SHENLEY PARISH COUNCIL
SHENLEY NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN STEERING GROUP
The Hub, London Road, Shenley WD7 9BS Tel no: 01923 855865
Policy & Transport Team
Hertsmere Borough Council
Civic Offices
Elstree Way
Borehamwood
Herts WD6 1W

BY EMAIL

15thNovember 2021

Dear Sir/Madam
HERTSMERE‟S DRAFT LOCAL PLAN REGULATION 18 ENGAGEMENT
On behalf of Shenley Parish Council and Shenley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Groupwe
are writing to give you ourresponse to the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan – an
engagement on preferred policy options under Regulation 18 of the relevant Planning
Acts. We will also make comments about the way the engagement is being conducted.

1. Comments about the Draft Local Plan Engagement
Firstly as we commented at the briefing with you on 20th October we are extremely
unhappy that HBC have not and are not fully engaging with Hertsmere residents. We are
particularly unhappy about the lack of engagement with Shenley Parish residents. Despite
Covid limitations we have managed to hold a public meeting and two zoom meetings so
we do not understand why HBC has not done the following for Shenley Parish residents:




Held any face to face meetings
Held any Team, Zoom or Webinar meetings
Given information in format other than general information on your website
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During the last major consultation in 2018 HBC had a comprehensive engagement with
Shenley residents in Shenley Primary School with similar sessions around the Borough.
We do not believe HBC is doing enough to engage with residents in either Shenley or the
rest of the Borough. This engagement is even more important than previous
consultations as residents are giving feedback on the Draft Local Plan. It is the last
opportunity for the community to give meaningful feedback that can hopefully influence
important changes to the plan.
This engagement is creating unnecessary anxiety and confusion in our community and
across the Borough. This is indicated by the many campaign groups that have been set
up in Shenley (Save our Shenley SOS) and neighbouring areas. In 2018 the HBC portal
made it very difficult for people to give their feedback so we facilitated many residents
getting hard copies to use. This year it is even more difficult for residents to respond via
the portal and even our own Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group and Parish Councillors
are having difficulty making comments. We are doing all we can to make sure copies of
your feedback forms are available at Shenley Post Office, and are handing them out to
groups plus we have suggested that residents write or email comments to you directly.

We do not consider this engagement is satisfactory and we strongly feel
that HBC should extend the deadline for the engagement until the end
of December.

2. Important background information relating to Shenley:
Shenley Parish trebled in size in the 1990s due to redevelopment of Shenley Hospital
creating around 1100 new homes and changing our population from around 1000 20 years
ago to over 4600 today.This happened despite Shenley not having a railway station and
being served by bendy rural roads and not having a regular bus service. This amount of
development is already unsustainable.
The building of the M25 meant that huge amounts of Shenley agricultural land was lost,
land which may have been suitable for redevelopment. It has created a specific
permanent problem for the village in that Junction 22 at one end of the village and the
Borehamwood Junction to the A1 at the other end of the village allows traffic to bypass the
notorious South Mimms/M25/A1 interchange. The result is large volume of daily traffic
movements through Shenley – 2017 data indicated 10,000 + a day (almost the same level
of traffic going through Shenley Road Borehamwood. The figure is undoubtedly much,
much higher now!HBC needs to find out what it is. On top of that when there are major
problems on the M25 traffic comes off and clogs up all the surrounding roads creating
gridlock on our single track roads, Rectory and Mimms Lanes.
When designing new places the NPPF 2021 says that new development should not be at
the detriment of the existing population. This is absolutely not our experience and it
really is time we were listened to. It is frankly exasperating that the HCC Comet
Transport model, which HCC relies on when planning infrastructure, shows traffic
not coming through Shenley but by-passing it on the M25 when this is clearly not
the case.
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There will always be new building as buildings age and sites become redundant. Unless
HBC wishes to see the Borough become part of Greater London and built right up to the
M25 HBC has to look at more modest levels of building or consider as we have seen in
Borehamwood, adding layers to existing flats or converting larger properties into
apartments. We accept that we need some new development in Shenley because we lack
the type of properties identified in the AECOM Shenley Housing Needs Assessment 2018,
then as confirmed by our own residents in the Housing & Development Survey October
2017. We are being proactive rather than reactive in dealing with our own need. We
know that we need around 220 new homes (unconstrained), in the Parish, over the next 15
year.
The world has changed since the pandemic and Brexit which would indicate even lower
number are required now.
The Government 2017 White Paper ‗Fixing the broken Housing market‘ is the paper that
asked for new housing to replace the council houses that were lost and those at the lower
to middle of the private market. HBC‘s own sustainability appraisal of the immerging
Hertsmere Local Plan, September 2017, confirmed that 72% of the yearly Hertsmere
house build needs to be for this market. We are concerned from the amount of land being
put forward across the whole Borough that potential developers maybe trying to use the
current undersupply for this market to push for large amounts of building in the Green Belt.
We are also aware from our discussions with developers who were interested in the large
number of sites put forward in our Parish as a part of your ‗Call for Sites‘ Consultation that
they will not be building this for you as they are talking about putting the lowest housing
prices in the region of £600,000 upwards. This is reflected by the Rest Harrow
development in London Road where 3 bedroomed semi-detached homes were marketed
off plan for £1.5 million!
In HBC‘s SEA, it pointed out that the average salary in Hertsmere is £30,000 and the
average house price is £500,000so currently none of the new builds are available to the
market which the Government is trying to help except for the few that are being handed
over to Registered Social Landlords (RSL‘S). The real challenge for Hertsmere is to
deliver housing for this market as it has been proved to be what the Borough really needs.
To do this HBC needs to be firm with developers with regard to appropriate housing mix
and our experience lately with regard to application approvals does not fill us with
confidence that this will happen despite HBC‘s promises in the Draft Local Plan.

3. Hertsmere - Number of New Homes Required over next Fifteen Years
12,200 and Shenley‟s Expected contribution over 2000
As we stated in our letter of 17th October 2017 - While we are happy as a Parish Council
and Neighbourhood Planning group to deal with the housing needs of our existing
communitywe do not accept that we need to have the high numbers HBC is proposing for
Shenley Parish, over 2000 plus homes.
As HBC knows, via Locality the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Groupcommissioned
AECOM to carry out a Site Allocations and Housing Needs assessments. The March 2018
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AECOMShenley Housing Needs Assessmenttold us that we require no more than 220
homes in Shenley Parish (not just Shenley Village) over the next 15 years and this is an
unconstrained figure. As then and all the way through the making of the now adopted
Shenley Plan we questioned the numbers homes HBC are proposing to build. HBCstarted
with a figure of 9,800, which then went up to 10,800, then 11,100 and now 12,200.
Whilst making the Shenley Plan at every meeting we requested that HBC give us an
indicative housing figure for Shenley Parish which despite the fact that HBC was obliged to
give us the information according to the old and new NPPF HBC did not. Well now we
know and the figure is over 2000 homes for Shenley Parish! HBC talk about 350 homes in
Shenley but the figure relates to Shenley Village not Shenley Parish. As we keep pointing
out to HBC the Cowley Hill site (800 homes) and part of Bowman‘s Cross (6,000 homes of
which probably 1500 homes)will be in Shenley Parish and therefore form part of Shenley
Parish development numbers not Borehamwood‘s development numbers. The Shenley
Parish boundary has not changed!
As a Parish Council, we principally and strongly object to the sheer number of homes HBC
expect the Parish to have and also the excessive numberHBC proposes across the whole
borough. The proposed scale of development as well as lack of detail, spatial priority,
vision, and leadership demonstrated in this consultation approach and its documents is
wholly insufficient.
There is no in depth detail for any site put forward for example BE3 Cowley Hill and the
proposed Media Quarter at Well End - HBC are consulting on these two extremely large
siteswithout giving us any idea of exactly what will be provided. There are no outline
planning documents to indicate:






type of mix of houses
type of open space
how many vehicle movements are expected?
detailed infrastructure provision
full details of local facilities to be provided

When Shenley Hospital site was redeveloped there were several planning documents
provided for example ‗Planning a Good Future for Shenley‘ so the general public had
some idea of what was likely to happen and could make informed comments.
There is a need for more homes and local jobs but we simply do not need the scale of
development HBC are proposing in the Borough. We believe it is wholly inappropriate and
is likely to use 12% of the Borough‘s precious Green Belt. We also know that
Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) have not budgeted for any major infrastructure in
Hertsmere.
HCC have identified the major areas of growth as being:




