospital. This development and the proposed SDS2 along with the 
existing housing around the northern perimeter of the site effectively will prevent 
species moving on to the reserve and given that the southern boundary is formed by 
dense woodland which limits the movement of certain species by its habitat 
character, negative biodiversity is inevitable on the Commons reserve and certain 
species will potentially die out from isolation.  

uu. WHBC have accepted the scoping report produced by the proposer of Birchall 
Garden Suburb that failed to consider all protected species including European, red 
data species, red listed species of birds and species of principle importance. The 
developer’s ecological statement consisted of 15 lines and highlighted only great 
crested newt, bats and badgers as important species affected in establishing Birchall 
Garden Suburb. This is a huge under consideration of protected and endangered 
species within the area and is not acceptable. Its paucity of data cannot be relied 
upon by WHBC as a true representation of species in determining the allocation of 
SDS2 in the local plan.  

vv. The proposer of Birchall Garden Suburb Scoping study into ecological constraints 
also failed to engage all local stakeholders when structuring the surveys required for 
the scoping report and this is against the guidelines of the Chartered Institute of 
Ecology and Environmental Management whose methodologies the developer 
stated were being followed and fundamental in achieving robust data gathering. 
Therefor as comprehensive study was not carried out failing to highlight all protected 
and endangered species affected by the development of SDS2; therefore WHBC 
cannot be confident that multiple impacts on multiple species can be mitigated for. 

ww. WHBC made a statutory designation of the Commons Local Nature Reserve 
and has a responsibility to protect it from the adverse effects of development. The 
council have actively encouraged management of its habitats through successive 
management plans to promote the spread of its species into the wider countryside 
and encourage new species to the reserve including farmland birds for which there 
are 20 years of data and conservation is a commitment that takes many years to 
fulfil in attracting species by the creation and management of habitats.  

xx. By allowing SDS2 it will isolate its habitats and species from the wider countryside 
and therefor cause negative impacts on biodiversity which is not consistent with 
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requirements set out in The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act and 
their own obligation to protect the reserve through Policy SP11. 

11. Justified by the evidence 

a. Successive management plans for the Commons LNR since 1998.  
b. Archived British Trust for Ornithology data for the Commons LNR since 1994 

confirming a total of 7682 birds have been caught and ringed from 30th Sept 1995  
and 2478 have been re-trapped on the reserve which shows a high dependency 
on its habitats. 

c. Studies and papers produced on Harvest Mice and Water Shrews on the 
Commons LNR show high populations. 

d. Bird sightings are archived with the Herts Bird Club 
e. Data was collected and archived by Herts and Middlesex Wildlife Trust for County 

Wildlife Site status for the Commons LNR 
f. Data on all species is held by The Hertfordshire Biological Records Centre for the 

Commons LNR 
g. An Assessment of Wildlife Status Report was completed in 2001 Peter Oakenfull, 

Warden 
h. Wessex Archaeology Report, Investigation of peat layer 2012 
i. Data held by Herts and Middlesex Bat Group for Commons and land affected by 

SDS2 
j. Data held by Herts and Middlesex Badger Group for the green corridor 
k. Documents of the transfer of land from The Commission for New Towns, WHBC 
l. WHBC have failed to carry out a strategic ecological assessment of the existing 

green corridor that the Commons LNR sits within. Under present site allocations 
the corridor will take the majority of the larger proposed development sites within 
the new district plan. If WHBC had commissioned an independent study, which it 
did not, it would have allowed the council to make an informed assessment of 
species and habitats that link with the Commons LNR and therefor assess the 
proper impacts of SDS2 and not rely on imaginary levels of biodiversity. 

m. The councils reliance on the developers scoping report survey results of SDS2 in 
determining its suitability for inclusion into the local plan is not acceptable as they 
did not fully considered all protected species including European, Species of 
Principle Importance, Red data and Red listed species of birds found in the area 
proposed for Birchall Garden Suburb and therefore is inadequate and misleading.  

