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1. Introduction 

This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 in respect of the Watton at Stone 
Neighbourhood Plan (WASNP). 

The legal basis of the Statement is provided by Section 15(2) of Part 5 of the 2012 
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, which requires that a consultation statement 
should: 

 Contain details of the people and bodies who were consulted about the 
proposed Neighbourhood Plan 

 Explain how they were consulted 
 Summarise the main issues and concerns that were raised 
 Describe how those issues and concerns have been considered and, where 

relevant, addressed in the proposed Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

2. Background to the Neighbourhood Plan 

At a meeting of the Watton at Stone Parish Council held in November 2015 it was 
decided that, in light of the East Herts District Plan in which Watton at Stone was 
deemed as a village for further growth, that the best way forward would be to initiate 
the development of a Neighbourhood Plan. It was agreed that this would best be 
achieved by the formation of a steering group of interested and committed residents 
of the village who would represent a wider view of the community.    

 

3. Aims of Consultation Process 

The Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (WASNPSG) embarked 
on the process of community consultation with the following aims: 

 To engage all sections of the community in the opportunity to shape the future 
of Watton at Stone Parish through the creation of a Neighbourhood Plan 

 To strengthen the sense of community by ensuring the Plan was informed by 
the views of local people and stakeholders from the beginning of the 
neighbourhood planning process 



 To engage as many local people as possible in the neighbourhood planning 
process through a combination of traditional and online media, and public 
events 

 To ensure that outcomes from key consultation events fed directly into policy 
amendments and improvements to the Plan. 

 

4. Community Engagement  

Since its formation in January 2016 the Steering Group has informed and consulted 
the community by means of a series of open meetings, consultation events, and 
meetings with a number of stakeholders. 

 All consultation information was placed on the Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan 
website firstly at http://www.was-np.org/ then from January 2022 at www.was-
pc.org.uk 

Updates have been included in the printed monthly parish magazine which is hand-
delivered to every household. Presentations have been given at village meetings in 
2016, 2017, 2018 and 2019.   

Exhibitions open to all members of the public were held in April and November 2016 
and lastly in January 2020.The exhibitions have been publicised using a number of 
methods including: 

 flyers delivered to each household 

 entries on all village notice boards 

 banners displayed in prominent locations in the village 

 notices on the Parish Council and Neighbourhood Plan web sites.  

The Consultation Statement provides a comprehensive report showing who was 
consulted and how, along with evidence of how comments were considered and 
taken into account in the preparation of the Plan. The programme of key community 
involvement events is set out in Appendix1. 

 

5. The Launch of the Plan 

The Neighbourhood Plan was launched at an open event on the 23rd April 2016 held 
at the Nigel Poulton Community Hall. The objective of this event was to explain the 
neighbourhood plan process and to seek a list of volunteers to assist in running a 
village-wide consultation by means of delivering a questionnaire to every household 
and, where possible, completing it on a face-to-face basis on each doorstep. 

The consultation process was given the strap line of “Your village, Your say” and a 
logo was designed at the village school. An example poster is shown in Appendix 2. 

 

 



6. The First Consultation (May/June 2016)  

The aim of the first phase of consultation was to provide an opportunity for local 
people to set out their thoughts on how the village could develop, regarding housing, 
infrastructure and amenities. 

The first consultation period started on 14 May 2016 with an exhibition in the Nigel 
Poulton Community Hall which was very well attended.  People were able to talk 
directly to steering committee members and submit their views by filling out a 
questionnaire.   

The Steering Group also staffed a stall at the Church Fete on the 30th May 2016 
which, as usual, was well attended by many residents of the village. Members of the 
Steering Group also spent time during the consultation period going around the 
village, delivering further questionnaires and collecting further feedback.  In addition, 
meetings were held with local businesses, land-owners and other interest groups. 

More than 150 questionnaires were returned from across the village which provided 
a useful record of people’s views and ideas for the future from a wide cross section 
of the community.  

 

7. The Second Consultation (November 2016) 

The next stage of the consultation process was to report back on the findings of the 
first phase and to confirm the next steps. The Steering Group considered this to be a 
significant event and so to encourage the maximum participation of the community 
decided to hold it on two consecutive days on the weekend of the 26th/27th November 
2016. 

The event was attended by over 200 people. The exhibition provided an update on 
work on the Plan with particular emphasis on how future development could evolve 
and the location of possible development sites. As a result of the event a further 115 
questionnaires were returned from across the whole village providing useful 
feedback on the nature and location of future development. 

There was a strong desire that the development of existing brownfield sites should 
be a priority and precede any loss of green belt land. However, the majority of 
respondents also recognised that brownfield development would only deliver a 
limited number of dwellings and that further development was going to require a 
limited release of green belt land. The most popular green belt sites for development 
were to west of Walkern Road and the land on the western side of the Stevenage 
Road in the north of the village.  

Parking was by far the biggest issue and many were concerned that the existing 
parking and traffic issues had not been solved. Adequate off-street parking was 
therefore seen as essential. 

There was clear concern about the impact new development would have on services 
and infrastructure within the village and that there should be expansion of school 



provision and medical facilities. The traffic implications of additional development 
was of concern and the Steering Group noted it should be addressed at the planning 
stage with improvements to highway provision, bus and rail services and cycle links 
to the neighbouring area. 

Many respondents endorsed the proposals made by local organisations and in 
particular there was agreement that there should be provision for football pitches. 
There was very strong support for making improvements to the scout hut on its 
existing site. There was a general desire for improved facilities for all age groups. 
Finding ways to improve access to the river and developing a riverside walk was a 
frequent response. 

 

8. The Third Consultation (January 2020) 

As explained elsewhere in this document, the delay between consultation events 
was caused by both the uncertainty over whether a Neighbourhood Plan could 
advise on release of green belt and also the formal examination and acceptance of 
the East Herts District Plan. However, during this period the Steering Group 
continued to meet on a regular basis and continued to inform the community by 
means of regular public meetings and announcements in the parish magazine, 
reports in the Parish Council minutes and on the website. 

The third consultation centred around an exhibition held on Sunday 19 January 2020 
in the Nigel Poulton Community Hall. The usual range of actions were carried out to 
publicise the event.  

The exhibition comprised a number of display boards which covered the broad 
approach to the NP and a separate board for each draft policy. 

A questionnaire was available at the exhibition and the consultation period was 
extended to 2 February for people who were not able to submit completed 
questionnaires at the exhibition to return them online or in a collection box in Londis. 

More than 270 people visited the exhibition. This was a record number for all the 
previous NP exhibitions held in the village.  

A total of 135 questionnaires were returned at the exhibition. A further 8 were 
submitted in Londis and 2 were received online. In addition, several letters were 
received. 
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Appendix 1 - Schedule of Key Community Involvement Events 

 

WASNP Schedule of key community involvement events 
Date Event Purpose Evidence 
    
12/11/2015 Village Meeting   Public meeting organised by the Parish Council to 

discuss planning issues in the village. 
Presentations by Chair of Parish Council and 
District Councillor for the village. Attended by 
over 120 people. Meeting agreed that a 
Neighbourhood Plan for the village should be 
developed and attendees were invited to express 
an interest in ongoing involvement. 

Note of meeting circulated in Parish Magazine 
Principal concerns were the high levels of traffic 
in the village and the threat of further 
development which could be on Green Belt land. 

27/01/2016 Interested Parties Meeting E mail invitation from Parish Council to 33 people 
who had expressed an interest in being involved 
following the meeting on 12/11/2015. 
Presentation from District Council officer on 
Neighbourhood Planning. Agreed the plan area 
and identified initial members of a Steering 
Group and a list of people prepared to volunteer 
further support as a scrutiny panel. 

Agenda 
PC Good and bad analysis circulated. This 
highlighted the strengths of a village which 
retained many local facilities located within a 
pleasant rural environment. However, the threat 
of future development could have an adverse 
impact on the transportation network, the local 
environment and in particular place additional 
burdens on the school and health facilities. 
This report provided a sound starting point to 
understanding the big issues in the village. 
 

09/03/2016 Wider Group Meeting E mail invitation to the 33 to discuss initial views 
on issues and process following an initial meeting 
of the Steering Group. Presentations from 
Steering Group on process, evidence and 
community involvement. Agreed to have launch 
event on 23 April. 

Powerpoint presentation 
Note of meeting set out how evidence from 
sources such as 2011 Census would be combined 
with outcome of community consultations to 
determine forward strategy and relevant 
objectives and policies in the plan. 



Website set up 
23/04/2016 Open Event NP Launch Event held in Community Centre 

attended by over 100 people. Poster publicity 
around village. Notice in PM. Exhibition boards. 
Purpose to outline NP process and obtain initial 
views on issues and priorities. Seek volunteers for 
local consultation. 

Poster publicity 
Exhibition boards set out the process and also 
highlighted some of the relevant issues and 
constraints affecting development in the village 
such as flooding zones, green belt designation 
and heritage sites.  
 

May-June 
2016 

Public Consultation First Round. 
Six week consultation period 
following Open Event. 

Obtain views and priorities 
Questionnaire circulated to all households in the 
plan area. 