the A1M corridor,
the M1 corridor
the A414 corridor including the new Mass Transit system (Highway Infrastructure
Asset Management Strategy Plan 2019 and Hertfordshire Infrastructure, Funding
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Prospectus 2018 to 2031, and The Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan (LTP4) 20182031.
Therefore we do not see how HBC can say that the Draft Local Plan proposals will be
sustainable despite reassurances for Morris Bright that ‗problems can be designed out‟.
This has not been our experience with the Shenley hospital development (Porters Park)
where problems have not been designed out!
Hertsmere is 80% Green Belt which means that under the NPPF „green boundaries do
not have to be reviewed to ensure Local Authorities can meet their objectively
assessed need‟.
Local Authorities that are heavily constrained by Green Belt use this as a reason not to
plan for their full objectively assessed need -Hertsmere clearly needs to do the same.
The presumption in favour of sustainable development NPPF 11 (bindicates that the
‗objectively assessed needs do not need to be met by strategic policy, where
protection policy Paras 137 to 151(incl green belt) of the NPPF provides a strong
reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the
plan area, or any adverse impacts of meeting needs, in full would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the
NPPF as a whole‟
Hertsmere has previously had a good record and therefore a good reputation for protecting
the borough‘s Green Belt. Why does HBC seem to be wanting to take so much land out of
our Green Belt when revised Government housing needs figures are likely to indicate that
fewer homes areneeded?What is the reason for the change of policy? CPRE do not
agree with HBC figures as mentioned in extracts from their recent statement included in
this letter below.
Central Government has indicated that land value for land for release from the Green Belt
should be capped at an agreed price before a Local Authority indicates they are
considering Green Belt release. This is because in areas that have released Green Belt
land has been exchanging hands at extremely high prices which means there is no ability
to deliver much needed lower priced housing. We believe that the ‗Call for Sites‘ for the
new Local Plan has exacerbated this problem. Not only are we likely to lose Green Belt
land but HBC is limiting the ability for affordable home provision in the Borough by the way
it is handling applications.
The housing crisis in Hertsmere is the same as it is nationally and therefore we understand
that new homes need to be available for social rent and the opportunity for people to buy
at affordable prices. However we are seeing a model in Hertsmere where a developer will
build only the minimum amount of affordable housing required and the rest of the housing
being built is aimed at the top end of the market which means most new houses are not
available to the majority of local residents. The Council can adopt a model of encouraging
developers to build what is needed rather than more of what is not needed. We fully
accept that more houses are needed for our existing community however we must stress
again that it seems to us that developers see Green Belt release as a way of creating high
end housing. If HBC limits applications to the actual local need we can have new
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development without taking land out of the Green Belt. We think Hertsmere residents
would understand and accept this principle.
It is good practice when considering Green Belt release that the Council, landowners, and
developers agree a sensible sale price for any land be released as this ensures that more
affordable housing can be built. The emerging Local Plan appears to be creating a free for
all with landowners who are happy to give up land for development but only at inflated
values which then makes it uneconomical to build the type of houses required. It is time
Hertsmere stopped this happening.
What seems to happen at the moment is many developers want to focus on building highend properties and then have to negotiate with Planning how many affordable homes they
have to build to make the application acceptable! Hertsmere can‘t ensure that the
affordable housing that is built actually goes to Hertsmere residents as recently we have
seen some of the affordable housing relating to recent developments in Hertsmere being
advertised on the Mayor of London‘s website. The NPPF allows developers who build at
the affordable end of the market, the homes that are needed, without separating affordable
and non-affordable housing, to not have to build extra housing which naturally keeps
numbers lower.The Council need developers to summit applications that help to
solve the housing crisis, delivering what is needed rather than as currently more
and more top end multi million pound housing. Most of the recent development in
Shenley Parish has not met the local need. HBC can change this situation – it does
have the authority.
Why is HBC not talking to Central Government to make sure that Hertsmere‘s numbers
reflect this policy? HBC owes it to all Hertsmere residents to question the numbers and
fight hard for lower numbers. We do not believe that HBChas a mandate to make
decisions that drastically affect our Green Belt when such a high proportion of the
community want it protected.In every survey we carried out as part of the Shenley
Neighbourhood Plan process we had 98% response supporting the protection of
our Green Belt. In thelast major survey, the Housing & Development Survey completed
in October 2017 we had 557 responses (we asked for one response per household so we
had a 37.8% response. It was apparent again that protecting our Green Belt was and is
supremely important to our community and we are sure this is true of the majority of
Hertsmere residents. Indeed more and more residents from the wider borough are coming
to Shenley Parish to access our open countryside, as losses already to our Green Belt
have meant they have to come further afield to get into countryside. Leaving land as
Green Belt is a good use of land in terms of health and wellbeing as CPRE emphasises.
The Government has in recent years put increasing emphasis on the importance of local
views when formulating planning policy. When the Localism Act of 2011 increased the
powers of Parish and Town Councils within the Planning function; The stated aim of the
act was to facilitate the devolution of decision-making powers from central government and
the Local Planning Authority to „individuals and communities. Since then (in 2012) the
Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) has taken action to give
communities further rights – ‗to take the initiative when it comes to how local public
services are run and planning decisions are made‟.
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Unfortunately it does not seem that Hertsmere is allowing Shenley to have a
meaningful say in fundamental planning decisions that will have a major detrimental
impact on our community despite the fact that the Shenley Neighbourhood Plan was
adopted earlier this year. Hertsmere are fundamentally ignoring the Localism Act as
witnessed by your recent application approval at Cowley Hill.
As part of the Shenley Plan process we had over 50 meetings (Steering Group and
Working Party meetings) 6 major public meetings and well attended stands at the 2017
and 2018 Shenley Fetes. Our three major surveys were well supported and we had
approaching 2000 comments. A huge amount of feedback for a community the size of
ours. For the 2018 Local Plan Consultation HBC say in the Draft Local Plan that you had
4000 responses from over 2,100 individuals. We had 2000 comments!As a result we
were able to compile a Shenley Neighbourhood Plan that reflects what the majority of
Shenley community wants and what we need as a key and distinctly rural village in the
borough.
We continue to be concerned that major decisions are being made affecting Shenley by
the Borough Executive when neither of our two Borough Councillors are Executive
members and of the eight members six members represent Elstree & Borehamwood and
Bushey. Some of these Borough Councillors have expressed in public the view that they
should not have more development, it should be shifted to Shenley and this is what clearly
what HBCseem to be proposing. We agree that Elstree, Borehamwood, and Busheyand
indeed Potters Bar have been over developed in recent years but they do have main line
stations and better bus services which for good planning reasons make them more
suitable areas for development than Shenley which has little infrastructure and as we keep
pointing out narrow, bendy over used rural roads.
We understand that there will always be a demand for new homes. Towns and villages do
change but comparing the Borough currently to how it was 60 years ago. We have already
lost huge amounts of Green Belt for redevelopment. The road network around the
Borough is virtually in gridlock, not forgetting that on top of that issues on the M25 and the
A1M can bring traffic to a stop for several hours. We need our elected officials to draw
attention to our problems in expansion so that new homes are not built at the expense of
disruption to existing residents.
Shenley residents wishes must be listened to.

4. Cost of housing and level of Affordable Housing need Page 62
4.1The Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA) indicates a need in the period of
2020-2036 for a total of 503 dwellings per annum in the affordable/social rent and
affordable ownership sectors. A target of 4260 (minimum) affordable dwellings over the
period 2022 to 2038, equating to 35% of all dwellings will contribute towards meeting this
need. This includes 40% of homes on all qualifying site allocations and 35% (the
affordable housing requirement prior to the new Local Plan carrying weight) of anticipated
commitments on qualifying sites*.
*Based on the proportion of completions and commitments in April 2020 on sites of 10 or
more dwellings (32%) excluding prior approvals or site allocations.
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HBC conclude therefore that annually a total 503 of the following affordable housing listed
by type below are needed:



71% - 356 affordable/social rent homes
29% - 147 affordable home ownership

We must ask how this is going to be achieved?
We agree it is necessary but experience from the last few years show that by enlarge
developers want to build mainly large generic properties which they can sell for £1 to £1.5
million rather than the property sizes and types actually needed – 1-3 bedroomed homes.
It is Hertsmere that can make them change this pattern but HBC does not seem inclined to
do so. The threat of being sued by developers if applications are refused seems to
weigh heavy on HBC‟s minds and those of councillors.

4.2 Affordable homes for rent Page 63
„Based purely on earnings, the LHNA indicates that 87% of households requiring
affordable rental properties would not be able to afford rent fixed at 80% of market rent,
indicating the need for new homes to be available at lower, social rent.
We think this is a commendable aspiration but frankly how will HBC achieve this when
recent planning approvals clearly do not reflect what is said in the Draft Plan. Shenley
desperately needs both affordable/social rent homes and affordable home ownership.
Many young people have had to leave the village to move to areas with cheaper housing
despite wanting to stay in the village. When will Hertsmere really do something to alleviate
the problem?
It does not seem to us to be sensible to be encouraging massive new building if it is not
meeting the real housing needs.
This Conservative Government has expressed the view that it does not want see large
amounts of development in the South East of England as it recognises it has already been
overdeveloped. It wants to focus on the ‗levelling up‘ agenda, which has a focus on more
investment in employment and housing outside the South East of England. Hertsmere is a
Conservative authority with a large majority, we assume that HBC will follow this sentiment
and only allow the needed development for the specific shortfall and not encourage over
development of the wrong type of housing?

4.3 Housing Need and Delivery in Shenley Parish
As you know the Parish commissioned a Housing Needs Study for the Parish
(http://shenleyvillage.org/neighbourhood-plan/supporting-documentation/) which was
carried out by AECOM in 2018. We submitted the evidence base as part of our 2018
Local Plan Call for Sites Consultation representations. We said we wished Hertsmereto
respond to it as part of the ‗Call for Sites‘ consultation butwe did not get a response. Can
HBC now please give us an official response.
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More generally we asked HBC to confirm in their response to our representation that any
development consented within the Parish is accounted for in relation to the housing need
identified for the Parish Council. Again we did not get a reply to this request.
Furthermore we requested that the ‗Neighbourhood Element‘ of the Community
Infrastructure Levy within the Neighbourhood Plan (25%) is to be transferred to the Parish
Council in a timely manner and in accordance with the legislation. Developing Site 1, The
Grange will be our only opportunity to have a modern purpose built Community Hub in the
village and the increased CIL monies resultant from us having an adopted Shenley
Neighbourhood Plan will help us fit out the new hub with everything the new Hub needs.
We trust that this happens.
We did not feel that the Issues and Options consultation in 2017 had the appropriate
scope nor detail it should have done and we do not feel that the Draft Local Plan has an
adequately clear vision, spatial strategy and or good policy priorities for growth in the
Borough and Parish. In this current engagement we do not see how Hertsmere‘s duty to
cooperate with other boroughs has informed your approach.We also feel that not
providing/assessing land with capacity of less than 250 and the lack of information on
employment land within the larger planned communities are inadequate at this stage of the
Local Plan making process.
Hertsmere says„The Local Plan must take account of the Hertfordshire Local Transport
Plan (2018 and related documents and also strategies and frameworks produced by the
Hertfordshire Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP). The Local Transport Plan sets out
measures to reduce the need to travel, to encourage sustainable transport options and to
promote active travel as well as major transport schemes. None of these major
transport schemes are currently located in the borough‟.
Proposing a large development on a site that currently has no rail or bus links makes no
sense. We know what Hertsmere‘s plans will mean….even more Traffic.driving through
Shenley to reach the new Media Centre to get to Borehamwood & Elstree station and
other destinations. This is something that HBC and Hertfordshire County Council will not
acknowledge.
At our Parish Council Meeting on 2nd November Morris Bright said, ―he cannot and should
not support any development unless infrastructure is built at the same time‖. He told us
problems can be ‗designed out‟.Problems weren‟t designed out re the Hospital
development and Shenley suffers the consequences to this day. We do not have
faith that problems will be „designed out‟ in relation to either Bowman‟s Cross or the
Cowley Hill & Media Centre developments.
The NPPF makes it clear that Green Belt boundaries should only be altered where
exceptional circumstances are fully evidenced and justified. In coming to the
conclusion that an extension to the boundary is justified, the planning authority
must be able to demonstrate that it has fully examined all other reasonable options
for meeting its identified need for development.
The sheer number of sites, assessment reports, and undefined cumulative impacts
combined with very thin information as to what is actually proposed for all the sites
proposed over the Borough makes it very challenging if not impossible to give intelligently
considered feedback. The intelligent consideration and response to Hertsmere‘s
consultation is therefore in our view hindered to an unacceptable level. HBC should
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suspend the Local Plan until all important assessments and surveys have been carried
out. The information from the recently commissioned Sustainable Transport Strategy
Report is particularly important. This should have been completed by now.
Sustainable Transport is of particular concern to Shenley residents.