n. The developer also failed to engage with local stakeholders, including the 
managers of the Commons LNR in the scoping study for SDS2 to formulate a 
strategy for species surveys. This is directly against the fundamental guidance for 
establishing a species and habitat survey protocol stated by the Chartered 
Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management that the developer says it is 
working too.  

o. The council must be confident that the Habitats Regulations 3 stage test can be 
met when granting planning consent. This cannot be met because of the 
damaging effects to the Commons LNR. Mitigation and compensation must be 
achievable and adequate, otherwise the requirements of the Natural Environment 
and Rural Communities Act, that states; development cannot have negative 
impact, but must have positive gains for biodiversity cannot be complied with. 
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Given WHBC cannot rely on the developers scoping report findings on species 
and habitats over such a large and complicated development such as Birchall 
Garden Suburb it cannot adopted the SDS2.into the district plan on the minimal 
data supplied by the developer. Given the potential negative accumulative effects 
on species from other proposed sites in the green corridor and the loss of high 
quality wildlife habitats on the disused landfill area of Cole Green in the centre of 
Birchall Garden Suburb this area cannot be relied upon to adequately to mitigate 
and compensate for building over the surrounding arable land. For this reason, 
can WHBC be confident and make a sound judgement in adopting SDS2 into the 
district plan. No  

p. The Local Plan is not based on up-to‑date information about the natural 
environment and other characteristics of the area and they do not appear to draw 
from, for example, River Basin Management Plans, catchment management 
plans, working with Local Nature Partnerships, and making assessments of 
existing and potential components of ecological networks – as required by NPPF 
(Para 165). 

6   Please set out the changes you consider necessary to make the draft Local Plan 
legally compliant or sound including revised wording of any policy or text. Be as 
precise as possible. (Attach supporting documents if necessary). 

vi. Carry out a full and independent strategic ecological assessment of the existing 
green corridor from Stanborough to Hertford to inform on the impacts on species and 
habitats to assess the accumulative effect of all proposed development sites on the 
Commons LNR and other wildlife sites. 

vii. Be open and transparent and use other sites deemed suitable for housing 
development in the district but not taken forward into the district plan that will have a 
lesser impact on wildlife and do not sacrifice the Commons LNR to achieve housing 
totals which would be directly contradictory to Policy SP11 

viii. Understanding the full impacts on wildlife is particularly significant for Birchall Garden 
Suburb, as cross boundary local authority cooperation is in place. It will allow WHBC 
and EHDC to be confident that the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
can be fulfilled by making informed judgements. 
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6 Heritage & Historic Environment  

Submission led by Kate Harwood, HGT Conservation, CHGCG  
6.1 Policy SP12 WHBC Strategic Green Corridor and 
Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
Overall Comment on CHGCG Heritage & Historic Environment 
The landscape is a palimpsest of previous use and occupation. The green corridor from Stanborough 
in the west through to Panshanger Park in the east and the surrounding environs has a history of 
occupation from the Palaeolithic period to the present day. Evidence of prehistoric settlement by 
Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age people can be seen in the landscape of the central part of the 
corridor by the wealth of finds and earthworks that have been recorded. Extensive Roman, Saxon and 
medieval settlement is also recorded that has led to the cluster of elite parks in the centre of 
Hertfordshire.  This landscape is an important part of the history of the county and the region, helping 
to define the County of Small Towns (Slater & Goose, 2008) which has made Hertfordshire so 
unusual.  The importance of the surrounding landscape (including the interfluve between the rivers 
Mimram and Lea) as a setting for the designed parks which were the work of ‘improvers’ of the calibre 
of Capability Brown, Humphry Repton, and others is  considerable and the significance of the parks, 
especially those at Hatfield Park and Cole Green/Panshanger would be  substantially harmed by 
developments within this setting. 