158 questionnaires returned in total.  
Consultation Report described process and 
summarised key issues to take forward. Major 
concern about the impact of on street car parking 
Outcome note distributed in Parish Magazine 

30/05/2016 Public Consultation First Round. 
Village Fete Stall 

Obtain views and priorities 
Questionnaire 

Questionnaire. 
Consultation Report highlights key issues to take 
forward  

01/06/2016 Public Consultation First Round. 
Business meeting – The Bull 

Invitation to all businesses in the village. Meeting 
attended by 4 businesses to obtain views and 
priorities 

Note of meeting 
Specific issues highlighted in the display board for 
next consultation round. 

26/11/2016 
27/11/2016 

Public Consultation Second Round. 
Village Exhibition Community 
Centre 

Obtain views and priorities 
Exhibition and Questionnaire 

Exhibition boards. Provided update on outcome 
of First Round of Consultation and took the 
themes and ideas forward.  Specifically sought 
views on which plots of land would be suitable 
for development, including those in the green 
belt. Which amenities and other community 
benefits the village would like.  Which 
sustainability objectives and policies should be 
included in the plan Detailed points about design 
and density. 
Over 200 people attended from across the whole 
village and 113 questionnaires returned 
Consultation Report 



24/05/2017 Interested Parties Event 
Watton at Stone School 

Discuss outcome of consultation 
Powerpoint presentation by SG 

Powerpoint Presentation updated on outcome of 
previous consultation. Sought more detailed 
views on potential development sites and 
possible benefits. Considered different forward 
strategies. General agreement on way forward. 
Note of meeting 

05/12/2017 Interested Parties Event 
Watton at Stone School 

Obtain views and priorities on draft policy areas 
Powerpoint presentation by SG 

Powerpoint Presentation on update to approach 
to Green Belt release for development sites. 
Agreed to proceed with work on developing local 
policies. Note of meeting 

01/05/2018 Interested Parties Event 
Watton at Stone School 

Discuss outline of planning policy areas and 
development site locations 
Powerpoint presentation by SG 

Powerpoint Presentation on schedule of draft 
policies for discussion.  Including broad layout of 
major development sites at Walkern road, 
Stevenage road and the depot site 
Note of meeting  

20/05/2019 Open Meeting 
Watton at Stone School 

Invitation to interested database. 40+ attended 
meeting at School. 

Powerpoint presentation on update on progress, 
overall strategy, discussions held with 
developers. Potential benefits package discussed. 
Notes of meeting 

19/01/2020 Public Consultation Third Round. 
Village Exhibition. Community 
Centre 

Over 270 people attended exhibition. Exhibition 
boards on draft policies. 145 questionnaires 
returned. 

Publicity package. 
Exhibition boards. 
Questionnaire 
Consultation Report 
Outcome article published in PM 

17/01/2022 Pre-submission (Regulation 14) 
public consultation. 

Seek representations on draft full Plan. 
Summary Brochure distributed to all households. 
Letter/email to statutory consultees, adjacent 
authorities, local businesses and organisations 
having an interest in the plan 

Draft full Plan. 
Summary Brochure. 
Publicity package. 
Questionnaire. 

 

 



Appendix 2 – Example Consultation Publicity Poster 

 

 

 

  



 

Appendix 3 – Display Boards used at Open Meeting on 23rd April 2016

  



 

 



 

 

 

  



Appendix 4 – Consultation First Round Consultation Report 

 

Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan 

Consultation First Round – Draft Consultation Report 

 

The aim of the first phase of consultation was to provide an opportunity for local 
people to set out their thoughts on how the village could develop, regarding housing, 
infrastructure and amenities. 

The six week consultation was launched on 23 April 2016 with an exhibition in the 
Nigel Poulton Community Centre which was attended by over 100 people who were 
able to talk directly to steering committee members and submit their views by filling 
out a questionnaire. The exhibition boards described the background behind the 
development of a Neighbourhood Plan for the village and set out the intended 
process needed to prepare a draft Plan for submission to East Hertfordshire District 
Council. The displays also provided useful background information on the key 
constraints, which might influence the location of future development, eg flooding, 
green belt, etc. 

The response was captured in a questionnaire covering four key areas:- 

1. Local amenities- what is good, what is missing, what needs improving. 
2. Traffic and Parking- concerns and suggested improvements. 
3. Future developments- which potential areas. 
4. Character and Image- what makes our village special. 

 

Copies of the questionnaire were circulated throughout the village by a team of 
volunteers who sought to encourage residents to respond directly on the doorstep or 
submit completed questionnaires to the Steering Group. 

A stall at the Church Fete was well attended and members of the steering committee 
had meetings with local businesses, land owners and interest groups. 

More than 150 questionnaires were returned from all across the village to provide a 
useful record of people’s views and ideas for the future. The response was very 
positive about the range of amenities in the village and acknowledged the strong 
community spirit that exists. Nevertheless it was recognised that there was room for 
further improvement in sports and play facilities (particularly youth football), the 
medical facilities and school provision. The biggest concerns were expressed about 
traffic and parking in the village and in particular the parking on Station Road. Some 
helpful ideas for improvement were put forward including more yellow lines to deter 
parking and the provision of more off road parking facilities.  

Whilst a number of people would like to see no further development at all in the 
village, the majority recognised that some development could be beneficial in not 
only meeting future housing needs but also providing the opportunity to deliver some 



worthwhile community benefits. There was a strong desire that the development of 
existing brownfield sites in the village should be a priority. It was also considered 
important that the village character was retained. A number of possible development 
sites were suggested including those identified by previous studies. The steering 
committee took each of the sites identified into account in carrying out their initial 
analysis for wider consideration in the second round of consultation. 

The feedback provided a clear picture of the range of views across the village and 
helped to develop a sound basis for moving forward to the next stage. A summary of 
the findings was included in an article for inclusion in the Parish Magazine.  

 

 

 

  



 

Returned Questionnaire Statistics 

 

No. of returns analysed – 133 

6 returns disregarded as outside NP area 

Not all respondents gave their location and age group 

Not all respondents answered each question 

All of those that ticked status were “Residents” 

 

Location of Respondents 

Motts Close 12 

Beane Rd 8 

Rivershill 11 

Watton House 6 

High Elms Lane 1 

Gt Innings North 4 

Perrywood Lane 1 

Station Road 2 

Long Meadow 3 

Stoneyfields 1 

High Street 5 

Hazeldell 9 

Walkern Road 4 

Lammas Road 7 

Rectory Lane 3 

Hockerill 16 

Aylott Court  1 

School Lane 2 

 

 

 



Age Group 

Under 18 1 

19-44  19 

45-64  37 

65+  30 

 

Question 1 – Amenities  

Good – pubs, shops, community spirit, GP 30 

Good – countryside and transport links  10 

Bad – dog fouling    3 

Bad – litter     2 

 

Needed:- 

Home for youth football and sports  10 

Gym      2 

Launderette     1 

Cinema      1 

Female GP     2 

More shops     1 

Licenced community hall   4 

New village hall, more central, with parking 4 

More promotion of church and C Hall  1 

Dentist and vets    2 

Community policeman    1 

Larger doctors’ surgery with better access 6 

Activities for older children   1 

Play area near Gatekeepers   5 

Better transport links    2 

Improvements to River Beane   2 

Improve school capacity   6 

Flower boxes in high street   2 



 

Question 2 – Traffic & Parking 

Concerns: 

Problems ref Station Road parking  59 

Problems ref High Street parking  35 

General parking problems   5 

 

Suggested improvements: 

Expand railway car park    10 

Zebra crossing near High Street shops  4 

Extend pub car parks    2 

Shut High Street to through traffic   2 

Install lay-by by station    2 

Improve bus and train services   6 

Make more off-road parking   5 

Make agricultural vehicles use bypass  2 

More dropped kerbs to enable off-road parking 2 

Make High Street one-way   3 

Yellow lines in High Street   8 

Make School Lane one-way   1 

 

Question 3 – Future Development 

No development at all    13 

No development on allotments   6 

Need to offer future development to locals 4 

Provide affordable housing   8 

Provide smaller dwellings for older people 7 

Provide dwellings for young people  3 

Light industry in Mill Lane & Station Yard 2 

 

 



Possible development sites: 

Mill Lane site     7  

Station Yard site     16 

Former doctors’ surgery site   1 

Field opposite railway bridge   2 

Field beyond station (towards Datchworth) 3 

South of Rivershill/to Ware Road  3 

Walker Road site    14 

Behind Innings/Motts Close site   28 

 

Question 4 – Character and Image 

Nice mix of architecture 

Community spirit 

Varied clubs and organisations 

Friendliness 

Proximity to countryside 

Nice size of village 

Caring community 

 

 

 

  



 

Appendix 5 – Consultation Second Round –Consultation Report 

 

Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan: Second Consultation 2nd Draft Report 

The aim of the second phase of consultation was to provide an opportunity for local people to set out 
their thoughts on how the village could develop, regarding housing, infrastructure and amenities with 
a particular emphasis on development sites. 

The consultation was launched on 26 November 2016 with a two day exhibition in the community hall 
which was attended by over 200 people. They were able to talk directly to steering committee 
members and submit their views by filling out a questionnaire. An information sheet was distributed in 
advance to all households and businesses in the village. This summarised the findings of the first 
consultation in May and provided details of the upcoming consultation. The consultation material was 
made available on the neighbourhood plan website and hardcopies of the exhibition boards were 
posted outside Londis for the consultation period which lasted until 7 January 2017. In total 116 
questionnaires were returned from all across the village to provide a useful record of people’s views 
on the key issues for future development. 75 were left at the exhibition, 24 deposited at Londis etc, 
and17 received on line through the website. 