5. GREEN BELT - Alternative Development Scenario for Growth in a
borough made up of 80% Green Belt
5.1Para 137 in the NPPF states:
‗Before concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green
Belt boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate
that it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for
development. This will be assessed through the examination of its strategic policies,
which will take into account the preceding paragraph, and whether the strategy:
a) Makes as much use as possible of suitable brownfield sites and
underutilised land.
b) optimises the density of development in line with the policies in chapter 11
of this Framework, including whether policies promote a significant uplift in
minimum density standards in town and city centres and other locations well
served by public transport; and
c) Has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about
whether they could accommodate some of the identified need for development,
as demonstrated through the statement of common ground.
d) If it is decided that Green Belt land should be released for development, the
planning authority should first consider using that land which has previously
been built upon and/or is well served by public transport.

5.2We would like to encourage HBC to test a development scenario which is closer
the NPPF 2018 and combines the following 5 planning policy strategies to achieve
well-designed places. This development scenario:
a) develops brownfield first and in higher densities in walking distance around
train stations and high streets (para 138 NPPF 2018) fixing some of our
dysfunctional settlement aspects in our urban settlements including traffic and
providing much needed homes for the elderly and young families with less
access to a car near services.
b) Prioritises the many smaller sites (the 30+) part of or adjacent to existing
settlement areas with access to a range of (physical) infrastructure networks
(para 138 NPPF 2018). This will help in diffusing impacts and having positive
impacts on economic, social, environmental and viability impact due to their
proximity to local services. Smaller local companies that also are more likely to
design, build and sell them more independently.
c) supports Parishes and Town Councils in producing Neighbourhood
Development Orders for sites to remain permanently in the Green Belt and via
a public vote (para 144.f).
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d) explores Special Policy Areas and Village Envelope Extensions to help to
deliver new development with a significant proportion of genuine affordable
homes in the Green Belt and stripped down good rural design standards.

Shenley Parish Council wholeheartedly supports what CPRE say
in their statement issued on 20th October:
CPRE, the Countryside charity‟s analysis of Hertsmere Borough
Council‟s Planning for Growth Draft Local Plan Regulation 18
(September 2021)
„We estimate that 1025 hectares of land within the Green Belt are proposed for
development: circa 961 hectares for housing and circa 64 hectares for employment and
commercial space. We do not believe that the Council has given sufficient
consideration to the environmental implication of losing this huge amount of
countryside and green space, which is equivalent to more than 2500 football
pitches.
The fact that all the open countryside in the Borough is designated as Green Belt is not
identified in the Draft Local Plan as a positive attribute for the Borough. This is clearly
intentional and effectively ignores the contribution that open countryside makes to the
quality of life for local people, providing an imbalanced Draft Local Plan.
It is stated frequently in the Draft Local Plan, and in public presentations, that it is a
requirement for the Council to provide for housing need in full, as assessed by the
Government formula (known as the „standard method‟). This is not true
The Government has repeatedly stated that its formula for assessing housing need is a
starting point, but each local Council is responsible for the preparation of housing targets
for its Local Plan, taking into account local circumstances and constraints. The

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) allows councils to take into
account the presence of designated protected land, including the Green
Belt, in determining (reducing) the appropriate housing targets.
In addition, the Government has repeatedly pledged to protect the Green Belt, and the
Prime Minister recently stated at the Conservative Party conference that housing would
not be built on greenfield sites. With its Draft Local Plan, Hertsmere has chosen to ignore
these Government statements‟
Lack of protection of Green Belt as a Strategic Objective for the Local PlanAll of
Hertsmere outside the built-up areas is designated as Green Belt, which also includes
designated environmental sites, which are key characteristics of the district and contribute
greatly to the quality of life and well-being of residents. The proposed Draft Local Plan
would allocate approximately 12% of the Green Belt in Hertsmere for development and
this will have a very significant impact on the character and appearance of the Borough.
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With all the open countryside of the Borough being Green Belt, it is
unacceptable that its protection is not regarded as a specific Strategic
Objective for the local Plan. A basic characteristic of the Green Belt is
its permanence, and it should be a principal constraint to development
and a huge asset for the Borough to be protected and enhanced for the
benefit of everyone, both residents and visitors alike.
The „Green Hertsmere‟ Vision heading in Section 3 of the Draft Local Plan makes no
mention of the Green Belt and „Distinctive Hertsmere‟ states simply that “the
strategic green belt (sic) will be protected”. This is clearly not true.
A single line in Strategic Objectives 13 (Section 3) refers to the Green Belt and
polices referring to the Green Belt comprise six pages in a 245 page document. The
minimal treatment of this major land designation is a significant failing of the Draft
Local Plan.
The LHNA uses out-of-date projections from 2016 Office of National Statistics projections.
We firmly believe that the latest projections, currently available for 2018 and shortly to
become available for 2020, as required by technical guidance should be used. These
show a projected decrease in new households in the Borough for the plan period, and
therefore a reduced number of houses which should be planned for.

The Council has also failed to take account of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) as revised in July 2021, paragraph 11,
footnote 7, which permits local planning authorities to restrict the scale
of development due to planning constraints including protection of
Green Belt and other designated areas and sites.
Green Belt assessment (Stage 2)
We understand from Hertsmere’s FAQ that the Green Belt Assessment is only the
view of a consultant and that it is the councillors that will decide on the strategic
site allocations in new Local Plan.We strongly object to this notion of devaluing the
technical evidence base. This undermines the importance of independent assessment
work and evidence in this highly technical and emotive area Green Belt release. The
inspector at examination stage which will have to look at each of the sites that are
considered to be taken out of the Green Belt in light of Para 137 in the NPPF: ‘Before
concluding that exceptional circumstances exist to justify changes to Green Belt
boundaries, the strategic policy-making authority should be able to demonstrate that it has
examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for
development.’ Green Belt protection is strongly supported by the NPPF 2018 and the tests
are robust and challenging when it comes to taking land permanently out of the Green
Belt. As there is no Government change to Green Belt policy we find it hard to see how
Hertsmere can justify further development in the Green Belt.
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6. Lack of information in terms of Infrastructure Delivery Planning
6.1 Our Parish covers about 25% of the land in the borough, over 95% of the Parish is
located in the Green Belt, but it is only home to 4% of the population of the borough. This
of course in many ways makes us an easy target for growth but the Parish












Does not have a train station,
Has a very limited bus service but your comment with regard to the specific
infrastructure plan for Shenley Grange Plan S1 says that public transport is
classified as ‗important‘ rather than critical. This comment is made despite it
generally being acknowledged that Shenley has a very inadequate bus service and
there are no cycle lanes. Because of the poor bus service villagers are car
dependent.
Most of Shenley roads are narrow rural bendy roads not suitable for heavy traffic
but there is no reference to transport improvements proposed for Shenley in
Section 4, Schedule A1. None.
2017 figures proved we had 10,000 traffic movements through Shenley daily. What
will the figure rise to in the future – 20,000 daily?
Has very little education and health infrastructure. Shenley Primary cannot be
extended. All you envisage is a possible increase in capacity of Clore Shalom
primary school (a faith school which may only take a limited number of new
children) and this is classified as ‗important‘ rather than critical.
Only a few local jobs.
The network of water mains, electricity, waste, gas, telephone, and internet
connections is very thin and in large parts of our Parish not in existence.
The majority of the land you have identified for redevelopment is currently used for
food production.
We have the combined effects of Brexit and Covid and the future is uncertain while
we adjust therefore it would be sensible to keep land under cultivation.