The intrinsic importance of certain sites has been recognised at a national level by Registration by 
Historic England (Hatfield, Panshanger, Tewin Water, Bayfordbury) but many more  are of  great local 
importance and arguably be on the National Register  (Hertingfordbury, Digswell Park, Lockleys, 
Camfield Place, Bedwell Park, Essendon Park, Holwell Court, Roxford and Woolmers). (HE Register 
of Parks & Gardens of Special Historic Interest in England, and Hertfordshire Gardens Trusts Local 
lists and reports) 

The inclusion on the HE Register of Parks and Gardens…  is awarded to very few parks and gardens 
and the award of Grade I (Hatfield Park) signifies a landscape of the highest value and of international 
importance and that of Grade II* (Panshanger) of exceptional national historic interest. A key 
component  of  these gradings is the setting of the parks. 

The NPPF makes it clear that the setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which a heritage 
asset is experienced. 

Views which contribute more to understanding the significance of a heritage asset include:  
• those where relationships between the asset and other historic assets or places or natural 
features are particularly relevant  
• those with historical associations, including viewing points and the topography of battlefields  
• those where the composition within the view was a fundamental aspect of the design or 
function of the heritage asset, and those between heritage assets and natural or topographic features, 
or phenomena such as solar and lunar events  
 
Assets, whether contemporaneous or otherwise, which were intended to be seen from one another for 
aesthetic, functional, ceremonial or religious reasons include:  
• prehistoric funerary and ceremonial sites  
• historic parks and gardens with deliberate links to other designed landscapes, and 
remote ‘eye-catching’ features or ‘borrowed’ landmarks beyond the park boundary 
 
The area between Panshanger Park and Welwyn Garden City is thus the setting for a wide range of 
both registered and Locally Important designed landscapes and the importance of the designed 
landscapes set around the area is recognised with policies in both the WHBC Local Plan and the 
EHDC Local Plan  
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A comprehensive heritage assessment of the area with especial emphasis on the setting of all these 
deigned landscapes and the contribution to  their significance should clearly demonstrate the 
essential function of this landscape as an integral part of the historic design of these parks and the 
part it plays in the local and national heritage. An integral part of the assessment should be viewshed 
analysis. 
 
Statement	  of	  Significance	  

The	  landscape	  is	  a	  palimpsest	  of	  previous	  use	  and	  occupation,	  from	  the	  prehistoric	  settlements	  to	  
the	  cluster	  of	  elite	  parks	  in	  the	  centre	  of	  Hertfordshire.	  	  This	  landscape	  is	  an	  important	  part	  of	  the	  
history	  of	  the	  county	  and	  the	  region,	  helping	  to	  define	  the	  county	  of	  small	  towns	  (Slater	  &	  Goose,	  
2008)	  which	  has	  made	  Hertfordshire	  so	  unusual.	  	  The	  importance	  of	  the	  surrounding	  landscape	  
(including	  the	  interfluve	  between	  the	  rivers	  Mimram	  and	  Lea)	  as	  a	  setting	  for	  the	  designed	  parks	  
which	  were	  the	  work	  of	  ‘improvers’	  of	  the	  calibre	  of	  Capability	  Brown,	  Humphry	  Repton,	  and	  others	  
is	  	  considerable	  and	  the	  significance	  of	  the	  parks,	  especially	  those	  at	  Hatfield	  Park	  and	  Cole	  
Green/Panshanger	  would	  be	  	  substantially	  harmed	  by	  developments	  within	  this	  setting.	  