1. Green Belt Release 

More than 80% of respondents (many reluctantly) accepted Option 2 which proposed that some 
development was going to require a limited release of green belt land. There was however a strong 
desire that the development of existing brownfield sites should be a priority and precede the loss of 
green belt land. 

2. Green Belt development sites 

The most popular green belt sites for development was S1 west of Walkern Road This was seen as a 
contained site which was largely hidden from the village. There was however concern about the 
impact of additional traffic on the bridge on Walkern Road which would need to be addressed in the 
transport assessment of the site. Some commented that it would benefit from pedestrian access to 
S19 for recreational purposes. 

The second most popular sites were S17 and 18 off Stevenage Road.S17 in particular was seen as 
an extension of the existing development in Great Innings although some recognised the height of the 
site and suggested that there should be a buffer zone between the rear of Great Innings and the 
proposed development area. 

 

3. Brownfield/Infill development sites 

There was overwhelming support for developing the brownfield sites, particularly the former Highways 
Depot, Mill Lane and the old Doctors Surgery which were all described as dilapidated or eyesores 
which needed redevelopment. Most were recommended for housing, with a regard for blending into 
the adjacent housing. There was some support for using the depot site as car parking for the station 
alone and some said that any redevelopment for housing should also include parking for the station. 
Suggestions were made for the Mill Lane site for any development to be built on stilts to overcome the 
flooding concerns. 

There were however some comments which suggested that some of the brownfield sites should 
remain undeveloped and used as additional open space.  

4. Density 



The majority of respondents wanted to see a density equivalent to Hazeldell, Great Innings and Motts 
Close. There was very strong feeling that we should not repeat the Gatekeeper experience and that 
the agreed density should not subsequently be increased through the planning process. There was 
however some recognition that density could vary within a site and be relevant to the type of housing. 

5. Design 

There was a clear indication that any new housing development should be in character with the 
existing village properties (but generally not Gatekeepers). They should be traditional brick 
construction and have high energy efficiency. Most respondents wanted to see a mix of property 
types (2 to 4 bedrooms, starter homes and bungalows). There was a clear preference for a maximum 
of 2 storeys. There was limited support for flats. If any were to be built, these should be maximum 
three storey with underground parking. 

Whilst a few responses suggested small gardens the majority indicated that gardens should be big 
enough for families. It was felt that setting houses back from the road was important, thus allowing 
appropriate landscaping and screening. A number stressed the need for green spaces (possibly play 
areas) within the development. Adequate space between houses was seen as important which could 
also provide for delivery and turning vehicles.  

Parking was by far the biggest issue and many were concerned that the existing parking and traffic 
issues had not been solved. Adequate off street parking was therefore seen as essential but not 
necessarily provided as garaging. Where garages are provided they should be big enough to 
accommodate existing vehicle sizes. A minimum of 2 off street spaces should be provided and 
perhaps matching the number of bedrooms. Consideration should also be made for visitor parking. 

There was strong support for high speed broadband. 

6. Sustainability 

It was felt that expansion of the infrastructure should be commensurate with the increase in 
development, particularly as many are already under pressure. In particular the medical facilities and 
school provision were highlighted. This implies that sites S11 and 12 should be reserved for school 
expansion. 

Concern was expressed about the impact on flooding and whether the drainage facilities were 
sufficient. 

The traffic implications of additional development was of concern and should be addressed at the 
planning stage. In addition to the planned parking management in the High Street there were calls for 
the introduction traffic calming and a 20mph zone. Improvements to the frequency of both bus and rail 
services were requested and that the problem of the planned rail timetable changes be resolved. 
Provision of cycle links to neighbouring towns should be considered and adequate pedestrian 
connectivity within the village should be included in the design process.   

7. Amenities 

There was strong support for the proposals made by local organisations (although many still to 
provide their responses). In particular there was agreement that there should be provision for football 
pitches primarily located on the outskirts of the village.  

A few people suggested relocating the scout hut but the majority thought that the building on the 
existing site should be redeveloped together with the land around to enable it to be used on a wider 
scale through the scouting movement. Peter Knight has indicated that he would like to be involved. 

There was a general desire for facilities for all age groups (not just sport). The Methodist Church 
wanted to meet to discuss the facilities they could offer and John Ellis specifically requested to be 
more directly involved. 

8. Wider Issues 



There was support for improving access to the river and developing a riverside walk. This was 
particularly relevant to sites S10 and 19.  

Traffic and parking in the village remained a major concern on both the High Street and Station Road 
and there was frustration that the existing problems had not been resolved. 

9. Other 

At their request members of the steering committee were briefed by Fairview in relation to site S1 and 
Woodhall Estate in respect of sites S17 and 18. In both cases they were represented by technical 
consultants who outlined their latest thoughts on the development potential of the sites.  

Appendix raw numbers 

Questionnaires returned 116 

 

Location 

16 High Street  

15 Rivershill   

12 Hazeldell  

7 Great Innings, Gatekeepers Meadow  

6 Lammas Road  

5 Beane Road  

4 Motts Close 

3 Glebe Close 

2 Hockerill , Long Meadow , Moorymead ,Station Road  

1 Beanside , High Elms Lane ,Rectory Lane , Watkins Hall Farm , Watton House,School Lane, 
Newmans Court  

 

Age Group 

Under 18   4 

19-44       24 

45-64       43 

65+          44 

 

Green Belt 

Option 1 23 

Option 2 93 

 

Greenfield Sites 

55 S1 West of Walkern Road 



39 S17 Stevenage Road East (2 for sport/community)) 

38 S18 Stevenage Road West  

17 S13 Church Lane South (7 for youth football) 

 9 S2 East of Walkern Road (3 for sport/community) 

 7 S19 Beane Corridor North (1 for sport) 

 2 S10 Beane corridor South (1 for sport/community) 

 

Brownfield / Infill Sites 

98 S15 Highways Depot (16 for car parking) 

73 S3 Mill Lane 

55 S21 Doctors Surgery (1 for car parking) 

41 S14 Garages (2 for car parking) 

13 S20 Telecom Site 

  4 S8 Allotments North 

  7 S5 High Street 

  6 S6 Opposite Community Centre (2 for car parking) 

  3 S16 Station Car Park 

  4 S11 School 

  4 S12 School 

  1 S9 Allotments South ( 1 for community orchard) 

  4 S4 Scout Hut 

 

Density 

20           8 

25 – 30   9  

30         43 

30 -35   13 

35         12 

40           4 

50           3 

50+         2 

                 

 

 



Appendix 6 – Consultation Third Round –Consultation Report 

 

Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan - Report on Third Consultation  

Purpose of Report 

This report describes the third consultation exercise carried out in January 2020 on the draft policies 
developed for the Watton at Stone Neighbourhood Plan. The report describes the detailed approach 
taken, sets out the response received from a questionnaire and summarises the results. 

Consultation Methodology 

The consultation centred around an exhibition held on Sunday 19 January 2020 in the Nigel Poulton 
Community Centre in Watton at Stone. A range of actions were carried out to publicise the event. A 
notice was posted on the NP website and the Parish Council website. Emails were sent to the people 
on the NP database. Banners were set up at two key locations in the village. Posters were put up in 
key noticeboards and businesses in the village. A flyer was distributed to each house in the Parish. 

The exhibition comprised a number of display boards which covered the broad approach to the NP 
and a separate board for each draft policy. 

The exhibition was held from 1100 to 1500. Members of the NP Steering Group were available to 
answer people’s questions. Two developers had their own display board and had a representative to 
answer questions. Copies of the display boards were posted on the NP website after the exhibition 
closed. A questionnaire was available at the exhibition and the consultation period was extended to 2 
February for people who were not able to submit completed questionnaires at the exhibition to return 
them online or in a collection box in Londis. 

More than 270 people visited the exhibition. This was a record number for all the previous NP 
exhibitions held in the village.  

Time Period Visitors 
1100-1200   76 
1200-1300   94 
1300-1400   48 
1400-1500   52 
 270 

 

135 questionnaires were returned at the exhibition. A further 8 were submitted in Londis and 2 were 
received online. In addition XX letters were received. 

  



 

The postcode of visitors to the exhibition and those included in the questionnaire have enabled an 
assessment of the coverage across the village. The postcodes recorded in Appendix 1. The results 
are tabulated below and considered against the number of people on the electoral role. 