6.2 The rural character of the Parish has already been altered through the building of
the M25 and Porters Park. The noise and air quality issues generated by the
significantly increased traffic are not to be under estimated on either site of the M25
and London Road. A pregnant resident told us a few years ago that she was told to
stop smoking due the high levels of carbon monoxide in her blood - She does not
smoke and lives on a farm and there was a concern that her condition was due to the
fact that she lives within a mile of the M25! In London in a significant case an 8 year
old asthmatic girl has on her death certificate that traffic pollution caused her death.
Since then Planning Authorities now have to comply with new environmental factors
relating to pollution.
6.3. At the briefing with us on 20th October Mark told us that Hertsmere have just
commissioned a Sustainable Transport Strategy report for Hertsmere. We have to ask
why did Hertsmere not do this before as HBC have known for some time that Hertfordshire
County Council have no plans for major infrastructure in Hertsmere which means that HBC
proposals cannot be considered to be sustainable.
With no up to date transport data and no in depth details for any of the sites being
highlighted for development we believe this plan does have enough detail for anyone to be
able to give informed feedback.
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The New NPPF and ‗A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment‘
as well as emerging neighbourhood plans in the borough emphasize the importance of
Green Belt and open space protection, biodiversity/habitats enhancement, the need
for development underpinned by sufficient infrastructure provision and indeed high
design quality when considering the growth of settlements.
6.4 We are concerned how the large sites will comply with the governments ‗
A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to Improve the Environment‘ and its emerging ‗Net
Biodiversity Gain‘ policies. This is relevant for all.
6.5Hertsmere‘s engagement document proposes large number of ‗strategic sites‘
(250+ homes), numerous sites of (<250 homes) and various out of town Employment
Sites (EMP 07 omitted). We do not understand how so many sites can meaningfully be
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considered. Can HBC please explain how it arrived at defining the sites above 250 as
‗strategic‘ and not using for instances Schedule 2 Development thresholds for
Environmental Impact Assessments (150+ homes).
We object that HBC‘s approach does not consider the sites below the - in our view
unexplained 250 homes threshold - in this consultation in any sufficient way. In our
case for the Parish of Shenley we also object to those sites where those could amount
according to HBC‘s publication to 400+ homes (no employment indicated). This
particularly where site constraints on the ‗strategic sites‘ have not been considered to
a sufficient amount of detail, leading to unrealistic identified site capacities in our view,
overly positive job and infrastructure provision expectations and the ability to deliver an
undefined proportion of affordable housing (at 80% of market price). The latter will
price out a very large number of people and it is not clear where all those thousands of
people will come from who can afford 80% of current market prices in Shenley or the
region. Many of the new homes need to be much cheaper than that. This if they are to
help address local supply shortages (old Core Strategy Policy). Mortgage lenders do
not provide more than 4 or 5 times the annual salary and we do not expect that to
change in the next decade.
6.6 Shenley Parish is home to three large sites and 4 smaller sites (each below
<250). It has an adopted Shenley Neighbourhood Plan that wanted to develop land
via Neighbourhood Development Order/s.We are acutely aware of Hertsmeres lack of
communicated vision for these sites but there is a general commitment on our side to
design great new places to live and work in our rural environment that our research
indicates would gain the support of local people. A clear strategy and commitment to
good place-making by building in the best accessible places to densities that reduce
the loss of Green Belt is extremely important to our community. Our strategy involves
the development of an NDO so the village and development land is kept in the Green
Belt.
We say again that we would like Hertsmere to consider forming a Special Policy
Area for The Grange. Residents do not want The Grange or land in Harris Lane
taken out of Green Belt. We do not want land in Harris Lane included at all. If
The Grange is to be developed we consider that that is more than enough
development for Shenley particularly in view of Hertsmere proposals for
Bowmans Cross (partly in Shenley Parish) and Cowley Hill (wholly in Shenley
Parish).
We mention the specific sites in more detail later in the letter.
Hertsmere‘s strategy seems to be to looking at very large sites only as a means to find
the required monies to fund the needed infrastructure. We do not think this is a sound
approach ‗‗in examining fully all other reasonable options‘ (para 137 NPPF) nor do the
proposed densities seem deliverable. Assumptions made regarding the number of
homes and ability to finance those listed and huge infrastructure requirements seem
overly optimistic and by no means convincingly evidenced. Hertsmere‘s Infrastructure
Delivery Plan Baseline 2018 was a start but we believe it to be wholly inadequate to be
considered as part of forming a justified view on the suitability of sites.
The smaller S1 Shenley Grange, as indicated in Hertsmere‘s consultation will require
less physical infrastructure investment than other sites to connect to existing road and
public transport infrastructure as well as water, waste and electricity networks. As a
consequence there will be more money available for Shenley to have a much needed
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purpose built community centre and more genuine affordable homes as part of the mix
of homes needed in the Parish.

7. Green Belt Boundary and Porters Park
7.1 As a Parish, we are determined to not allow another Porters Park to happen in front
of our eyes. There, all the promised infrastructure and services were never provided
because of viability but also because of the inability of enforcing existing policies and good
practice. Over the years more homes were ‗fitted in‘ without a proper layout that works well
for pedestrians and children nor for bus services or cars generally. Also promised
community facilities were simply not delivered.
7.2 Porters Park was a brownfield development with much of the physical infrastructures
either in place or easy to connect to which helped in reducing development costs. Most of
the very large potential sites have no physical infrastructure in place and development
costs will no doubt lead to negotiations with the developers on the affordable housing
proportion (at 80% of the market price) and community infrastructure provision. This after
much of the money is spend for traffic engineering and other physical infrastructures.
However, the Government and the courts attach great importance to Green Belts. The
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land
permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and
their permanence.
7.3 We would like to bring to Hertsmere‘s urgent attention that taking Porters Park out of
the Green Belt in 2016 (without consultation) has put obligations onto HBC with regards to
maintaining the ‗permanence‘ of Green Belt boundary beyond the plan period.

Further in the Public Enquiry in 1986 and subsequent legal agreements
with regard to the permanence of the boundary of Porters Park between
the NHS, Shenley Park and HBC should be honoured.
‗Securing a good future for Shenley, HBC‘s Planning Brief which was approved and
adopted on 22nd October 1986. Stated ‗The first priority is tostrengthen the Green
Belt. It goes on to say „The key to an effective Green Belt is the definition of a defensible
inner boundary around the site and this will be achieved by….: „Reinforcing a green
edge all-round the site so that the redevelopment does not impinge on the view
from the surrounding roads and cannot sprawl beyond pre-set boundaries.
(Introduction Point 7 Page ii). The Proposals 7d. says „Public Open Space – 45 metres
of rural Parkland “Shenley Park”, to be provided together with a „green border‟ 5 metres
wide around the site.‘ On Page 6, Defensible Green Belt boundary point 2.6 says „To
achieve a permanent Green Belt boundary round the site, a green border, or „cordon
sanitaire‟ should be created, encircling all the developed area. This should be planted
with a mixture of oak, ash, dogwood, hawthorn, etc.; to create a thicket and it should
include the provision of a circular pathway round the site. The aim should be to retain
the feeling of being in the countryside while going along Black Lion Hill.
In a letter to the editor of the Borehamwood & Radlett Advertiser dated 17 th July 1990
Robin Smith, Hertsmere Borough Council Planning Officer says ‗ In relation to the 30ft
wide green border round the Hospital Site, the Secretary of State‟s Inspector who
conducted the Public Inquiry into the Planning Application for the Hospital site, required
this strip only between the Cricket Field and Cow Banks before any development is
allowed to begin, and not around the whole hospital site as proposed in Hertsmere‟s
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Planning Brief. Nevertheless, we persuaded the Health Authority to extend this strip
round most of the site and guarantee its provision through a legal agreement with
Hertsmere, thereby achieving the main objectives of the green border‟
Securing a good future for Shenley, Policy 1: A 30 foot strip should be provided
round the site before any development is allowed to begin.Page 7, 2.9 says „it is
therefore envisaged that the Green Belt boundary should be drawn right round the hospital
buildings, the staff housing to the north and the incidental open spaces between the
hospital and Radlett Lane to the south. The future pattern of development and incidental
open spaces would then reflect both existing site characteristics and future needs within
the excluded area. Within this area there would be strong belts of trees to reinforce the
distinctive character of the site, particularly as seen from the north. This revision to the
Green Belt boundary will be formally incorporated into the Development Plan in the
Hertsmere District Plan Review.
Appendix B – Policy 35: With particular regard being paid to the Area of Great
Landscape Value shown on the Proposals Map, development likely to have a
detrimental effect on the landscape will not be acceptable. Regard will be paidto the
setting, siting, design, and external appearance of such development as is permitted.
Policy No.18 – Agricultural Priority Areas
The needs of farming and forestry will have priority over other activities within agricultural
priority areas. The following guidelines will be used in agricultural areas……(i)
Agriculture is to be encouraged. A minimum of land in agricultural production will
be lost to development, with land in high classification being completely protected
from development, except where suitably located land of a lower agricultural quality
is not available. Urban related activities will be managed to minimise interference with
farming.
Maintaining the permanence of the Green Belt boundary round Porters Park, a green
border or ‗cordon sanitaire‘ is as important today as it was when Porters Park was built. It
is also still important to protect Shenley Parishes agriculture. The Green Belt boundary is
of specific legal concern in view of your plans to take the village out of Green Belt and we
need reassurances from Hertsmere that the Green Belt boundary round Porters Park will
be permanent.
It seems that the following changes were agreed by the Hertsmere Development Services
Committee on 4th October 1989 and the Park Trust Board on 23rd November 1989:
1. The widening of the 30ft strip south of the properties in North Avenue (for the length
of a proposed surface water balancing pipe (this is the area now known as Cow
Banks Wood)
2. The inclusion of that part of the 30ft strip adjoining the southern boundary to No.1
Black Lion Hill in the competition site (i.e. its exclusion from the park)
It would seem that there ended up being some problems with the 30ft border but at a
meeting of Hertsmere Borough Council‘s Environment Committee on 2 nd October 1991 it
was agreed that the 30ft border would be reinstated and this proposal was ratified by the
full council a month later. Unless there have been any other proposals since this should
be the position currently. Please will HBC confirm.
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This documentation ‗Securing a Good Future for Shenley‘ is the type of documentation we
would have expected for all large developments in the Draft Local Plan.

8.High Level Traffic Impact Assessment
The Traffic Impact Assessment across all larger sites will have significant impacts on
London Road, Black Lion Hill, Woodhall Lane, Green Street and Cowley Hill and
surrounding key junctions. We strongly object that Hertsmere only consider roads right
adjacent to large site being mentioned in HBC‘s summary assessment for each site
(Benefits and opportunities Challenges and constraints table). This is very unhelpful and
incorrect in our view. The sites and the overall scale of development within a 5 miles
radius of the key village roads and junctions also need to be considered. As HBC know,
the daily *10,000 traffic movements through the village are by no means local traffic hence
the scale of growth expected to take place within perhaps 20miles radius over the next
decade will have significant impacts even if there is not one more home or employment
space built in Shenley Parish.
Overall, we feel that the High level Traffic Impact Assessment has not given enough detail
or weight in relation to potentially allocating sitessupporting sustainable patterns of
development. The independent examination of the New Local Plan will specifically look
into how the proposed local plan Green Belt release and site allocationscontributes to
sustainable patterns of development. It will closely look at the provision of accessible
public transport and also walking and cycling provision. The need for travelling needs to
be reduced in the first instance, access to high frequency public transport and much
improved walking and cycling provision to be prioritised over road infrastructure
improvements. Car parking standards for any development in our Parish have to be
looked at differently because we are a rural village, car dependent because there is no
reliable public transport. Therefore any new development in the Parish will require
adequate parking. If there are three working members in a household they are likely to
need three cars to travel to work because most places in Shenley are poorly serviced by
public transport. So therefore mass building in Shenley Parish is unsustainable unless
there is improved public transport.
*The 10,000 daily traffic movement through Shenley village figure is now

over four years old. It is imperative that a new survey is done asap.

