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Louise St John Howe 
Programme Officer – Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination 
PO Services 
PO Box 10965 
Sudbury, Suffolk 
CO10 3BF 
 
By Email Only: louise@poservices.co.uk 
  
 
Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study – Stage 3 Consultation  
Response on behalf of Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council 
 
Dear Louise,  

Troy Planning + Design (Troy Hayes Planning Limited) has been instructed by 
Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council to prepare representations to the Green Belt 
Study - Stage 3 consultation. We wish to appear at the upcoming Local Plan 
examination hearings on the Parish Council’s behalf if invited to take part by the 
Inspector.  Please find attached our representations to the Green Belt Study – 
Stage 3.  
 
In summary, we consider that the Study has a number of deficiencies that we 
would like to bring to the Inspector’s attention through our representations and 
at the hearings.  

 
Yours sincerely, 

Troy Hayes (MRTPI, AICP) 
Managing Director 
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Introduction 
 

1. At the end of the Stage 2 Hearing Sessions of the Welwyn Hatfield Local 
Plan Examination in October 2017 the Inspector identified the need for 
further work in relation to the Green Belt matters.  In December 2017, the 
Inspector issued a note setting out the scope of the additional work that 
should be undertaken by the Council in relation to assessing the Green Belt 
(Ref ED39).   
 

2. The Green Belt Study Stage 3 (GBS3) states that in addition to the 
Inspector’s note (Ref ED39), that the Inspector identified a need for further 
work to assess the contribution of the ‘washed over’ settlements to Green 
Belt openness due to his concern that the contribution these make to the 
openness to the Green Belt had not been fully explored in previous studies 
(see paragraph 3.54 of EX88B).  It seems that if this was required by the 
Inspector then it would have been specifically expressed in ED39, however 
it was not.  
 

3. The Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 3 was published on 24 August 
2018 (Ref EX88A-EX88D) with the Inspector inviting comments on the Study 
by 18 September, ahead of the planned Hearings Sessions on 6 and 7 
November. 
 

4. Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council’s representations to the Regulation 19 
Local Plan primarily addressed the Green Belt in the Parish. As requested 
by the Inspector and Programme Officer we have kept the focus of our 
representations to matters relating to the methodology, parcel 
assessments and conclusions of the Green Belt Study Stage 3 as we 
understand this to be the sole focus of this consultation and not on any 
proposed allocations or Local Plan policies. 
 

5. Overall, we consider that the Study lacks the necessary granularity the 
Inspector was seeking, lacks transparency, is difficult to follow and is not 
locally specific enough. A more robust methodology would have been one 
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that betters reflects local circumstances and provides a greater level of 
granularity.  
 

6. We note that there has been no engagement with the Parish Council in 
relation to this Study prior to its release. There was no opportunity to 
comment upon the methodology or the definition of parcels before the 
assessment was undertaken.  The opportunity to comment on the Study 
itself has been extremely limited with only three weeks to respond to a 
particularly complex and fundamental piece of evidence for both the 
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan and potentially the future of the Green Belt in 
the Borough. 
 

7. We are unaware of any engagement with neighbouring authorities on the 
Stage 3 Green Belt Study and note that this appears to be contrary to the 
Duty to Cooperate. There is no mention of this engagement that we could 
see in the Study. The findings of this Study are of such potential 
fundamental importance that we would expect there to have been 
engagement with neighbouring authorities in relation to the Study’s 
methodology, assessments and conclusions. Particularly in relation to 
parcels located near/ on administrative boundaries. In specific relation to 
Northaw and Cuffley parish we are concerned that there does not appear 
to have been any engagement with the East Hertfordshire District, the 
Borough of Broxbourne and Hertsmere District Councils. Given the length 
of time this Study has taken to prepare engagement with local councils and 
neighbouring authorities should have been undertaken. 
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Policy Context 
 

8. Northaw & Cuffley Parish (see Figure 1) has an area of approximately six 
square miles, a population of 5,181 (2011 Census) and is located east of 
Potters Bar, north of the M25 and includes the two settlements of Northaw 
and Cuffley. Cuffley is designated in the emerging Local Plan as a ‘Large 
excluded village’ and Northaw is designated in the emerging Local Plan as 
a ‘Green Belt village’. 
 