Road/Location postcode Elect 
Role 

Exhibtn % Quest % 

Broomhall 2RN 10 0 0.0 0 0.0 
WatkinsHall. 
Perrywood. 
Church Lane 

2RJ 
2RB/RH 
3RD/6RX 

33 1 3.1 1  

Whempstead 0PE/PF/PG/PJ 
PL/PN/PQ 

34 2 5.9 0  

Woodhall Park 3NE/NF/NG/NH 
NP/NQ/NR/RA 

27 0 0.0 0  

Beane Road 
Lammas Rd 

3RG 
3RH 

111 28 25.2 16  

Gatekeeper  
etc 

3QA/QB/QD/QE 156 14 9.0 4  

Blue Hill 
Walkern Road 

3RJ/RL/RQ 
 

48 9 18.8 2  

Glebe Close 
Hockerill 
Rectory Lane 
Station Road 

3SJ 
3SQ 
3SG 
3SH 

243 27 11.1 20  

Moorymead 3HF 118 2 1.7 2  
Great Innings 3TD/TE/TF/TG 

3TQ 
344 12 3.5 13  

Hazeldell 3SL/SN/SP/SW 288 49 17.0 15  
Rivershill 3SD/SU 156 29 18.6 15  
High Street 
North 

3ST/SX/SY/TN 
TR/TS/TT/YP 

225 48 21.3 27  

High Street 
South 

3RZ/SA/SB/SZ 
TA/TW 

134 18 13.4 9  

School Lane 3SE/SF/SS 41 11 26.8 5  
Watton House 3NZ 25 1 4.0 0  
TOTAL  1993 252 12.6 129  

 

The results show that there was a reasonable spread of attendance across the village although 
Moorymead and Great Innings are most under represented. The highest concentration is School Lane 
which may be because it is adjacent to the community centre. There is also a significant proportion 
from Beane Road, Lammas Road, Walkern Road and High Street North which are the areas most 
affected by the proposed development sites. 

  



Consultation response on policies. 

The comments received on the questionnaires are listed by policy in Appendix 3 and summarised in 
the following section. The numerical result of the questionnaire returns are shown in Appendix 2. 

WAS 1 Sustainable housing 

There was significant support for the overall approach set out in the draft plan. This is evidenced by 
the positive comments on the questionnaires and the numerical response to policies WAS2, WAS3, 
WAS4 and WAS5. 

There were, however, some comments that no more development should take place because of its 
impact on the village as a whole or the impact it would have on facilities in the village such as the 
school, doctors, traffic and parking. 

There were a few comments on the scale of the development and whether it should exceed the 
amount required in the District Plan but some supported the approach being taken. 

WAS2 Village Boundary 

 

Agree   121 Disagree     19 No Response       5   145 
 

86.4% of those who responded agreed with the proposal.  

Of the 19 who disagreed with the revised village boundary, 10 did not agree with the development 
strategy and would prefer no development, 6 disagreed with WAS3, 2 disagreed with WAS4 and I 
agreed with WAS3 and 4. There were 24 who agreed with WAS2 but did not agree with either WAS3 
or 4. 

There were a few comments of concern whether the revised boundary could hold good for the future 
and be subject to further amendment to allow further development, particularly infill between the 
bypass and village. 

 

WAS 3 Housing allocation Walkern Road 

Agree   109 Disagree     33 No Response       3   145 
 

76.7% of those who responded agreed with the proposal. 

The postcodes of 15 (45.4%) of those who disagree with WAS3 are located in the High Street, 
Lammas Road and Beane Road. The remainder are spread across the village. 

A key area of concern about the proposal relate to the traffic implications of the development when 
complete or during construction.  The safety of the proposed access onto Walkern Road is raised and 
in particular concern about the speed of traffic and the limited visibility because of the vertical 
alignment of the road bridge over the by-pass.  Concerns are also raised about safety issues of 
Walkern Road between the site access and the High Street and in particular comment on the 
adequacy of the one way bridge over the River Beane to accommodate the additional traffic, the lack 
of adequate footpath facilities and enforcement of the speed limit. 

A number of respondents have suggested that the development should have a direct access to the 
by-pass and that further traffic calming should be introduced on Walkern road to reduce speed and 
possibly introduce traffic lights at the river bridge. 

Some were concerned about the scale of the development both in numbers and house design to 
reduce the impact on the existing properties in Beane Road, be more consistent with the local design 
and limit the opportunity for further additional development in the area. 



Walkern Road site should be left for walkers, wildlife and the environment 

WAS 4 Housing allocation Stevenage Road 

Agree   120 Disagree     21 No Response       4   145 
 

There were considerably less comments about WAS4 compared to WAS3 but there was less detail of 
the proposed development on display at the exhibition. 

Management Plan for recreation area behind Motts Close would be needed to protect the security and 
privacy of the houses and gardens backing onto the recreational area. 

Whilst there was support for the development in as traffic could go out towards the roundabout at the 
north end of the bypass without the need to pass through the village it was felt that the 30 mph speed 
limit should extend to the by-pass and careful consideration should be given to the design of the 
circular walk where it crossed the Stevenage Road. 

 

WAS 5 Brownfield Sites 

The brown field sites should be used first before developing either WAS3 or WAS4. 

Depot. 

Houses must be kept to single storey or no higher than 2 storeys due to their proximity and elevation 
relative to Hazeldell. 

The proposed access from Moorymead will create great problems for existing residents there. Access 
directly onto Station Road should be considered and the parking restrictions on Moorymead should be 
extended to minimise the impact of additional traffic on existing residents and reduce the likelihood of 
additional parking for the station displaced by the development of the site. 

With more traffic coming into Moorymead can yellow lines go all the way along. 

Great Innings. 

The proposed car park in Great Innings North should be a compulsory car park for residents. 
Essential to invest in making the existing blind bend safer by tarmacking some of the existing verges 
to Cars park on grass verges making for a blind bend and grass verges ruined in inclement weather. 
Grass verges to be tarmacked and bend/road to be widened 

Very dangerous road. Cars parked on grass verges and making it a blind bend. Take away some 
verges for additional roadside parking but plant extra trees and bushes on other verges to prevent 
parking and to compensate for the loss of greenery. 

 

Mill Lane 

Buildings in and around the scout hut should be developed for 1 bed flats for local/older residents. 

Perrywood Lane 

The buildings proposed for Perrywood Lane seem disproportionate to the amount of houses being 
built on similar sites of land. The sketch view looks great and the style looks in keeping with the 
heritage of the village. Avoiding standard looking ‘new builds’ would be brilliant. 

 

WAS 6 Design Code 



2025 sees a ban on fitting gas central heating to new homes. Make this policy for both builds. 
Community ground source system to be provided. Properties on both developments to incorporate 
cycle storage internal to the building not sheds. Encourage use for intra village journeys. 

2 ½ parking spaces is short for today’s families 

Please keep building in keeping of village. I agreed with building houses for Gatekeeper but was very 
disappointed with the houses that were built which have ruined the skyline of Watton. Houses should 
not be more than 2 storeys or have high pitched roof. 

 

WAS 7 Housing Mix 

There’s a significant lack of 4 bed housed that families who own 3 bed homes currently to move into. 
We are in this position and find a large number of 3 bed houses for sale. Only a few 4 bed houses 
ever come to market but they are a significant jump in price. This plan should therefore have more 4 
bed houses. 

We must make sure the houses built have big enough gardens to encourage people who live in the 
village to move into them. They must be an attractive option to locals or these houses solely benefit 
others and not locals. 

Any plans for dedicated rental housing? Rather than affordable 

Buildings in and around the scout hut should be developed for 1 bed flats for local/older residents. 

Generally as above but in all sites around the village 

Housing percentages 40% 1bed, 40% 2bed, 10% 3bed, 10% 4bed. 

 

WAS 9 Sustainable Transport 

Constructing a cycle path to Stevenage should be a priority 

There should be footpaths where cycles are not allowed. 

Cycle parking at station discrete overlooked under cover 

The existing bus services to Ware or Hertford/Stevenage are considered poor and there should be 
investment and improvement to provide more frequent services which run for more of the day, 
continue to run in the evening and weekends. 

Ensure mainline rail link continues and services at night are improved. 

 

WAS 10 Local Green Space 

Site Agree Disgr No C 

LGS1 The Meadow (School Lane) 135 3 2 
LGS2 Cemetery (St Andrew and St Mary) 136 2 2 
LGS3 Church Baulk (field between cemetery and roundabout) 134 3 3 
LGS4 Rye Field (north of Ware Road) 132 6 3 
LGS5 Coneyford Hill (south of Mill Lane including Millennium Wood) 134 3 3 
LGS6 Baddox Mead (north of Mill Lane) 133 4 3 
LGS7 Malting House Field (south and west of Motts Close) 131 6 3 
LGS 8 Rush Meads (north of Stevenage Road/south of the River Beane) 131 7 2 
LGS 9 Great Rolls Mead (field between Walkern Road and bypass)  133 4 3 
LGS10 Dear Loves Mead (field between Lammas and Walkern Rd)  133 4 3 



 

The Local Green Spaces identified are agreed by 95 to 98% of those who responded. 

LGS7 Critical site requirement as part of WAS4 

Although not identified specifically as a local green space one respondent advised that the Lammas is 
historically significant and requires annual grazing to improve biodiversity. 

 

WAS11 Protected Recreational Open Space 

Sites Agree Disgr 
PROS1 The Allotments (School Lane) 136 3 
PROS2 The Meadow (School Lane) 136 3 
PROS3 Great Innings green space 135 4 
PROS4 Great Innings Recreation Area 135 2 
PROS5 Gatekeepers green space 131 9 

 

The Protected Recreational Open Space sites are agreed by 94 to 98 % of those who responded. In 
response to proposals in WAS25 for additional car parking at the Community Centre a number of 
respondents expressed concern about a potential adverse impact on the Meadow. 

WAS12 Protected Views 

 

Protected Views Agree Disag 

V1: From Bridge to Church 134 0 
V2: From Church of St Andrew and St Mary (eastward) 132 2 
V3: From Nigel Poulton Community Hall to Church (southward) 133 1 
V4: From Church Lane before the railway bridge (southward) 130 2 
V5: From Watton Road railway bridge (north eastward)  129 4 
V6: From entrance to village on Stevenage Road (south eastward)  127 5 
V7: From far side of Walkern Road bridge (southward) 129 3 
V8: From Mill Lane to The Lammas 132 0 

 

The protected views are agreed by more than 96% of respondents. 