9. Primary School Provision
Hertsmere says: that Hertfordshire County Council as Education Authority has identified
constraints that limit expansion potential of Shenley primary school, and that the relocation
and delivery of a larger school on a new site within would not be viable. Page 44
On Page 32 HBC says: ‘ Key Issues and challenges No scope to physically expand the
primary school thereby constraining the amount of growth in the village.
As there is an acknowledge limit in the capacity Shenley Primary School then why is
Hertsmere proposing 350 new homes in Shenley Village?
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The above shows that Hertfordshire County Council is not considering Shenley Village as
an area of growth.
Clore Shalom School, located in Shenleyburyis a voluntary aided primary day school that
serves the local and wider Jewish community. HBC proposals suggest capacity at the
school can be increased. It is classified ‘as important’ rather than critical. The school is a
faith school so not a suitable option for all families.

We will now comment about each of the proposed sites individually
including the sites which Hertsmere gives Borehamwood references but
are actually in Shenley Parish and therefore Shenley Parish sites.
Hertsmere says:
Shenley isA rural village with a distinctive centre that has grown
substantially in the last 20 years with development of the former
Shenley Hospital. Largely residential in character with a limited range of
local shops and local services, and limited opportunity for infill
development.
„The original village along London Road has its origins in early medieval times
and was formed around what is known locally as „The Triangle‟ before
expanding mainly in a linear form south along London Road. The village later
expanded predominately to the east of London Road, due to the presence of
Shenley Grange and its grounds on the western side, which has since been
demolished. A large part of the village is designated as a conservation
area, the largest in Hertsmere. There is a high density of listed
buildings and structures within the village‟
Hertsmere says it will:„Protect and enhance the character of the
conservation area‟
Strategic Objective 19 (P.12) says: „Retain the distinct and separate
identities of towns and villages and ensure that new development
reflects the size, pattern and character of the settlement in which they
are located.‟
Objective 20 says: „Conserve and enhance historic and culturally
important heritage, including locally and nationally listed buildings and
structures‟
The above says it all. The NPPF, the adopted Shenley Neighbourhood
Plan and Hertsmere‟s own planning are clear on the protection of
historic assets and the importance of the surrounding environment. It
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is why Shenley Village must not be taken out of the Green Belt. It is a
unique village in Hertsmere. Just because we have ended up with a
large urban development in the village does not justify the old historic
village being made vulnerable to urban density development. It should
and must remain rural density to preserve its historic rural character. It
is the only way the character of the conservation area can be protected
and enhanced. We ask Hertsmere to please listen to us.

10. Site S1 Shenley Grange Land to the west of London Road, Shenley.
This is made up of land owned by two different landowners –„The
Grange‟and „Longview‟. The land is bordered by Woodhall Spinney.240
homes proposed.
PLEASE NOTE THAT IF THE GRANGE IS DEVELOPED WE WANT IT
KEPT IN GREEN BELT. It can be. Porters Park was in the Green Belt for
over 20 years. Hertsmere wants to take the Grange and village out of
Green Belt against the wishes of Shenley Parish Council and residents.
Shenley Neighbourhood Plan AECOM Site Assessment 2018 – Site 1
The Shenley Neighbourhood Plan AECOM Site Assessment report January 2018
recommended Site 1 as being the site most favourable site for development for good
planning reasons. We are of the view that there is no point commissioning a detailed
expert report to discard the advice unless there are very good reasons to do so.
Site S1 (called Site 4 in the report) was reviewed by AECOM as part of the Shenley
Neighbourhood Plan Site Assessment January 2018. AECOM concluded that the site is
the best site of all Shenley Parish sites to be developed for the following reasons:
a) The site is within the Green Belt and largely outside the infilling areas of the service
village envelopes, whereby development of the sites conflicts with Local Plan policy.
b) The Green Belt Parcel which includes the site has been identified to be brought
forward for further assessment in Stage 2 of the Green Belt Assessment, to
potentially identify weakly performing green belt sub-divisions (of green belt parcels)
for removal from the green belt.
c) The area that includes S1 was identified in the Hertsmere Local Plan: Issues and
Options as a potential growth area for enlargement of Shenley Village.
d) S1 is in a favourable location for services and amenities, and presents an
opportunity to balance growth along the western edge of the central spine of the
village, uniting the old and new parts of Shenley Village.
e) While the site is heavily screened and can only largely be seen from a few local
residences, natural and built heritage constraints would require sympathetic
development proposals to mitigate and minimise impacts on woodland habitats and
the setting of the conservation area.
If we have to have development in Shenley then for good planning reasons the
development must be in the most favourable position for the Village. We accept the
AECOM report. Having said that we can only support development on this site if the site is
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kept in the Green Belt and the development is rural density. To be clear it needs to be
open rural development. There is absolutely no support for dense urban development on
our AECOM favoured site.
The number of homes built on the site is crucial. The AECOM Housing Needs
Assessment for Shenley (2018) indicated 220 (unconstrained) homes were needed for
Shenley Parish. We believe that with Site 1 it is imperative that the number of houses is
significantly reduced. A Village Green and community/cultural centre will take up a large
chunk of the 12 hectare site plus there are the woodland and landscaped areas to
consider. There really needs to be some flexibility for what will be a centre of the village
and something that can be very special.
Site S1 Density: The density you propose for S1, 240 (a green field site) is 20 houses per
hectare. The recently approved Cowley Hill Stables site, 16 residential units, is on a 1.47
hectare site resulting in a density of 10.9 units per hectare! 20 houses per hectare for S1
is nearly double the amount to be built on the Cowley Hill!! This indicates that little
thought has been given to the site and it‟s setting adjacent to the largest
conservation area in the Borough with a significant number of listed buildings.There
is no doubt in our view that the whole area should be included in the Conservation Area
and be a ‗Special Area‘ of significant interest as we must repeat ‗there is nothing like it in
Hertsmere‘! Limiting it to below 220 at an agreed percentage of the 220 would be
preferable. We are particularly concerned about the number of units proposed for
‗Longview‘ – 100. It is the smaller of the two sites (approx. 8 acres) so should have far
fewer units. Site 1 is the only site in the Village Envelope that is appropriate for limited
development.
Neighbourhood Development Order.We would again like to explore doing a
Neighbourhood Development Order as it will enable Shenley Parish with community
consent via a referendum to give planning permission for an open rural development of
around 220 homes (unconstrained) or less. The process would mean that the community
are involved in the design process and they then get to vote to say yes or no to the plan.
The alternative option now proposed by Hertsmere involves removing the site from the
Green Belt to enable 240 homes to be built. We do not agree with this approach and think
that it would be unreasonable for HBC refuse to consider allowing us to do an NDO.
Special Policy Area - We cannot stress enough that Residents want the land kept in the
Green Belt to ensure that it is sympathetically blended into the old village. We ask
Hertsmere to create the ‗Special Policy Area‘ we wanted to have in our Shenley
Neighbourhood Plan to ensure that thesite edge to the open countryside, the Green Belt,
the Spinney (our protected Local Green Space and the numerous statutory and locally
listed buildings – all contributing to the creation of this distinct rural setting - are considered
carefully and not harmed in any way as and when new development is designed and
delivered. We and the community want a full say. We do not want Hertsmere Planning
Officers and Borough Councillors who do not represent us and don‘t live in Shenley Parish
making decisions with the developers without consulting us. We expect the site to
support many of our adopted Shenley Neighbourhood Plan objectives and to
respect the Design Codes and Principles in the adopted Shenley Plan. The design
needs to follow our vision not an interpretation by people who do not live in the
village.
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Taking the site out of Green Belt: If Hertsmere do this against our wishes we know that
the site will be extremely vulnerable to having Urban density development. Urban density
on this particularly sensitive site cannot be anything other than totally detrimental
to the Village. We view the strategic site you propose as offering the village a unique
opportunity to have a new village green and much needed modern community hub which
could be really special and if planned properly could receive wide spread support from the
community.