The	  intrinsic	  importance	  of	  certain	  sites	  has	  been	  recognised	  at	  a	  national	  level	  by	  Registration	  by	  
Historic	  England	  (Hatfield,	  Panshanger,	  Tewin	  Water,	  Bayfordbury)	  but	  many	  more	  	  are	  of	  	  great	  
local	  importance	  and	  arguably	  be	  on	  the	  National	  Register	  	  (Hertingfordbury,	  Digswell	  Park,	  Lockleys,	  
Camfield	  Place,	  Bedwell	  Park,	  Essendon	  Park,	  Holwell	  Court,	  Roxford	  and	  Woolmers).	  (HE	  Register	  of	  
Parks	  &	  Gardens	  of	  Special	  Historic	  Interest	  in	  England,	  and	  Hertfordshire	  Gardens	  Trusts	  Local	  lists	  
and	  reports)	  

The	  NPPF	  makes	  it	  clear	  that	  the	  setting	  of	  a	  heritage	  asset	  is	  the	  surroundings	  in	  which	  a	  heritage	  
asset	  is	  experienced.	  

Views	  which	  contribute	  more	  to	  understanding	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  heritage	  asset	  include:	  	  
• those	  where	  relationships	  between	  the	  asset	  and	  other	  historic	  assets	  or	  places	  or	  natural	  
features	  are	  particularly	  relevant	  	  
• those	  with	  historical	  associations,	  including	  viewing	  points	  and	  the	  topography	  of	  
battlefields	  	  
• those	  where	  the	  composition	  within	  the	  view	  was	  a	  fundamental	  aspect	  of	  the	  design	  or	  
function	  of	  the	  heritage	  asset,	  and	  those	  between	  heritage	  assets	  and	  natural	  or	  topographic	  
features,	  or	  phenomena	  such	  as	  solar	  and	  lunar	  events	  	  
	  
Assets,	  whether	  contemporaneous	  or	  otherwise,	  which	  were	  intended	  to	  be	  seen	  from	  one	  another	  
for	  aesthetic,	  functional,	  ceremonial	  or	  religious	  reasons	  include:	  	  
• prehistoric	  funerary	  and	  ceremonial	  sites	  	  
• historic	  parks	  and	  gardens	  with	  deliberate	  links	  to	  other	  designed	  landscapes,	  and	  remote	  
‘eye-‐catching’	  features	  or	  ‘borrowed’	  landmarks	  beyond	  the	  park	  boundary	  
	  

APPENDIX	  III	  contains	  a	  full	  assessment	  of	  the	  heritage	  assets,	  their	  significance	  and	  connectivity	  
within	  the	  Green	  Corridor	  is	  covered	  in	  this	  report.	  Any	  impacts	  on	  these	  assets	  of	  development	  
are	  a	  material	  concern	  for	  LPA	  policy	  development,	  plan	  making	  and	  decision	  making.	  	  
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5.	  Overview	  of	  Planning	  Concerns	  	  

By	  the	  end	  of	  the	  18th	  century	  the	  concentration	  of	  historic	  parks	  laid	  out	  from	  the	  17th	  century	  
onwards,	  along	  the	  Green	  Corridor	  highlights	  the	  importance	  of	  this	  landscape.	  Key	  to	  this	  
concentration	  was	  the	  easy	  access	  to	  London,	  the	  views	  afforded	  by	  the	  topography	  of	  plateau	  and	  
river	  valleys	  together	  with	  the	  well-‐wooded	  nature	  of	  the	  countryside.	  	  Many	  of	  these	  sites	  shared	  
views,	  tree	  avenues	  and	  river	  access	  but	  they	  also	  used	  the	  land	  between	  them	  as	  a	  rural	  setting	  for	  
their	  parks,	  emphasising	  the	  difference	  between	  the	  pastoral	  and	  the	  ornamental.	  (Spooner	  2015)	  

These	  landscapes,	  with	  the	  addition	  of	  Holwell	  Court,	  have	  largely	  survived,	  with	  one	  or	  two	  
exceptions,	  even	  if	  features	  have	  blurred	  and	  the	  parks	  now	  used	  as	  pasture.	  Of	  equal	  importance	  is	  
that	  their	  settings	  have	  survived	  so	  that,	  even	  though	  changes	  have	  occurred,	  the	  landscapes	  and	  
their	  crucial	  relationships	  one	  to	  another	  and	  to	  the	  interfluve,	  can	  still	  be	  appreciated	  