V6 Role of open space at WAS4 needs cementing through the policy/planning permission and S106 
associated with the site. 

In addition one respondent suggested the A602 south from Heath Mount entrance and Mill Lane 
Whempsted side of the bypass. 

 

WAS 14 Green Corridors 

The village would benefit from a tree strategy to ensure a progressive replacement of trees in the 
village in advance of losses. A policy to try and plant as many trees as possible within the village 
would be welcome. 

New planting to be drawn from a palette of native species seed from UK source and grown in UK. 
Appropriate with current pests and diseases in mind. 

 

WAS15 Proposed new footpath/cycle connections 



Should be at the heart of this- The policy and connectivity consistent with LTP4 and the NPPF, 
facilitating access on foot, by cycle and offering choice-particularly in accessing the station. 

The response to WAS9 also includes some suggestions for improvements for cycling facilities in 
addition to those identified in the plan. 

Pavement from Beane bridge at south of village to footpath at entrance to Watton House  

I hope that the path through the children’s centre will not allow access to the actual buildings as that 
will leave them open to vandalism and the grounds being abused. 

 

WAS17 Community Assets 

1. George and Dragon Public House 125 acv 93 6. The Methodist Church and Hall 126 
2. Londis Supermarket 129 acv 96 7. Watton Place Clinic 129 
3. Scout Hut and land at Mill Lane 127 acv 99 8. The Bull Public House 127 
4. The Nigel Poulton Community Hall 132   9. St Andrew and St Mary’s Church 129 
5. The Memorial Hall (High Street)  131     

 

The Community Assets are agreed by more than 90% of the respondents. 

If you list the George as an ACV, then you have to do the Bull for consistency 

Scout Hut. Move elsewhere and manage land for wildlife. Use school or other building. 

Blue plaque by former Waggon and Horses for the pudding stone. Community orchard/garden to 
mark VE day should be fully accessible. 

Chinese take away as community asset. 

The George and Dragon was/is a community asset. Greene King should be encouraged to make it so. 

Assets of coffee shop and Sandys is not mentioned in plans and are a great asset 

Scout hut and associated land for small units for the young or elderly. 

 

WAS 23 Home Working 

Accords with LTP4 Local Transport Plan. Hierarchy of movement. 

 

WAS 25 Spending Priorities- 

Priority Agree Disagree % Agree 

Football pitches and facilities 110 17 86.6 
Community Hall Car Park Extension  88 41 68.2 
Pavement along School Lane 84 41 67.2 
Out-of-hours school building 101 18 84.9 
Wetland meadow (LGS8) 119 8 93.7 
Circular walk 124 8 93.9 

 

Since the total number of responses received for each spending priority is broadly similar the % 
agreement is a useful indicator of relative priority. 



Ranked 1.circular walk, 2.wetland meadow, 3.football pitches, 4.school building, 5.car park extension, 
6.pavement. 

Football pitches and facilities 

86.6% of those who responded agreed the priority 

There is significant support for pitches and facilities for youth football in the village as the existing club 
has to use a number of locations outside the village. A home for our football is desperately needed 
and priority should be given for land for a clubhouse and pitches. 

There is disappointment that an allocated space has not been specified in the Plan. The field south of 
Gatekeepers is considered by many to be ideal and could utilise the parking provision already 
available at the Children’s Centre. Concern that other previously mentioned sites would have issues 
with parking etc and be on areas already used and/or flood plains. The Mill Lane site is considered 
inappropriate by some with concern about congestion and the potential impact of floodlighting. 

Please use the field on the Stevenage Road for a new football pitch. 

 

Community Hall Car Park Extension 

68.2% of those who responded agreed with the priority. 

What a waste of money. Totally inappropriate, inconsistent with adopted East Herts Plan and 
LTP4.Does not accord with broad climate objective. HCC emerging sustainable herts strategy 

Use the car park at the children’s centre if additional parking required for the village centre-underused 
asset outside school hours. The car park extension is a nonsense, we don’t need any more parking 
there, less cars, walk more. Could create a potential hazard for children and should have no need to 
extend into the meadow and have an adverse impact on the greenspace/park. We need green 
spaces. It would simply encourages more people to drive.in general there is enough parking in the car 
park and on the main road. Most of the people using the hall are from the village and should be 
encouraged to walk. There is space in the High St or people should be encouraged to walk. The 
community centre is not a business.  It is an asset for the people of the village and they should walk to 
it. 

Any case for car parking should be linked to reducing High St congestion and not be purely for users 
of the NPCH. 

Car park. Danger to small children with extra vehicles in the area as so many little people enjoy the 
facility and attend on their own to gain independence. Growing up in safety. This is a well used and 
safe playing area accessed by bikes, buggies and pedestrians. 

Pavement along School Lane 

67.2% of those who responded agreed with the priority. 

Pavement in School Lane is a nonsense and unnecessary and could become more dangerous, cars 
will go faster and it spoils the village ambience. It will increase pedestrian risk- traffic will take less 
care if they are not sharing the road of  

Pavement needed along school lane leading from High St to meadow (community hall) pass club 
house and other houses to orchard road turning. Make it one way and halve capacity for cars. 

Is this not a council cost already? 

 

Out of Hours School Building 

84.9% of those who responded agreed with the priority. 



Use children’s centre for out of hours school building. 

Ensure car use is managed out. 

 

Wetland Meadow 

93.7% of those who responded agreed with the priority. 

High priority consistent with promotion of health, countryside access and promotion of movement in 
accord with LTP4 heirarchy. Links to WAS9 positively. 

Will also deliver flood capacity to protect the village. Create open water pools in meadow and use won 
gravel to lift river profile. 

Circular Walk 

93.9% of those who responded agreed with the priority. 

High priority consistent with promotion of health, countryside access and promotion of movement in 
accord with LTP4 heirarchy. Links to WAS9 positively and offers walkable access from Walkern Road, 
Beane Road to station, consistent with NPPF and LTP4. 

Other Suggestions for funding priority. 

Consider the range of activities offered to the local community by the Methodist Church, currently 
mainly for older people. Increases in residents will no doubt lead to additional numbers for the 
activities currently funded by the church 

A range of traffic improvements have been suggested. Speed limits on all roads in the village should 
be reduced to 20mph. Parking problems on High Street remain unresolved and need improvement. 
Double yellow line/time specific on the High Street not working. Car parking in estate both sides of the 
road, difficult for residents to go home! Parking plan not considered. Develop space opposite George 
and Dragon/adjacent to 80/84 High Street to car parking and put in parking restrictions. Improvements 
to pavements along High St, particularly for the disabled. The flow of traffic through the High Street 
must be improved. There should be footpaths where cycles are not allowed. Additional parking in 
Rectory Lane by cutting into the existing green space which is little used. Many houses in Hockerill 
have no parking facility. Parking around the station (Station road, Clappers Lane, etc) needs 
addressing. Particularly dangerous parking on Station Road that affects traffic. Car parking/drop off at 
school improved to reduce existing problems. Car parking for train station improved to reduce existing 
problems. Speed camera Walkern Road before we have a death. Weight limit all entrances to village. 
Improve all paths in and out of village. 

Concern that the school and doctor’s surgery will require additional facilities. Formally transfer land in 
Gatekeepers previously proposed for surgery to the school. Serious consideration should be given to 
finding a site for a new doctor’s surgery, even at the expense of a few houses. More money for 
school! 

The scouts need a new scout hut. More money for scouts. Also guide hut is hugely important. 

Local provision of sports facilities for kids. It would be good to see investment in park 
equipment/meadow equipment for children. Money for a gym to keep us fit. Community gym facilities. 
(it is currently a significant drive to any gym and would improve community spirit in the village). These 
would preferably be indoors to allow year round use. Extra community cohesion will be especially 
important as the village has now become the size of a small town. 

Ensure sewers and drainage will be able to accommodate additional development.. 

Transport services, particularly bus service needs investment and improvement, particularly at 
weekend. 



Other Comments 

Thank you to the people who have done all the work concerning this plan. A very well thought out and 
professionally presented plan 

Make community aware of these plans eg website via the Parish News (putting them on the website is 
not enough). 

 

 

  



Appendix 1. Postcodes- 

Location Postcode Exhibition Questionnaire 
Beane Road 3RG 8 5 
Beanside 3TS 8 2 
Blue Hill 3RJ 2  
Church Lane 3RD 1+ 1 
Clappers Lane 3QA 3 1 
Gatekeepers Way 3QB 1  
Glebe Court 3SE 1 1 
Glebe Close 3SJ 9 2 
Great Innings N 3TD/TG 9 9 
Great Innings S 3TE/TF/TQ 3 4 
Gresley Close 3QE 2  
Hazeldell 3SL/SN/SP/SW 49 18 
Hockerill 3SQ 9 8 
High Elms Lane 3RL 1  
High Street N 3ST/SY/SX 21 16 
High Street S 3RZ/SA/SB/TA 16 7 
Lammas Road 3RH 20 11 
Long Meadow 3YP 2  
Moorymead Close 3HF 2 2 
Motts Close 3TR 11 8 
Newmans Court 3TN 6 1 
Old School Orchard 3SS 5 3 
Rectory Lane 3SG 3 3 
Rivershill 3SD/SU 29 15 
School Lane 3SF 5 1 
Station Road 3SH 6 7 
Stoneyfields 3QD 8 3 
Walkern Road 3RQ 6 2 
Watton House 3NZ 1  
Whempstead Road 0PE 2  
Whitehouse Close 3TW 2 2 
No Code/Location  10 3 
Hertford  1  
Woolmer Green  1  
Bengeo  3  
Hertford Kingsmead  1  
Great Missenden  2  
TOTAL  270 145 

 

 

 

 

 



Watton-at-Stone Neighbourhood Plan - Your Village Your Say 
19th January 2020 Consultation Feedback Form 

 
In our previous consultations we have already received information on a number of topics. 
To move to the next stage we would like to know, in particular, if you support the policies set 
out below. If you have any comments on our Vision and Objectives, or any of the other policies 
displayed, please use the box overleaf.  
 