New Village green & Lake - We have a vision of a pond and open space to be
enjoyed by all ages. Capable to holding temporary events including the occasional
markets with outdoor seating.
Multi-use community centre/cultural centre with community café - A beautiful
outlook for the multi-use Parish Council owned and run new community
centre/cultural centre café. The centre to have meeting facilities which can be
used by the Parish Council and can be let out for income. It will give us the
opportunity, a once in a lifetime opportunity to have a meeting centre similar to the
Radlett Centre with a community café which can ultimately be used for weekly
Senior lunches or teas. Groups can play badminton, table tennis, indoor five a side
football in the winter and so much more. We envisage being able to have a
permanent home for our village archives/photos and documents which people only
get to see in displays on Remembrance Sunday. We would like to get community
ideas. It is crucial that the most is made of the opportunity to give the Village a
modern, multi-purposeParish Council run community centre in the heart of the
village. It is the only practical opportunity for the village to achieve its aim of having
such a facility rather than having to manage with various different buildings which is
fragmented and does not provide everything the village needs. The new centre
could provide a new focal point for our village life, support the local economy and
S1 could meet our local housing needs in walking distance to all the key local
village facilities.
Rural density development-The ultimate numbers must be commensurate with a
sympathetic rural design with rural density for the new village centre which will
mean there having to be some flexibility on mix to make the development viable. It
should be treated as a very special case, the first in Hertsmere.
Design should follow the adopted Shenley Plan Design codes and principles
so it enhances our Conservation Area.
Pedestrian and cycling improvements. S1 can support pedestrian and cycling
improvements on London Road to help connect the new Community space with
key village amenities such as the school. The Community space carpark can be
used by parents dropping off and collecting children from Shenley Primary thus
alleviating parking during those peak times. School parking in the morning and
afternoon is a major and continuing problem which extends into Harris Lane as
many parents‘ park in Harris Lane if they cannot find a space in London Road near
the school.
A pedestrian route from London Road to the Spinney (Footpath No.10) and
footpath to the south of the site to provide better and more routes in the Village and
Porters Park would be welcome and extremely beneficial. The Spinney path
surface would need to be upgraded and some kind of lighting (important for the
winter when clocks go back).
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We repeat that we do not want the site removed from Green Belt. It can either be
made a Special Policy Area or the Village Envelope can be enlarged to include it.
Either option would allow Site 1 to be developed and at the same time be kept in the
Green Belt to ensure that site remains rural.
Rural density development required.As we have emphasised previously we do not want
urban density development along the lines of Porters Park on this special site. It needs
rural density. It is not only wholly undesirable to have urban density but the more urban
development we have the more likely it will lead to yet more permissions for urban
development in Shenley Village and Shenley Parish as a whole and therefore ultimately
we will lose our fight to remain a village which is categorically not what we and our
community want. What has happened to both Borehamwood and Radlett ‗Villages‘ is very
much in our minds.
Sustainability
a) Limited bus services from London Road to Radlett and Borehamwood means
development of this site would go against Local Plan Core Strategy Objective 8 – ―to
raise levels of access by seeking development in locations not dependent on access by
car‖
b) Site does not comply with Government guidelines set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework on sustainability, building within a 5 minute walk of a train station. It
is not within walking distance of a train station or serviced by a bus that runs every 3-5
minutes. Bus services in Shenley are infrequent and unreliable.
c) We must stress again that HBC can‘t make people use car clubs however desirable nor
can HBC with today‘s extremely busy lifestyles make people walk or cycle, not in a
rural village. Hertsmere must remember that we have a large elderly population.
These facts have to be given proper consideration and must not be dismissed. Car
use is and will remain the predominant means of getting around.
d) Our residents are asking what plans are there for additional capacity for intensive care
units, maternity units, cancer units and other critical healthcare services to support the
greatly increased population? Members of the Shenley Neighbourhood Plan Steering
Group and many residents are particularly concerned about this. Currently residents of
Shenley have to use either or Watford or Barnet Hospitals which are already
oversubscribed.
Environmental Impact
a) The landscape and visual impact would be considerable if the land was taken out of
Green belt and HBC gave planning permission for a dense urban development
similar to Porters Park – 240 homes. We do not want this to happen. An NDO on
this site would mean that any development on the site would be open and rural in
feel. The emphasis would be to develop the land sympathetically making sure
Woodhall Spinney and the Spinney Path are not spoiled. This is something
residents feel very strongly about. That is why the adopted Shenley Plan includes
Policy SH2 Local Green Space : Spinney Woodland and connecting hedge system.
b) If HBC‘s suggested numbers were applied, 240, the number of additional cars
approximately 500, on the roads would increase levels of pollution in the area. This
goes against HBC‘s Local Plan Core Strategy objective of protecting and enhancing
the environment in Hertsmere by addressing the impacts of pollution.
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c) The site is adjacent to local heritage sites including Shenley Village Conservation
Area and an archaeological site – it must be protected. A dense urban
development would be detrimental, a sympathetic rural, open development would
not put these elements at risk.
d) Currently there are no footpaths through the site so only the owners can enjoy the
landscape and lovely views. Sympathetic rural development would give the
community access to some new footpaths, open space, play areas and provide a
new village green with very attractive ponds. It would increase village amenities.
e) Woodhall Spinney is a local wildlife site so it has to be protected.
Road Traffic, Safety and Journey Times
a) If the land was taken out of the Green belt and 240 homes build there would be up to
500 additional cars coming out onto London Road at least twice a day at peak times.
That many additional cars plus cars from other possible developments would severely
impact journey times and traffic congestion. London Road is a two lane road.
b) As with the other sites homes on this site would be car-dependent for journeys out of
the village there is little to no public transport alternative at the moment. The 658, 602
and 358 bus services are infrequent. Also there is no bus service every 3-5 minutes to
a train station or local services.
c) There are concerns about the limited access to site via a private Road and the effect of
additional traffic onto London Road. Residents in the immediate area worry about the
effect on the Harris Lane junction and pedestrian crossing.
Infrastructure issues (schools, doctor‟s surgeries etc.)
a) Shenley Primary School is highly accessible to pupils that might grow up on this site.
We would expect children from this site to be permitted to join Shenley Primary School.
b) Lack of local secondary school places provision. This is not within HBC‘s power to
deliver. While it is provided by the County Hertsmere should not be supporting
development that is not factored into the overall school provision for the county.
c) Gateways Surgery has a very high number of patients, can it cope with more?Would it
be beneficial to have new services located at such a central location/as part of the
village square.
We expect that Hertsmere would not approve the levels of new homes without significant
improvements to local infrastructure.
Maintenance of Green Belt:
Loss of Green Belt land. We do not want the Site taken out of Green belt as Porters Park
was. It is extremely important to our community that it remains Green belt.

11. Site B3 – Land to east of Cowley Hill. 800 homes
800 homes through a mix of dwelling sizes, tenures, and types: to
include 40% of all new homes as affordable housing, a proportion of
specialist supported and extra care housing, self-build plots and Gypsy
and Traveller provision.
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This site is not in Borehamwood it is in Shenley Parish and should have
a Shenley reference. Giving it a Borehamwood reference causes
confusion.
„Where there has been a change to the Green Belt boundary following the allocation
of the site, compensatory Green Belt improvements will be secured through legal
agreement linked to any planning permission for the development. In addition any
specific measures identified such improvements should include an appropriate
contribution to the improvement of nearby public rights of way providing access to
the countryside for local communities, as well as the agreement of a detailed plan to
create new appropriately designed clear and defensible Green Belt boundary‟.

Can Hertsmere explain why “urban sprawl” is proposed from Well End
into Rural Shenley along Cowley Hill almost up to Green Street and on
the eastern side beyond Silver Hill Cottage almost to Cross oaks Farm
Cottage. The development will cause severe coalescence between
Borehamwood and Shenley. We are strongly object to the number of
houses Hertsmere is proposing on this site. 800 homeswill mean
development on very large amount of Shenley Parish‟s Green Belt. For
both ecological and rural environmental reasons the amount of
development proposed will be no less than a devastating loss. If
Hertsmere has to build in the area the number of homes should be
considerably less. In addition we believe that:
a) Additional cars from this, at least 1600, and other possible developments in the
area would severely impact journey times from Shenley to Elstree/Borehamwood
Station. Building here would go against sustainable building principles in NPPF –
building within 5 minute walk of a train station. The site is approx. 2 miles from the
nearest station. Not only that there is no bus service every 3-5 minutes to a train
station or local services
b) Access via Potters Lane would add additional congestion to this very narrow road.
c) Additional cars from this and other possible developments in the area heading to
Watford/St Albans/M25 will undoubtedly cause additional traffic congestion in the
area and through Shenley.
d) Cowley Hill residents would potentially look to use Shenley amenities. There will be
a substantial impact on Shenley particularly its rural lanes approached from Cowley
Hill and significantly more so on the eastern side beyond Silverhill Cottage almost to
Cross oaks Farm Cottage.
Infrastructure issues (schools, doctor‟s surgeries etc.)
a) This site is approx. 1.5 miles from the edge of Shenley village, residents on this site
would potentially look to use Shenley amenities: local shops, surgery, etc. The
Gateway Surgery in Shenley would have to accommodate many more patients. As
this site is adjacent to housing in Borehamwood, a more practical solution would be
to look to the Borehamwood surgeries, but we understand that the nearest surgery
in Brook Road Borehamwood has also closed its Books.
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b) What plans are there for additional capacity for intensive care units, maternity units,
cancer units and other critical healthcare services to support the greatly increased
population in the area? What about school‘s capacity/provision? These issues are
of great concern to our community.
c) The area can barely cope with the repercussions to services and roads from the
current spate of building under the Local Plan in place at present.

Maintenance of Green Belt:
a) This area forms an essential gap between Borehamwood and Well End.
b) Developing this site would go against the Local Plan Core Strategy objective
of preventing urban sprawl and the coalescence of towns.
c) In Stage 1 of HBC‘s Green Belt review the conclusion was ‗Development would
not be suitable as the site formed part of a parcel identified as making a
strong contribution to the wide Green Belt, particularly with regard to
preventing encroachment into the countryside. Cowley Hill is identified as one
of a number of durable boundary features with the parcel as a whole largely
comprising open fields with long views and an unspoilt rural character‘. We agree
with this conclusion strongly. The Stage 2 Green Belt review recommends that the
southern part of the sub area within which the site is located could be considered
further. They think with a change of policy 787 homes could be built. We
completely disagree for sprawl and coalescence reasons.

12. Site NS1 – Land at Coursers Road, Bowmans Cross Settlement for
approximately 6000 homes with 2400 homes to be delivered in the plan
period. Approximately 1500 of the 6000 homes proposed will be in
Shenley Parish.
We are of the view that as and when large swathes of land are taken out of Green Belt for
thousands of homes and needed facilities HBC must insist on layouts and densities that
are akin to towns with a shopping/employment and service centre in walking distance to
the new homes. Using less Green Belt land and supporting sustainable patterns of
development with good public transport access are at the heart of this and indeed
theNPPF 2018 (§123, §117 §122). This is relevant for Bowman‘s Cross and all very large
sites not located in walking distance (>800m) from basic shops and services.
The government wants the new garden cities and towns to be extraordinary – ‗exemplars
of high quality and good design‘, sustainable and with enough ‗resources to reinvest in the
renewal of the physical place and support a thriving, diverse community‟. It is seeking to
achieve this by
a) Setting out the aims of the oversight authority, including ‗to plan for the creation of a
high quality settlement which is a sustainable community‘; and
b) Setting out requirements for the development corporation including to ‗aim to contribute
to the achievement of sustainable development‘ and ‗have regard to the desirability of
good design‘.
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There is guidance published which we feel needs to be explained and widely shared with
all Hertsmere communities.
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/721078/New_Towns_Guidance.pdf)
c) Our adopted Shenley Neighbourhood Plan and the adopted Radlett Neighbourhood
Plan are in support of treating applications favourably (§127 NPPF 2018) from developers
that develop Design and Development Briefs, using community design workshops and
other known methods of co-designing with communities as well as the Building for Life 12
Quality Mark to support high quality design. We would expect the New Local Plan to
support this approach in light of the scale of impact these new communities will have on
existing communities and the wealth of knowledge that local communities have to offer in
assisting developers and their design teams in achieving well-designed places.