The	  NPPF	  emphasizes	  the	  importance	  of	  setting	  to	  the	  significance	  of	  historic	  parks	  and	  devotes	  a	  
section	  (12)	  to	  Conserving	  and	  Enhancing	  the	  historic	  environment.	  	  Section	  129	  requires	  the	  local	  
planning	  authorities	  to	  identify	  and	  assess	  the	  particular	  significance	  of	  any	  heritage	  asset	  that	  may	  
be	  affected	  by	  a	  proposal	  (including	  development	  affecting	  the	  setting	  of	  the	  heritage	  asset).	  	  

In	  Guidance	  Notes	  Seeing	  the	  History	  in	  The	  View	  (May	  2100)	  and	  The	  Setting	  of	  Heritage	  Assets	  
(October	  2011),	  Historic	  England	  re-‐inforces	  the	  NPPF.	  Harm	  to	  the	  setting	  of	  heritage	  assets	  causes	  
harm	  to	  their	  significance.	  	  

The	  NPPF	  makes	  it	  clear	  that	  the	  setting	  of	  a	  heritage	  asset	  is	  the	  surroundings	  in	  which	  a	  heritage	  
asset	  is	  experienced.	  

Views	  which	  contribute	  more	  to	  understanding	  the	  significance	  of	  a	  heritage	  asset	  include:	  	  
• those	  where	  relationships	  between	  the	  asset	  and	  other	  historic	  assets	  or	  places	  or	  natural	  
features	  are	  particularly	  relevant	  	  
• those	  with	  historical	  associations,	  including	  viewing	  points	  and	  the	  topography	  of	  
battlefields	  	  
• those	  where	  the	  composition	  within	  the	  view	  was	  a	  fundamental	  aspect	  of	  the	  design	  or	  
function	  of	  the	  heritage	  asset,	  and	  those	  between	  heritage	  assets	  and	  natural	  or	  topographic	  
features,	  or	  phenomena	  such	  as	  solar	  and	  lunar	  events	  	  
	  
Assets,	  whether	  contemporaneous	  or	  otherwise,	  which	  were	  intended	  to	  be	  seen	  from	  one	  another	  
for	  aesthetic,	  functional,	  ceremonial	  or	  religious	  reasons	  include:	  	  
• prehistoric	  funerary	  and	  ceremonial	  sites	  	  
• historic	  parks	  and	  gardens	  with	  deliberate	  links	  to	  other	  designed	  landscapes,	  and	  remote	  
‘eye-‐catching’	  features	  or	  ‘borrowed’	  landmarks	  beyond	  the	  park	  boundary	  
	  
Key	  views	  across	  the	  Birchall	  Farm	  landscape	  included	  those	  from	  Cole	  Green	  towards	  Digswell	  
House,	  Essendon	  church,	  Hatfield	  Park,	  Wood	  Hall,	  Bush	  Hall	  and	  Tewin.	  The	  views	  are	  still	  intact	  
from	  that	  part	  of	  Cole	  Green	  estate	  landscaped	  by	  Capability	  Brown	  which	  lies	  west	  of	  Panshanger	  
Lane.	  

The	  19th	  century	  use	  of	  landscape	  for	  farming,	  especially	  with	  the	  expansion	  of	  the	  larger	  estates	  at	  
Panshanger	  and	  Hatfield,	  emphasized	  their	  importance	  as	  the	  settings	  for	  the	  great	  estates.	  