Policy WAS 2 Amendment to Village Development Boundary 

 

I agree to the amended boundary        121 I disagree with the amended boundary        19  
 

 

Policies WAS 3 & WAS 4 Housing Site Allocations  
Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree to their allocation for housing 

Site Agree Disagree 
WAS 3 Housing Site Allocation Walkern Road  111 33 
WAS 4 Housing Site Allocation Stevenage Road  120 21 

 

 

Policy WAS 10 Local Green Spaces (LGS) 

Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree to their designation as a Local Green Space 
Site Agree Disagree 

LGS1 The Meadow (School Lane) 135 3 
LGS2 Cemetery (St Andrew and St Mary) 136 2 
LGS3 Church Baulk (field between cemetery and roundabout) 134 3 
LGS4 Rye Field (north of Ware Road) 132 6 
LGS5 Coneyford Hill (south of Mill Lane including Millennium Wood) 134 3 
LGS6 Baddox Mead (north of Mill Lane) 133 4 
LGS7 Malting House Field (south and west of Motts Close) 131 6 
LGS 8 Rush Meads (north of Stevenage Road/south of the River Beane) 131 7 
LGS 9 Great Rolls Mead (field between Walkern Road and bypass)  133 4 
LGS10 Dear Loves Mead (field between Lammas and Walkern Rd)  133 4 

 

Policy WAS 11 Protected Recreational Open Spaces (PROS) 

Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree to their allocation as a PROS 
Sites Agree Disagree 
PROS1 The Allotments (School Lane) 136 3 
PROS2 The Meadow (School Lane) 136 3 
PROS3 Great Innings green space 135 4 
PROS4 Great Innings Recreation Area 135 2 
PROS5 Gatekeepers green space 131 9 

 

 



 
 
 

Policy WAS 12 Protected Views 
Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree to their allocation as a Protected Views 

Protected Views Agree Disagree 
V1: From Bridge to Church 134 0 
V2: From Church of St Andrew and St Mary (eastward) 132 2 
V3: From Nigel Poulton Community Hall to Church (southward) 133 1 
V4: From Church Lane before the railway bridge (southward) 130 2 
V5: From Watton Road railway bridge (north eastward)  129 4 
V6: From entrance to village on Stevenage Road (south eastward)  127 5 
V7: From far side of Walkern Road bridge (southward) 129 3 
V8: From Mill Lane to The Lammas 132 0 

 

 

Policy WAS 17 Community Assets 
 

Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree to their allocation as Community Assets and 
tick YES, if you support the Parish Council applying for 1, 2 & 3 to be as Assets of Community Value 

1. George and Dragon Public House 125 acv 93 6. The Methodist Church and Hall 126 
2. Londis Supermarket 129 acv 96 7. Watton Place Clinic 129 
3. Scout Hut and land at Mill Lane 127 acv 99 8. The Bull Public House 127 
4. The Nigel Poulton Community Hall 132   9. St Andrew and St Mary’s Church 129 
5. The Memorial Hall (High Street)  131     

 

 

Policy WAS 25 Spending Priorities   
 

Please tick the box beside each if you agree/disagree with each spending priority 
Priority Agree Disagree 
Football pitches and facilities 110 17 
Community Hall Car Park Extension  88 41 
Pavement along School Lane 84 41 
Out-of-hours school building 101 18 
Wetland meadow (LGS8) 119 8 
Circular walk 124 8 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments/extra suggestions about Draft Policies: 
This tabulation is based on the responses to 145 questionnaires. 

Please provide your postcode or location so we can check we have responses from across the Parish: 

 ………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………………….. 



Appendix 3    Comments on questionnaires 145 by policy 06/02/20 

 

WAS 1 Sustainable housing 

No more houses please. When will we become a town? 

Plan is superb in potentially catering for a period beyond the East Herts you. 
Adopted Plan (+28 homes) That is excellent and if you don’t do it EHDC will do it for  

Generally the draft policies have been well thought through.  

New housing not needed. 

I am concerned with the amount of extra housing being proposed on the basis of 
traffic, parking, pressure on the doctors and school. I feel that WAS has been 
expanded to its capacity now already. 

Waayy too many parking spaces for new developments. In order to avoid 
congestion, protect the image of the village and protect our planet we need to limit to 
one space per property. 

I would prefer to never build on green belt land but I understand the situation and 
accept it solely on the basis that we have little choice to accept more houses in the 
village. 

WAS3/4 I would prefer one site but again understand the background so therefore 
accept. 

Houses should only be built on brownfield site. There is no infrastructure for 
hundreds of houses 

I think overall this an extremely well-considered proposal 

Understand have to have new houses but this seems too many for our small village 
to cope with. 

I have a query regarding the precise number of homes to be built – from visiting the 
exhibition on Sunday I had a figure of just under 100. On looking at the plan on line – 
I see that the plan is for maximum of 15 on the brownfield site off of Station Road 
which makes sense. However, the allocation for the Walkern Road site is a 
maximum of 60 and the same figure for the Stevenage Road site which gives a total 
of 135 new homes not including the other brownfield sites that might be developed. 
Could you confirm. 

Please issue details of how external mains services will link to existing. 
drains/water/power 

Please identify site access/site offices/etc will be located during the build. 

Please identify time frame for completion 

 



 

WAS2 Village Boundary 

Can the village boundary be considered as holding good for ??? years or being 
amended quickly to provide more houses? 

Concerned about possible infill between bypass and village. 

Unable to see these online. 

Unclear as to old vs new boundary. 

 

WAS 3 Housing allocation Walkern Road 

The access onto Walkern Road would have to be looked at carefully as this road is 
not particularly wide and there is a lot of speeding cars despite a flashing sign which 
was once there! Getting over the bridge can be difficult as the view is not good!  

Walkern Road site unsuitable due to bad road access down Walkern Road which is 
already very difficult. I live in Beane road and access onto Walkern Road is already 
difficult and dangerous and an extra 100 cars will be a nightmare. 

Phased to promote a contingent supply beyond the plan period (circa 30 units) 

Parking!! 

Parking 

Development joining Walkern road to draw design references from other parts of the 
village. Eg cottage terraces or mews. Not town houses. Mature hedge boundary to 
mirror other side of road. Disagree with flood lighting is biodiversity and landscape 
deficit. 

What about access off the bypass/Walkern Road rather than extra traffic going 
through village. 

Access off the bypass/Walkern Road to reduce traffic coming through the village. 

Concerned with road access. Walkern Road and particularly the single lane bridge is 
not suited to additional traffic. 

Concerned there will be a bottlenecks/congestion because of bridge by Lammas 
Road which only allows currently one car over bridge at a time. Proposed houses 
could increase this. 

The bridge over the Beane on Walkern Road must have improved visibility or it will it 
be even more dangerous with increased traffic. We are concerned about the access 
to the Walkern Road plot. It would make much more sense to create access via the 
A602 as that will ensure the construction traffic is less intrusive to the locals and 
allow the houses easy entry/exit to the village. We are concerned about additional 
traffic down Walkern Road due to the bridge and the lack of footpath at the end of 
Walkern Road. The change in speed limit and footpath must be built before 



construction starts as it is already dangerous. I have to walk my children on the road 
for a few metres and often cars barely slow down, even when they see us in the 
road. The footpath should be built on the opposite side of the road to the houses to 
allow the natural screen to remain for the houses at the end of Walkern Road from 
construction traffic.  

Improve traffic management across Walkern Road bridge 

I do not trust Fairview to stick to the planning rules. 

WAS3 is very concerning. It may encourage a ribbon development along the bypass 
southwards. Also it is too large as it stands. 

Traffic lights at Walkern Rd bridge 

Gap between Beane road and new building on Walkern Road 

Also vehicles wrt the Walkern Road site. Extra traffic trying to cross the Beane 
narrow bridge two ways will be a MAJOR PROBLEM. It will need, as well, traffic 
calming beyond the site to force traffic downhill to reduce speed. 

Concerned about access, both construction vehicles getting to the site and when 
there are 120+ more cars for residents. Moving the 30 mph limit back is positive. 
Even at 30 mph visibility on the bridge is an issue. Line of sight both ways is poor. A 
light would make it much safer. 

Serious consideration needs to be given to access onto Walkern Road 
measurements to control and slow the speed of traffic using it. (from bridge to blue 
hill especially) 

The proposed exit onto Walkern Road is not safe. Vehicles speed down the hill at 60 
MPH. You will need traffic lights to stop speeding cars. Speed limit does not stop 
speeding. No police to monitor. No speed cameras. Walkern Road developer needs 
to come up with proposals. Access onto the bypass with roundabout. 