9. The Northaw Historic Core Conservation Area is one of only eight 
designated Conservation Areas in the Borough. The Northaw and Cuffley 
parish contains 30 Listed Buildings and Structures which are clustered in 
Northaw, along Coopers Lane, Judge’s Hill, Vineyard’s Road and in Cuffley. 
It has an Area of Archaeological Interest within Northaw village and at least 
five additional Areas of Archaeological Interest within close proximity (as 
illustrated on the Local Plan Policies Map - see Figure 2 below).  
 

10. Northaw village includes a number of open spaces and wildlife sites. These 
include Northaw Village Green, Northaw Playing Fields, Northaw 
Community Orchard/ Park Road Pastures Local Wildlife Site (see Figure 2 
below - WS182 on Proposed Policies Map 2016), Willow Field (west of the 
Community Orchard) and Meadow east of Park Road Local Wildlife Site (see 
Figure 2 below – WS177 on Proposed Policies Map 2016).  In addition, 
adjacent to Northaw village are The Vineyard Nyn Park Local Wildlife Site 
(WS190), Hook Wood Local Wildlife Site (WS164) and Northaw Brook 
Pastures Local Wildlife Site (WS159).    
 

11. As noted in the profile of Welwyn Hatfield in the Submission Local Plan, 
Cuffley Brook and its tributaries form a deep valley between Cuffley and 
Northaw. The Stage 3 Green Belt Study notes the importance of river valleys 
in the spatial pattern of development.  Paragraph 4.8 states: 
 

“There are no particularly dominant areas of high ground in the Borough, 
but tributary valleys to the west of Cuffley Brook create some distinctive 
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landforms between which smaller settlements are focused, notable 
Northaw, Newgate Street, whilst the village of Essendon similarly lies on a 
ridge between tributaries of the River Lea.  Landform emphasises the 
distinction between these elevated settlements and surrounding open 
countryside.” (Paragraph 4.8). 

 
12. Paragraph 4.33 of the Strategic Assessment of the Green Belt in the Stage 

3 Green Belt Study states in relation to Cheshunt – Potters Bar (our 
emphasis): 
 

“Cheshunt and Potters Bar are about 6.5km apart, but outside of the 
Borough there are narrow gaps between Cuffley, Goffs Oak and 
Cheshunt, so the principal separation is between Cuffley and Potters 
Bar, which are around 3km apart. The washed over village of Northaw 
lies in between the two, but extensive woodlands help to separate it from 
Potters Bar.  A broad valley separates Northaw and Cuffley, the visual 
openness of which makes this gap more vulnerable to encroachment 
(see Local Purpose below).” 

 
13. The important role in local settlement separation between Northaw and 

Cuffley is acknowledged in Paragraph 4.43 of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study 
and illustrated on Figure 4.1 of the Study which shows the ‘fragile gap’ 
between the two settlements. 
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14. We have prepared an interactive map with the three-dimensional terrain 

and topography lines in Northaw and Cuffley parish. This clearly illustrates 
the broad valley and visual openness between the two settlements.  

15. On our interactive map the terrain is extruded at an exaggerated elevation 
(x3) to highlight the differences in relief. The layers included can be turned 
on and off (or have their opacity adjusted). The map can be rotated by 
pressing 'R' and saved directly from your browser by pressing Shift+S. To 
find out more, visit the following link and click on the Help button on the 
upper right corner: http://troyplanning.com/maps/Northaw&Cuffley/ 

http://troyplanning.com/maps/Northaw&Cuffley/
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 Figure 1 - Northaw & Cuffley Parish Boundary, 
listed buildings and conservation areas 
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Figure 2 - Extract from 
Welwyn Hatfield 
Proposed Policies Map 
(2016) 
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16. The entirety of Northaw and Cuffley parish is covered by Green Belt 
designation apart from the village of Cuffley which is inset.  
 