Key	  designed	  views	  from	  Holwell	  Court	  are	  to	  Hatfield	  Park	  and	  Essendon	  church	  
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In	  the	  20th	  and	  21st	  centuries	  the	  landscape	  has	  largely	  retained	  its	  open	  agricultural	  aspect	  despite	  
gravel	  workings,	  infill	  and	  the	  upgrading	  of	  the	  A414.	  Views	  are	  still	  extant	  as	  far	  as	  Brookmans	  Park	  
from	  Cole	  Green	  shrubbery	  (menagerie),	  Welwyn	  Garden	  City	  	  is	  not	  widely	  visible	  	  and	  the	  
individual	  	  parks	  still	  make	  a	  contribution	  to	  the	  wider	  landscape	  (and	  vice	  versa,	  utilising	  it	  as	  their	  
setting	  and	  therefore	  deriving	  significance	  from	  it)	  

 
6.2 Policy Questions SP12:  Strategic Green 
Infrastructure and Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor 
Do	  you	  consider	  the	  Local	  Plan	  is	  sound?	  

No	  	  	  

Justified	  by	  the	  Evidence	  

The evidence for the heritage assets in Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor (WGC5 and WGC4) has not 
been taken into consideration. Although a report (Beacon 2016) has been prepared, rigorous 
viewshed analysis has not been undertaken and thus the significance of a number of Registered and 
Listed, as well as unlisted/unregistered but locally significant sites has not been taken into 
consideration nor given due weight. This is contrary to NPPF Section on Using a Proportionate 
Evidence Base (Paragraph 158) 

Effective 

Polci SP12 states that priorities for creation and enhancement of the green infrastructure includes 
inter alia, heritage and/or landscape values. Although this statement is welcome, the potential to 
realise this will be negated by the  WGC4 and WGC 5 outline proposals for housing and other 
development. 

Consistent with National Policy 

The requirement in the NPPF (paragraph 126) requires Local Authorities to set out in their local plan a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. WHBC has failed to 
do that in the Green Corridor Area 

The NPPF makes it clear that the setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which a heritage 
asset is experienced. This includes views, noise, light pollution etc. In WGC5 and WGC4 the 
views  include these criteria: 

• those where relationships between the asset and other historic assets or places or natural 
features are particularly relevant 

• those with historical associations 
• those where the composition within the view was a fundamental aspect of the design or 

function of the heritage asset 
Assets which were intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic or functional reasons include. .  

• historic parks and gardens with deliberate links to other designed landscapes, and 
remote ‘eye-catching’ features or ‘borrowed’ landmarks beyond the park boundary. 

This is particularly so as key views across the Birchall Farm landscape include those from Cole Green 
towards Digswell House, Essendon church, Hatfield Park, Wood Hall, Bush Hall and Tewin. The 
views are still intact from that part of Cole Green estate landscaped by Capability Brown which lies 
west of Panshanger Lane. Further visual links between historic sites such as Marden Hill, Hatfield 
Park across and to the interfluve also need consideration. 

Changes necessary to make the plan sound. 
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A through viewshed analysis  and a rigorous analysis of the medieval and prehistoric archaeology 
should be carried out, in a comprehensive report to feed into a constraints analysis of the whole area, 
which should also include access and ecosystems issues. Until a through constraints analysis is 
undertaken,  the number of housing units proposed and their siting, as well as the siting of the Green 
Corridor should not be determined. 

 
6.2 Heritage - Policy SADM12  
CHGCG is disappointed that the role of setting in the determination of 
significance as defined by the NPPG and expounded by Good Practice Guide 3 
has not been sufficiently addressed.  The wording of the Policy SADM15 is 
weak and does not signal the borough’s determination to conserve and 
enhance heritage assets.  We are further concerned that rigorous constraints 
analysis has not  taken place for some sites,  where heritage assets and/or 
their settings would be affected. This is particularly so in areas WGC4, WGC5 
which affects the settings of a number of historic parks and gardens. 

Do	  you	  consider	  the	  Local	  Plan	  is	  sound?	  

No	  	  	  

Justified	  by	  the	  Evidence	  

The justification for  SADM15 , paragraph 12.44, 12.45 is to be welcomed. However, the  evidence for 
the heritage assets in Welwyn Hatfield Green Corridor (WGC5 and WGC4) has not been taken into 
consideration in the housing allocations. Although a report (Beacon 2016) has been prepared, 
rigorous viewshed analysis has not been undertaken and thus the significance of a number of 
Registered and Listed, as well as unlisted/unregistered but locally significant sites has not been taken 
into consideration nor given due weight.  