We have major concerns aboutthe proposals for Bowman‟s Cross
mainly centred around infrastructure provision and the traffic impact
the development will undoubtedly have on Shenley Village and the
Parish as a whole.
The site Hertsmere is considering for this new town seems to be a strange choice as it
would be a standalone town without sustainable connecting infrastructure. Currently it is a
large piece of agricultural land which is not on any rail network. It is surrounded by two
rural lanes - Coursers Lane and the B556 to South Mimms. It has very limited bus
services currently.
a) How can we and residents make informed comment when an outline plan of the
development is not available?
b) Hertsmere say the development will proved a balanced and inclusive community by
securing a mix of dwelling sizes, tenures, and types to include 40% of all new homes as
affordable housing, a proportion of specialist supported and extra care housing, self-build
plots and Gypsy and Traveller provision. How can you ensure that this happens?
c) Adjacent communities, London Colney & Colney Heath and ourselves are extremely
concerned that the scale of development proposed will impact on the vitality and viability of
surrounding centres.
d) Hertsmere say the planwill provide an integrated sustainable transport hub(s) at key
locations across the site which will include a mix of land uses that will encourage the use
of sustainable modes of transport but what about what happens to traffic moving out of the
site into London Colney, Colney Heath and into and through Shenley? The settlement will
dramatically increase traffic movement on Shenley‘s rural roads. We have 10,000+ traffic
movements daily (2017 figure). The figure could double or treble. Shenley cannot cope
with a huge increase in daily traffic. Hertsmere should commission a full traffic analysis to
ascertain what the potential flow of traffic from Bowman‘s Cross will be on roads through
Shenley.
e) Hertsmere say that Bowman‘s Cross will provide 15 forms of entry for primary school
education through 4 new primary schools and 10 forms of entry for secondary school
education through a new school with a reserve site for further secondary school if required.
This number of schools indicates that HBC propose that the development will ultimately be
far larger than 6000 and will end up being more like 12,000 homes.
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f)Hertsmere commit to providing high quality, comprehensive, integrated, and direct
sustainable public transport network that will connect internally and externally to key
destinations via routes that people will use and will take priority over the private car. The
infrastructure that could make a difference – the A414 Mass Rapid Transport
(MRT)network will only link to Potters Bar. Hertfordshire County Council (HCC) are not
including Hertsmere in their plans for the MRT.In fact HCC have no plans for any
major infrastructure plans for Hertsmere and have only budgeted for the
infrastructure needed for the new Harlow extension 10,000 homes. So how can
Hertsmere deliver what it commit to?
g) Hertsmere promise a comprehensive upgrade of the surrounding bus services,
including re-routing bus services through the site, increasing bus service frequency,
providing high quality associated infrastructure, and introducing a new shuttle bus service
to complement the existing upgraded network. How will this be delivered and if it is will the
service remain in place? With the Shenley Hospital development, Porters Park, Shenley
was promised many things which have not been delivered. Bus services to Shenley have
been reducing over the years. It is a poor infrequent service which results in residents
having no choice but to use their cars. The subject is continually brought up at Parish
Council meetings.
h) The air quality and noise level impacts occurring along the M25 corridor on the health
and wellbeing of the future residents, employees and visitors need to be considered
comprehensively and reduced by creating a green lung / buffer zone between the M25 and
the edge of the new town. We think this whole question of density needs to be looked from
a point of land efficiency, cost of infrastructure, loss of green belt, public transport the
feasibility in the first instance before next steps are considered in our view needs to be
looked at. As the Local Planning Authority Hertsmere has a duty to ensure all new
development complies with the latest National Environmental guidance.
There is guidance published which we feel needs to be much wider shared, explained and
applied.
(https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_
data/file/721078/New_Towns_Guidance.pdf)
We think Hertsmere needs to be fully aware of the new guidance.
Health: The number of additional cars on the roads would increase levels of pollution in
the area significantly. This goes against HBC‘s Local Plan Core Strategy objective of
protecting and enhancing the environment in Hertsmere by addressing the impacts of
pollution. This information is particularly relevant to potential development on this site as it
is very close to the M25.
Delivery and phasing
Hertsmere says a joint vision document with country and borough councils to guide
development proposals will be prepared. It should be available now so residents can
make an informed decision about the proposed development.
Hertsmere also says that a clear delivery plan setting out how each key phase will be
delivered, including an indicative phasing plan for the delivery of infrastructure, utilities,
and affordable housing provision. HBC says it will not support any downward review of
Affordable Housing provision at any point in the build out of Bowman‘s Cross. How can
we be sure that HBC will stick to this?
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We also need assurance that Hertsmere will establish a long-term governance and selfsustaining community stewardship scheme for the management and maintenance of
community assets including green corridors, open space, sports provision, and areas of
public realm.
We do not think that this new town is a viable solution.

13. Policy E6 – Media Quarter Borehamwood – Special Policy Area
To further enhance the area‟s standing as a national centre for film and TV
production a Special Policy area will establish a cluster of land uses to support the
growth of the industry. This will comprise the following sites:






Site A (11.3 hectares of land at Sky Studios Elstree) which has consent for
54,391m sq. of film and television studios and will be complete in 2022
providing 12 sound studios.
Site B (15.1 hectares of land to the north of Sky Studios Elstree) to provide
27,550 sq. m of accommodation across 13 sound stages.
Site C (34.8 hectares of land south of Rowley Lane) to provide up to 56,500
sq. m of space for new film studios include 21 sound stages
Site D (land south of Site A including 1.9 hectares of land north of the
Hilton Hotel).

Hertsmere says: In addition to the consented scheme at Site A, Sites B and C are
identified or the delivery of a new film studio complex, together with associated
facilities and supporting infrastructure. Vehicular access to Site B will be secured
from Rowley Lane and vehicular access to Site C will be secured from Rowley Lane
and from an enhanced junction between A1, Rowley Lane and Holmshill Lane.
a) With Sky Studios Phase 1 there have been conflicting figures of between 1500 and
2000 people will be employed. Clearly traffic along the winding lands and Shenley will
be a problem. There are bound to be more large vehicles going to and from the
studios. This will substantially increase with the completion of development along
Rowley Lane up to the Junction of the A1. Your proposals indicate there could be
approximately 45 sound studios in the Media Centre, an enormous development which
is not sustainable.
b) The extension along Rowley Lane will have a substantial impact on Well end and Well
End views from the approach road and Rural Shenley views from the exceptional
landscape along the north ridge. In effect the result will be the industrialisation and
commercialisation of an existing residential and rural area.
c) If your proposed development goes ahead there will be a total of around 45 sound
studios in the area!!No consideration has been given whatsoever on the bulk and
massing on what will be a very large number of enormous buildings. It will be an ‗overpowering development‘ of significant proportions. A reproduction of Sky Phase 1 with
Sky Phase 2 illustrates the significant impact and does seriously bring into question the
sustainability and judgement of the proposed Media site with its extremely serious
impact on the surrounding areas and expansion into the Green Belt.
d) Studio Way was originally taken from the Green Belt to become MGM studios before it
was houses and Elstree Studios has already been shrunk to half its size. New Studios
are being built in Broxbourne, Leavesden and Mill Hill so do we really need another 33
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more sound studios in the Media Centre to add to the 12 already being built for Sky??
We think far too many sound studios are being proposed. Is this space going to end up
being houses instead? The Media Centre appears to aspirational as opposed to
establishing actual demand and suitability of the proposed site. Why is the Media
Centre being proposed without establishing a proper demand and impact assessments
that should be included in the Draft Local Plan?
e) We are extremely concerned to hear that one of the sites proposed will ultimately be in
competition with Hertsmere‘s Elstree Studios which would put the Borough Council
studios at risk which could result in Elstree Studios going out of business. Is this the
ultimate plan so the Elstree Studio land can be built on? What about the lost income??
The plan is not in the best interests of Hertsmere‘s residents.
f) The loss of Borehamwood‘s very popular third generation equestrian centre, one of the
two others which will disappear with proposed development that have not been
considered and protected in the Draft Local Plan as a local and rural asset. 200 livery
places stand to be lost. There is a shortage of equestrian facilities in Hertfordshire so
this would be a great loss to the area.

14. SMALLER SITES PUT FORWARD FOR DEVELOPMENT IN SHENLEY
14.1 Site: HEL 390 – 50 homes estimated Location: Land adjacent to
52 Harris Lane
We strongly object to this site being taken out of Green Belt. We do not think
that it should be developed and we object to Hertsmere‘s proposal to build 50
homes on the field. Urban density housing is not appropriate on this site.
What HBC are proposing is double the density on the surrounding area. The
site is part of rural Shenley opening onto probably the most significant
area of natural beauty in the Parish which there is a good argument to
retain.
We are also extremely concerned about the developer connected to this site as there is a
history of them not properly consulting with the Parish Council or following the adopted
Shenley Neighbourhood Plan.
a) The site substantially fulfils the green belt criteria according to NPPF policy. It prevents
further 'sprawl' of Shenley.
b) The proposed level of density of homes is inappropriate. There are only 20 homes on
a similar size site the next road over, Anderson Road.
c) Parking along Harris Lane means Harris Lane functions as a single-track road. Further
development would bring increased congestion to the road. 50 homes would generate
at least 100 cars increasing the congestion outside the playing fields. Currently when
the playing fields are used for Sunday football Harris Lane is effectively blocked as
people participating park on either side of the road. Therefore any overflow parking
relating to a new development will exacerbate the situation. Extra traffic will also affect
the rest of Harris Lane and other nearby single track roads such as Mimms Land and
Rectory Lane. There would be an increased risk to children, mothers, and dog walkers
etc. who use the playing fields.
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d) Visual impact of a high density development on a small residential lane with rural
character would be detrimental and would have big impact on inward and outward
views.
e) Building here would go against sustainable building principles as detailed for other sites
as no provision exists for further population increase.
f) Limited bus services in Shenley means development of this site would go against Local
Plan Core Strategy Objective 8 – ―to raise levels of access by seeking development in
locations not dependent on access by car‖
g) Site does not comply with Government guidelines set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework on sustainability—it is not within walking distance of a train station or
serviced by a bus that runs every 3-5 minutes.