17. In relation to national planning policy, the Stage 3 Green Belt Study sets out 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) approach to Green Belt 
published in July 2018.  Whilst the policies in the revised NPPF are material 
considerations which should be taken into account in dealing with 
applications from the day of its publication, Annex 1 of the revised NPPF 
states: 
 

“the policies in the previous Framework will apply for the purpose of 
examining plans, where those plans are submitted on or before 24 January 
2019.” (Paragraph 214) 

 
18. The national policy section of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study refers to the 

revised NPPF as opposed to the 2012 NPPF under which the Welwyn 
Hatfield Local Plan was submitted in May 2017.  The use of the revised NPPF 
as the context for the Study raises the question of consistency with other 
evidence base documents and the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan itself.   
 

19. For the sake of clarity, we set out the differences between both versions of 
the NPPF. Whilst the wording has remained constant between many 
sections of the NPPF 2012 and NPPF 2018, the below section highlights the 
key differences in relation to Green Belt:  
 
• Paragraph 83 (NPPF 2012) – “Once established, Green Belt boundaries 

should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 
preparation or review of the Local Plan.”  
 
Versus  
Paragraph 136 (NPPF 2018) – “Once established, Green Belt boundaries 
should only be altered where exceptional circumstances are fully 
evidenced and justified, through the preparation or updating of plans.”  
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• Paragraph 85 (NPPF 2012) – “When defining boundaries, local planning 
authorities should … [bullet 5] satisfy themselves that Green Belt 
boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the development 
plan period;” 
 
Versus 

Paragraph 137 (NPPF 2018) – “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.” 

Paragraph 138 (NPPF 2018) – “Where it has been concluded that it is 
necessary to release Green Belt land for development, plans should 
give first consideration to land which has been previously-developed 
and/or is well-served by public transport. They should also set out ways 
in which the impact of removing land from the Green Belt can be offset 
through compensatory improvements to the environmental quality and 
accessibility of remaining Green Belt land.”  
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20. The changes to the NPPF in relation to Green Belt point towards an even 
greater scrutiny of how exceptional circumstances have been evidenced 
and justified through the preparation of Local Plans, whether the local 
authority has fully examined all other reasonable options to meet its 
development needs (including suitable brownfield sites, underutilised land, 
the optimisation of development density and statements of common 
ground with neighbouring authorities).  We draw your attention to the 
recent Secretary of State’s direction to East Hertfordshire District Council 
regarding the adoption of the East Hertfordshire Local Plan (see Appendix 
1) which would appear to align with this added scrutiny of proposed Green 
Belt release.  
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Green Belt Study – Stage 3 Methodology 

 
21. We agree with the Study that there is no defined approach set out in 

national guidance as to how Green Belt assessments should be 
undertaken.  However, the scope of this Stage 3 Green Belt Study was set 
out by the Inspector in his note (Ref. ED39).  Therefore, it is important to 
establish if the Study has complied with the Inspector’s scope and 
addressed the shortcomings he identified with the previous Green Belt 
studies for Welwyn Hatfield.  The shortcomings identified by the Inspector 
were:  
 

• The phase 1 Green Belt Review was at such a strategic level as to 
render its findings on the extent of the potential harm to the 
purposes of the Green Belt, caused by development within the large 
parcels considered as a whole, debatable when applied to smaller 
individual potential development sites adjacent to the urban areas. 
A finer grained approach would better reveal the variations in how 
land performs against the purposes of the Green Belt.  Such an 
approach is also more likely to reveal opportunities as well as 
localised constraints, both of which might reasonably be considered 
further. 
 

• The phase 2 Green Belt Review, which did look at a finer grain of sites, 
does not appear to have examined all the potential development 
sites adjacent to the urban areas. 
 