 

Effective 

Policy SADM 15  is insufficient to protect the Borough’s heritage assets. One of the criteria for 
sustainable development given in the NPPF is the requirement to ‘contributing to protecting and 
enhancing our . . . historic environment’. If this is not met then any development is unsustainable. The 
policy as  here written  is not a positive demonstration of the Borough’s determination to conserve and 
enhance its heritage assets,  both designated and of local importance 

Further, although  architectural, archaeological  and conservation area assets are noted in the policy 
itself, historic parks and gardens are not. This is a severe failing and will not result in an effective plan. 

	  

Consistent with National Policy 

The requirement in the NPPF (paragraph 126) requires Local Authorities to set out in their local plan a 
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment. WHBC has failed to 
do make that. Specifically:  

• in not requiring justification for less than substantial harm, which is  reset out in NPPF para 
134, to enable evaluation of   the harm versus public benefit  
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• in  allocating housing development to areas WGC4 and WGC5 which does not take into 
account their key role in the setting of heritage assets contrary to NPPF Section on Using a 
Proportionate Evidence Base (Paragraph 158) 

• acting contrary to the provisions of the’ Protecting the Green Belt’ at NPPF (para 9) where 
the unrestricted expansion  of Welwyn Garden City will take  urban sprawl up to (and beyond 
in the East Herts District Plan) the borough boundary, encroaching on countryside and 
diluting the character of the Garden City which is valuable national heritage asset. 

The NPPF makes it clear that the setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which a heritage 
asset is experienced.   Historic England’s guidance note The	  Setting	  of	  Heritage	  Assets	  Historic	  
Environment	  Good	  Practice	  Advice	  in	  Planning:	  3	  	  provides	  clear	  guidance	  on	  the	  setting	  of	  assets	  
and	  their	  contribution	  to	  significance	  and	  the	  weight	  to	  be	  thus	  accorded	  them.	  This includes views, 
noise, light pollution etc. In WGC5 and WGC4 the views  include these criteria: 

• those where relationships between the asset and other historic assets or places or natural 
features are particularly relevant 

• those with historical associations 
• those where the composition within the view was a fundamental aspect of the design or 

function of the heritage asset 
Assets which were intended to be seen from one another for aesthetic or functional reasons include. .  

• historic parks and gardens with deliberate links to other designed landscapes, and 
remote ‘eye-catching’ features or ‘borrowed’ landmarks beyond the park boundary. 

This is particularly so as key views across the Birchall Farm landscape include those from Cole Green 
towards Digswell House, Essendon church, Hatfield Park, Wood Hall, Bush Hall and Tewin. The 
views are still intact from that part of Cole Green estate landscaped by Capability Brown which lies 
west of Panshanger Lane. Further visual links between historic sites such as Marden Hill, Hatfield 
Park across and to the interfluve also need consideration.	  

	  

Changes necessary to make the plan sound. 

The  wording of Policy SADM15 should reflect the intent and spirit of the NPPF in being ‘aspirational 
though realistic’. We consider that the wording does not signal determination, or even aspiration, to 
conserve and enhance the heritage assets in the borough. A requirement  to demonstrate the value of 
heritage assets and the harm likely to be caused to them through development should accompany 
every planning application regardless of level of designation, whether national or local, and regardless 
of size of application 

 

A through viewshed analysis  and a rigorous analysis of the  medieval and prehistoric archaeology 
should be carried out, in a comprehensive report to feed into a constraints analysis of the whole WGC 
5 and WGC4 areas, which should also include access and ecosystems issues. Until a through 
constraints analysis is undertaken,  the number of housing units proposed and their siting, as well as 
the siting of the Green Corridor should not be determined, as in policy SP12. 

 

	  

 

 

 