14.2 Site R3: Land south of Shenley Road, Radlett 195 homes
„Land between Shenley Road and Theobald Street, Radlett. 195 homes through a mix of
dwelling sizes, tenures, and types to include 40% of new homes as affordable housing.
Provide land to facilitate any required future expansion of Newberries Primary School to 3
forms entry. Reserve land for any required further relocation of the Red House Surgery
should an alternative site in the centre of Radlett not be identified‟.
We are very concerned about the main access point onto Radlett Lane being right next to
a very sharp bend which could be dangerous and disrupt traffic flow, which is always
particularly heavy at three peak times, morning work/school run, afternoon school pick up
and evening work home traffic. The area is also prone to flooding.
The site runs from Theobald‘s Street to Shenley Hill. This in effect will ease traffic by
creating a bypass to Radlett‘s shopping area along Watling Street and an alternative route
avoiding the Watling Street and Harper Lane problematic junction. The impact will be that
Shenley will be used as a convenient short cut which will add Shenley‘s already high daily
traffic flow.
h) It will be close to the Porters Park Golf Club development, also Radlett Lane, with
potentially 40 homes however this site falls outside the area of a possible extended
village envelope.
i) Building here would go against sustainable building principles.
j) Additional burden on local infrastructure and roadways.
k) Visual impact on approach to Shenley.
l) Loss of Radlett Green belt.
m) Nearest railway station, Radlett, via already congested driving route. .Lack of parking
spaces for Radlett station already a problem for commuters
n) Limited bus service on Radlett Lane and Porters Park Drive means development of this
site would go against Local Plan Core Strategy Objective 8 – ―to raise levels of access
by seeking development inlocations not dependent on access by car‖

14.3 Porters Park Golf Course – 40 homes plus Club House will be
rebuilt
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We are concerned the proposed development of 40 homes on Porters
Park Golf Course and the building of new Golf Course club house for
the following reasons:
a) It is close to Site R3, also Radlett Lane.
b) Limited bus service on Radlett Lane and Porters Park Drive means development of
this site would go against Local Plan Core Strategy Objective 8 – ―to raise levels of
access by seeking development inlocations not dependent on access by car‖
c) Site does not comply with Government guidelines set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework on sustainability—it is not within walking distance of a train
station or serviced by a bus that runs every 3-5 minutes. The nearest railway
station is Radlett via an already congested driving route. There is a lack of parking
spaces for Radlett station already which is a problem for commuters.
d) Building here would go against sustainable building principles.
e) Additional burden on local infrastructure.
f) Will add to the volume of traffic on Radlett Lane, a rural bendy road, which already
has ahigh traffic level at peak times morning, afternoon, and early evening.
g) Visual impact on approach to Shenley.
h) Loss of Radlett Green belt.
i) Where will the new Club House be sited. Will it be close to Shenley Park?
j) We have serious concerns about the access point on to Radlett Lane from this
development and the repositioned Club House as it is likely to be near the access
point to Site R3. There are two bad bends close to the access of both the Site R3
and the Golf Course development and currently if you meet a bus or large vehicle
they have to take up two lanes causing traffic to stop to allow this to happen.
k) The area is prone to flooding.

14.4. HEL152 Lyndhurst Farm, Borehamwood: 10houses off Green Street, near
Cowley Hill site – Borehamwood post code but is in Shenley Parish. We need to be
assured that contamination on the site will be effectively dealt with. Provision of a link to
footpath O53 is mentioned and a contribution to enhanced pedestrian and cycle routes on
Green Street/Cowley - we need assurances that this will happen. Hertsmere say that new
residential development will reflect the previously developed status of part of the site
providing an opportunity to remove unsightly non-conforming uses in the Green Belt – we
would like assurances that this will be the case.

14.5 HEL601, Green Street, Borehamwood: 5 houses. Exact location not specified in
the Plan – Borehamwood post code but it is in Shenley Parish.
We have no information about what is proposed.
We need to be assured that existing trees and hedgerows will be retained and enhanced
for ecology and visual gain.

14.6 HEL3369 Well End Lodge, Well End, Borehamwood : 15 houses. Next to the
Scout Hut! Borehamwood post code but is in Shenley Parish.
We do not thinks this would be a good position to have 15 houses…..
14.7 Site SM1: South Mimms Village – 4 land parcels – 225 houses
These sites where approximately 225 homes are proposed will generate approximately
500 new vehicles entering the same rural lane the B556 that Bowman‘s Cross traffic will
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be using. The new South Mimms development could in time coalesce with Bowman‘s
Cross. The extra traffic generated will undoubtedly affect Shenley.

Cumulatively these smaller sites will have an impact on Shenley and surrounding area
including more congestion.

CONCLUSIONS:
In light of the ‗levelling up‘ agenda Hertsmere Borough Council should put the Draft
Local Plan on hold and seek further clarification from central government, to support
the reduction in housing and employment sites in the Local Plan.
 We strongly object to any priorities for sites being made or put forward as site
allocation development in the final version of the Local Plan for Hertsmere
without the publication of established ‗constrained‘ housing and employment
needs, master planned options for sites near public transport nodes with
detailed assessments of site related and cumulative impacts. This to be
underpinned by detailed and costed infrastructure delivery plans so that options
can be assessed in a meaningful way.
 In our response to the ‗Call for Sites‘ Consultation in 2018 we said we believed
that further technical work should be carried out for each site put forward
including viability of affordable housing and it should be published and properly
consulted on. Given the scale of change proposed, we said we felt that the
proposed extra consultation should be carried out before the Draft Local Plan
proceeds to Regulation 19. It ought to allow for a well prepared and
substantiated public deliberation on the sites proposed accommodating growth
in the future in the borough and Parishes. We say again that the work we
suggested needs to be done.
 The Draft Local Plan does not have real vision and basic strategic thinking
―Planning for Growth and Climate Change‖ should be the Council‘s initial report
with some high level considerations collaborating with Local Boroughs and Herts
County Council. Selecting a site for a village to meet half the proposed housing
numbers just because it has been put forward by a large land owner when it is
considerable distance from main line stations is not sustainable and we cannot
understand Hertsmere‘s reasons for the proposal. As HCC‘s larger scale
transport infrastructure plans are focussed outside Hertsmere a more suitable
development site could be out of the Borough? An adoption of a Borough by
Borough approach when considering large scale development such as
Bowman‘s Cross really falls in a category of strategic planning and more
expansive thinking.
 We need more clarity from Hertsmere on what is expected from development in
terms of habitat protection, design quality, housing and employment mix and
infrastructure provision. This in support of the NPPF and indeed taking careful
account of the vision, objectives, and policies in adopted Neighbourhood Plans
like the Shenley & Radlett plans and emerging Neighbourhood Plans.
 Hertsmere need to include a strategic objective in the Local Plan which says
HBC will protect the Green Belt and we would like to see specific policies to
achieve this important objective.
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 Hertsmere should take proper account of recent Government statements to
significantly reduce the development in the Green Belt – including the reduction
of the overall housing and employment sites proposed in the Green Belt.
 Hertsmere needs to significantly reduce the number of homes proposed for
Shenley Parish. Over 2000 homes is too many. Please stop including our units
with Borehamwood figures, all it that does is serve to confuse Shenley and
Borehamwood residents. We in Shenley have Radlett in our address but we are
not Radlett.
 Do not include proposals to take Shenley Village out of Green Belt. 98% of
residents do not support the idea, quite the opposite.
 Make S1 a ‗Special Policy Area‘ as the site is of critical importance in the
development of historic rural Shenley and must be developed carefully to fulfil
the aspirations of the community. It is a unique opportunity to build something
special.
 All S1 to be developed by a Neighbourhood Development Order to ensure full
community involvement.
 Find proper solutions for the traffic problems plaguing Shenley Village. Stop
ignoring the fact that Shenley has unacceptably high volumes of traffic
movements through the village daily. It will not be able to cope with double or
treble the current movements.
 Commission a detailed Ecological and Biodiversity reports to assess the impact
of taking 12% of Hertsmere‘s land out of Green Belt. These reports should
assess the impact across the borough and not just be focussed on individual
specific sites. It should be recognised that when a specific site is taken out of
the Green Belt, there are consequential impacts on other parts of the Green Belt
both adjacent to and further afield from the specific site.
 Commission a detailed report to assess the benefits of the high level of Green
Belt land in Hertsmere on the health, well-being, and quality of life for residents.
This should focus, not only on formalised green spaces including parks and
village greens but the benefits of open countryside, network of paths, wildlife,
flora and fauna and open views. This point is particularly important in relation to
Shenley Parish as the majority of the Parish is Green Belt and Shenley has
some of the Borough‘s most attractive countryside.
We look forward to receiving Hetsmere‘s response to our letter. As you have gathered
we are extremely concerned about what the Draft Local Plan proposes and trust that
Hertsmere will make changes.

Yours faithfully,
Nicky Beaton
Cllr Nicky Beaton
Chair Shenley Parish Council
Chair Shenley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
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Rosemary Gilligan
Cllr Rosemary Gilligan
Vice Chair Shenley Parish Council
Chair Shenley Parish Council Planning Committee
Vice Chair Shenley Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group

Cllr Morris Bright, Cllr Harvey Cohen, Ross Whear, Mark Silverman
Oliver Dowden MP
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