Walkern Road site should be left for walkers, wildlife and the environment 

I am opposed to building in Walkern Road as all traffic would have to come into an 
already over used High Street 

I notice that vehicle calming for Walkern Road but no provision for speed restrictions 
on the High St. this should be brought up for the Council to do something before 
there is a fatality here. 

Problem with traffic congestion and safety on Walkern Road. Extra traffic through 
village- lorries? Particularly with developments at Walkern. 

Walkern Road. Speed limit30 other side of the A602 bridge, traffic lights put on 
single track river crossing. 

Agree, but concerned about safety of having a ped/cycle path across the Stevenage 
Road as cars travel v.fast along that piece of road. 30mph should start as soon as 
you leave the A602 roundabout. Too expensive to build another bridge. 



Another concern re the Walkern Road site, how are construction vehicles going to 
enter/exit the site? Surely, this is going to put tremendous pressure on the bridge 
between Lammas Road and Beane Road? I wouldn’t have thought its built to 
withstand so many lorries etc as well as being a one way bridge. How about creating 
a new road from the site to the A602? Not ideal but there is already another road 
leading off that road where Mill Lane is. 

What will be the road access to the Walkern Road site, especially during the 
proposed construction? The Bridge near Lammas Road is narrow and inadequate for 
a large volume of traffic. 

Concern over extra traffic over bridge over R.Beane on Walkern Road. I know there 
will be access road at top of site but still means many will use road to village. 

Traffic on High Street is bad enough now. How can it cope with extra from so many 
new properties at the end of the village. 

Access from the A602 due to excessive traffic over the bridge by the old Waggon 
pub by Lammas Road and the bad junction with the High Street. 

 

WAS 4 Housing allocation Stevenage Road 

Management Plan for recreation area behind Motts Close would need to protect the 
security and privacy of the houses and gardens backing onto the recreational area. 

Phased to promote a contingent supply beyond the plan period (circa 30 units) 

More 30 mph limit on Stevenage road beyond new development 

I am not opposed to development in Stevenage Road as traffic could go out towards 
the roundabout at the north end of the bypass 

WAS 5 Brownfield Sites 

Use the brown field sites first 

Depot. 

Concern about height of houses adjoining Hazeldell to be built on land already 
higher. 

Houses must be kept no higher than 2 storeys due to their proximity and elevation 
relative to Hazeldell. 

Houses (new) should be max 1 level above ground level and some should have 
larger gardens than proposed. 

Access from Moorymead development will create great problems for existing 
residents there. Would be better onto Station Road. 

With more traffic coming into Moorymead can yellow lines go all the way along. 



Please identify where vehicles will park near the train station if waste land is built on. 
Surely this will move vehicles into residential streets. 

Great Innings. 

I hope that with the additional traffic that parking areas will be provided as in Great 
Innings most cars are parking on the grass verges turning them into swamps. Also 
that places in the school will be available for extra children and that the surgery will 
have enough doctors to cope with the additional peoples. 

When developing the Great Innings car park essential to invest in making the blind 
bend safer. Cars park on grass verges making for a blind bend and grass verges 
ruined in inclement weather. Grass verges to be tarmacked and bend/road to be 
widened 

Brownfield car park in Great Innings North to be a compulsory car park for residents. 
Very dangerous road. Cars parked on grass verges and making it a blind bend. Take 
away some verges for additional roadside parking but plant extra trees and bushes 
on other verges to prevent parking and to compensate for the loss of greenery. 

 

Mill Lane 

Buildings in and around the scout hut to be developed for 1 bed flats for local/older 
residents. 

Perrywood Lane 

The buildings proposed for Perrywood Lane seem disproportionate to the amount of 
houses being built on similar sites of land. 

The sketch view looks great and the style looks in keeping with the heritage of the 
village. Avoiding standard looking ‘new builds’ would be brilliant. 

 

WAS 6 Design Code 

2025 sees a ban on fitting gas central heating to new homes. Make this policy for 
both builds. Community ground source system to be provided. Properties on both 
developments to incorporate cycle storage internal to the building not sheds. 
Encourage use for intra village journeys. 

2 ½ parking spaces is short for today’s families 

Please keep building in keeping of village. I agreed with building houses for 
Gatekeeper but was very disappointed with the houses that were built which have 
ruined the skyline of Watton. Houses should not be more than 2 storeys or have high 
pitched roof. 

 

WAS 7 Housing Mix 



There’s a significant lack of 4 bed housed that families who own 3 bed homes 
currently to move into. We are in this position and find a large number of 3 bed 
houses for sale. Only a few 4 bed houses ever come to market but they are a 
significant jump in price. This plan should therefore have more 4 bed houses. 

We must make sure the houses built have big enough gardens to encourage people 
who live in the village to move into them. They must be an attractive option to locals 
or these houses solely benefit others and not locals. 

Any plans for dedicated rental housing? Rather than affordable 

Buildings in and around the scout hut to be developed for 1 bed flats for local/older 
residents. 

Generally as above but in all sites around the village 

Housing percentages 40% 1bed, 40% 2bed, 10% 3bed, 10% 4bed. 

 

WAS 9 Sustainable Transport 

Cycle path to Stevenage is a priority 

Would be good to maybe look at cycle path from Watton to Stevenage direction. 

The village needs more frequent bus services which run for more of the day ie 
continue to run in the evening. 

Cycle parking at station discrete overlooked under cover.  

Bus service very poor to go to ware or Hertford/Stevenage 

Investment in bus services and ensure mainline rail link continues 

There should be footpaths where cycles are not allowed. 

Transport services, particularly bus service needs investment and improvement, 
particularly at weekend. 

Bus service already poor. Trains poor service at night. 

 

WAS 10 Local Green Space 

LGS7 Critical site requirement as part of WAS4 

Fyi Lammas is historically significant. Requires annual grazing to improve 
biodiversity. 

 

WAS12 Protected Views 

V6 Role of open space at WAS4 needs cementing through the policy/planning 
permission, 106 associated with the site. 



Also, A602 south from Heath Mount entrance and Mill Lane Whempsted side of the 
bypass. 

Online resolution unclear for ID. 

 

WAS 14 Green Corridors 

Watton at Stone would benefit from a tree strategy to ensure a progressive 
replacement of trees in the village in advance of losses. 

New planting to be drawn from a palette of native species seed from UK source and 
grown in UK. Appropriate with current pests and diseases in mind. 

Can we add a policy to try and plant as many trees as possible within the village. 

 

WAS15 Proposed new footpath/cycle connections 

Should be at the heart of this- The policy and connectivity consistent with LTP4 and 
the NPPF, facilitating access on foot, by cycle and offering choice-particularly in 
accessing the station. 

Pavement from Beane bridge at south of village to footpath at entrance to Watton 
House  

I hope that the path through the children’s centre will not allow access to the actual 
buildings as that will leave them open to vandalism and the grounds being abused. 

 

WAS17 Community Assets 

If you list the George as an ACV, then you have to do the Bull for consistency 

Scout Hut. Move elsewhere and manage land for wildlife. Use school or other 
building. 

Blue plaque by former Waggon and Horses for the pudding stone. Community 
orchard/garden to mark VE day should be fully accessible. 

Chinese take away as community asset. 

The George and Dragon was/is a community asset. Greene King should be 
encouraged to make it so. 

Assets of coffee shop and Sandys is not mentioned in plans and are a great asset 

Scout hut and associated land for small units for the young or elderly. 

 

WAS 23 Home Working 

Accords with LTP4 Local Transport Plan. Hierarchy of movement. 



 

WAS 25 Spending Priorities- 

Ranked 1.circular walk, 2.wetland meadow, 3.football, 4.school 

Football 

More football pitches. Traffic to the meadow is too busy and dangerous. 

As a football coach for watton youth, we desperately need a home for our football. 
So I am asking as a priority for land for a clubhouse and pitches. 
Please,please,please! We are situated all over the place in Bedwell, Aston, 
Bennington, Datchworth. 

Youth football – disappointing it does not have an allocated space. Field south of 
gatekeepers is ideal and should be included especially since we are accepting 120 
homes. 

Provision for sport, specifically children’s sport/football is not explained. Previous 
maps have showed an area south of Gatekeepers which would appear to be perfect. 
Other mentioned sites would have issues with parking etc and be on areas already 
used and/or flood plans. More consideration should be taken for the needs of Watton 
Youth FC. What happened to Gatekeepers? 

Football. Riverside site totally inappropriate. Congestion magnet. No floodlighting. 

Where are the football pitches?? We need those. There are not many benefits I can 
see so this is vital. 

I don’t agree with Mill Lane as a place for football. I think the spare land behind 
Gatekeepers should be used for this as it is in the middle of developed land so the 
threat is that later more houses will be built on it. This could be used for a new 
doctor’s surgery. 

Clarify proposals for football pitches /facilities – south of Gatekeepers meadow?? 

Shame no real plans for the football pitches 

Please use the field on the Stevenage Road for a new football pitch. 

Where are the football pitches – need lots of space. 

I find it ridiculous that youth football has no real home within Watton. I would like to 
see far more provision regarding land for youth football. 

Would like to see more provision for kid’s football in village. 

Greater local provision of football and sports pitches 

Agree but NOT south of Mill Lane site. Mill Lane is a poor choice for football pitches. 
Parking would be a huge problem on match days/practice days- ref Datchworth and 
all the issues they have at the Rugby Club. Also, the bridge on Mill Lane is only one 
way so that would never work. Far better would be the site/field opposite 



Gatekeeper’s green space so the current school/children’s centre car park could be 
used at weekends. Mill Lane would simply not work. 

My final observation is that we really do need to push the developers to pay for 
football pitches, as it doesn’t seem clear at the moment what we are going to get out 
of allowing the new houses, ie no confirmed doctor’s premises, expansion of the 
school. At the very least, football pitches/buildings should be provided! 

 

Pavement in School Lane 

Pavement in School Lane and Community Centre Car Park are nonsense. 

Pavement on School lane- Why? Unnecessary. 

Pavement along School lane. No because it becomes more dangerous, cars will go 
faster. 

Pavement. Make it one way and halve capacity for cars. 

Paving the side of School Lane will increase pedestrian risk- traffic will take less care 
if they are not sharing the road 

Pavement needed along school lane leading from High St to meadow (community 
hall) pass club house and other houses to orchard road turning. 

If we put a pavement along School Lane we encourage people to drive faster and it 
spoils the village ambience. 

Pavement along School Lane – is this not a council cost already? 

 

Car Park Extension 

Pavement in School Lane and Community Centre Car Park are nonsense. 

Provision of a car park extension. What a waste of money. Totally inappropriate, 
inconsistent with adopted East Herts Plan and LTP4. Use the car park at the 
children’s centre if additional parking required for the village centre-underused asset 
outside school hours, use it to support youth football on the field south of 
Gatekeepers. 

No to community hall car park extension, we don’t need any more parking there, less 
cars, walk more. 

The community building car park should not be extended, it is used for the village so 
most people walk to it, and therefore it should have no need to extend into the 
meadow. Traffic will also go much faster if there is more space which is already a 
problem. 

We need less cars in the village so I disagree with extending the car park. Also 
potential hazard for children. New football pitches for youth teams essential. 



We shouldn’t be creating car parking in the village centre, it goes against policy and 
will be a safety risk for users of the lanes. We should be reducing car usage and 
encouraging walking. Definitely must link new developments with a circular path. 

I presume car park extensions would impact on the greenspace/park so I don’t like 
this idea. 

Car Park. Does not accord with HCC LTP4. Does not accord with broad climate 
objective. HCC emerging sustainable herts strategy. 

Plan objective 8 implies traffic impact will get worse. It should be to take measures to 
ensure no impact. Any case for car parking should be linked to reducing High St 
congestion and not be purely for users of the NPCH. 

I don’t agree with a car park extension-this simply encourages more people to 
drive.in general there is enough parking in the car park and on the main road. Most 
of the people using the hall are from the village and should be encouraged to walk. 

Not happy about car park extension, as we should be encouraging people to walk in 
the village. 

I am concerned about plans to extend the car park at the community centre. We 
should be discouraging cars to come near the car park. It is dangerous and sooner 
or later a child would be hit by a car. There is space in the High St or people should 
be encouraged to walk. The community centre is not a business.  It is an asset for 
the people of the village and they should walk to it. 

Community centre- strongly disagree with more parking. We need green spaces! 

Car park. Danger to small children with extra vehicles in the area as so many little 
people enjoy the facility and attend on their own to gain independence. Growing up 
in safety. This is a well used and safe playing area accessed by bikes, buggies and 
pedestrians. 

 

School Building 

Use children’s centre for out of hours school building. 

School building. But manage out car use. 

 

Wetland Meadow 

Wetland meadow and circular walk are spot on, consistent with promotion of health, 
countryside access and promotion of movement in accord with LTP4 heirarchy. Links 
to WAS9 positively. 

Wetland meadow. Will also deliver flood capacity to protect the village. Create open 
water pools in meadow and use won gravel to lift river profile. 

Walks/cycle paths/development of wetland my priority 



Circular Walk 

Wetland meadow and circular walk are spot on, consistent with promotion of health, 
countryside access and promotion of movement in accord with LTP4 heirarchy. Links 
to WAS9 positively. 

Circular Walk offers walkable access from Walkern Road, Beane Road to station, 
consistent with NPPF and LTP4. 

Circular walk. Walking route to station LTP4. Route for walking in nature benefits 
public health. 

 

Other Suggestions 

As the Lay Preacher of the Methodist Church, I would like you to consider the range 
of activities offered to the local community, currently mainly for older people. 
Increases in residents will no doubt lead to additional numbers for the activities 
currently funded by the church 

Speed limits on all roads in the village should be reduced to 20mph. 

Concerned that with 120 new houses or more the school won’t have enough facilities 
or space. There are already class sizes of 42. Could they build a new school or 
extend it. 

The scouts need a new scout hut. Could this be added to the list? Currently, apart 
from the new football pitches, there aren’t many benefits so far. 

Local provision of sports facilities for kids. 

We also need to ensure adequate facilities – doctor’s surgery and school are my 
main concerns. I don’t think the space for the school expansion is very big as it 
includes the field and playground.  

Parking on High Street remains unresolved with these plans. 

Develop space opposite George and Dragon/adjacent to 80/84 High Street to car 
parking and put in parking restrictions 

Improve parking for High Street. 

Formally transfer land in Gatekeepers previously proposed for surgery to the school. 

Improvements to pavements along High St, particularly for the disabled 

What improvements will be made to accommodate extra children in school, extra 
people at doctors, sewers and drainage etc. 

Serious consideration should be given to finding a site for a new doctors surgery, 
even at the expense of a few houses. 

The flow of traffic through the High Street must be improved 



What plans are there to ensure that doctors surgery and school have facilities to 
cope with extra people? 

It would be good to see investment in park equipment/meadow equipment for 
children. 

More money for scouts. More money for school! Money for a gym to keep us fit. 

Gym facility! Money for watton at stone school and scouts. 

Money for school, scouts and gym. 

Community gym facilities. (it is currently a significant drive to any gym and would 
improve community spirit in the village). These would preferably be indoors to allow 
year round use. Extra community cohesion will be especially important as the village 
has now become the size of a small town. As such I would also request extra funds 
for the scouts and the school. 

Also guide hut is hugely important. 

Parking in watton, double yellow line/time specific on the High Street not working. 
Car parking in estate both sides of the road, difficult for residents to go home! 
Parking plan not considered 

Investment in bus services, doctors surgery and ensure mainline rail link continues 

There should be footpaths where cycles are not allowed. 

Additional parking in Rectory road by cutting into the existing green space which is 
little used. Many houses in Hockerill have no parking facility. 

More parking spaces required in Rectory Lane for school traffic etc. 

Transport services, particularly bus service needs investment and improvement, 
particularly at weekend. 

Doctor’s surgery needs investment. 

Make the builders sort a new scout hut out 

I think it is essential that the expansion of the school is considered as part of this 
plan. Can the school manage another 90 families? The building is already 
inadequate- poorly laid out and very large classes. 

Too much traffic into High Street. The main attraction is the High St. too much traffic 

When the Gatekeepers Meadow site was built, we were told there would be a new 
doctor’s surgery built – this hasn’t happened. Also a lot more houses were built than 
we were told about. Also will the school be enlarged to take into account all the extra 
children that will be living in these new homes. 

Plan for the increase in demand for facilities, particularly the doctors and school if 
new housing developments go ahead. 



Parking around the station (station road, clappers lane, etc) needs addressing. 
Particularly dangerous parking on station road that affects traffic. 

Car parking/drop off at school improved to reduce existing problems. 

Car parking for train station improved to reduce existing problems. 

Speed camera Walkern Road before we have a death. 

Weight limit all entrances to village. 

Improve all paths in and out of village. 

Transport/parking/roads (and parking on them) a priority for me. 

If more homes being built the parking facilities for parents for school drop off needs 
to be arranged as it’s already an issue for residents in Hockerill/Rectory Lane as 
parents are abusive, rude and park dangerously. 

Vehicles in the High Street continue to be a problem which will get worse as the 
village develops. Public transport is not very good so cars are a necessity. Will all 
these new houses have parking for four or more vehicles? You can’t cycle to Ware, 
Hertford or Stevenage safely. New development needs to address these issues all of 
which are not alleviated by a ‘wetland’.  

I’m still concerned about the number of families who’ll move in to the village and the 
effect it will have on an already bursting school. But I trust that the P.C have this all 
under control. 

Online charts too indistinct,unable to enlarge. Over-crowding in Watton has caused 
anti-social behaviour in open spaces and schools. Ghetto gangs exist on current 
estates. 

WAS Surgery and doctors are excellent. One assumes another doctor for the 
practice with so many new houses 

 

Other Comments 

Thank you to the people who have done all the work concerning this plan. 

Make community aware of these plans eg website via the Parish News (putting them 
on the website is not enough). 

Thanks for the tremendous efforts you have all made. 

A very well thought out and professionally presented plan 

All seems very good 

I’d like to thank everybody who has contributed towards putting this together. The 
village are lucky to have you all! 

Committee do an excellent job. Many thanks 



New arrival in the village. Sept19. Volunteered to help. He and his wife are property 
related professional. MARTIN BASSNETT. MJBASSNETT@GOOGLEMAIL.COM. 

 

 

 