• The phase 2 Green Belt Review appears to have incorporated an 
examination of landscape character into the consideration of 
openness. Openness considerations in a Green Belt context should 
only be concerned about the absence of built development and 
other dominant urban influences.  They should not be concerned 
about the character of the landscape. 
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22. The Inspector highlighted in his note that ‘maintaining the settlement 
pattern’ is a local consideration and not one of the five Green Belt purposes 
so it is arguable whether or not it should be given the same weight as the 
others but that is a matter of rational objective judgement.  The Inspector 
also emphasised the importance of openness in relation to safeguarding of 
the countryside from encroachment.  
 

23. We note that the Stage 3 Green Belt Study states that in addition to the 
Inspector’s note (ED39), the Inspector identified a need for further work to 
assess the contribution of the ‘washed over’ settlements to Green Belt 
openness due to his concern that the contribution these make to the 
openness to the Green Belt had not been fully explored in previous studies 
(see paragraph 3.54 of EX88B).  However, if this was required by the 
Inspector then it would have been specifically expressed in ED39.  
 

24. The Inspector’s note set out the following requirements for the Stage 3 
Study’s scope of analysis: 

 
• The analysis should be undertaken in the context of paragraphs 79, 

80 and 86 of NPPF 2012. 
 

• It should use the existing Green belt purposes assessments, 
particularly the basics of the Green belt elements of phase two, 
which following a review of its methodology and a reality check of its 
findings could be built upon by extending the sites considered to all 
those abutting urban areas and even sites beyond these if the 
analysis suggests that adjacent sites abutting the urban area could 
be developed and there is an overall need for more sites. 
 

• The extent to which the Green Belt would be compromised by the 
loss of the parcel either in part of its entirety or in combination with 
other parcels is clearly the fundamental issue to be analysed. 
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Size and Justification of Parcel Boundaries 

25. The Inspector emphasised in his note (ED39), amongst a number of other 
important points, that the large size of parcels used in the phase 1 and phase 
2 Green Belt studies were in many cases not refined enough to understand 
the potential harm to the Green Belt purposes in enough detail.  We consider 
that many of the parcels in the Stage 3 Study are still too large without a clear 
method for how they were derived. We note that the Study does provide 
some explanation for how LUC created parcels across the local authority 
area as a general method, however it is unclear as to how the parcels for 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough were derived. This should be clearly illustrated in 
the Study given their importance. 

 
26. In addition, the size of parcels is vastly different across the Borough again 

without a clear reason as to why.  For example, Parcel 84 surrounds the 
eastern and southern sides of Northaw village and a small part of the 
northern side. For example, Parcel 88e the eastern boundary is simply based 
on the Borough boundary without regard to physical features. 

 
27. We have undertaken a site visit of all the parcels within Northaw & Cuffley 

parish. Photographs of views within and to/ from the parcels along with a 
viewpoint map showing the point at which each photograph was taken are 
included in Appendix 2.  Based upon our site visit we consider that the 
definition of parcels within the Study does not necessarily reflect the reality 
on the ground. 
 

Identification of absolute environmental and heritage constraints to development 

28. Paragraphs 3.4 - 3.6 of the Stage 3 Study sets out the absolute environmental 
and heritage constraints to development that should not be assessed as part 
of the study based on the Inspector’s note (ED39). The Inspector stated:  

 
“I would include the statutory conservation sites, land potentially at risk 
of flooding, and the major heritage assets in this category but the final 
choice should be a rational value judgement on the importance of the 
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protection. It nevertheless seems pointless to me to carry out a detailed 
Green Belt assessment for such sites however they are defined.” 
 

29. The Stage 3 Study sets out these constraints as follows: 
• Registered Parks and Gardens;  
• Scheduled Monuments;  
• Special Area of Conservation;  
• Sites of Special Scientific Interest;  
• Natural Nature Reserve;  
• Local Nature Reserves; 
• Local Wildlife Sites; and 
• Sites listed on the ancient woodland inventory.  

 
30. It is unclear as to whether the Inspector expected the inclusion of 

Conservation Areas within this list of absolute constraints or what was meant 
by the term ‘major heritage assets’, however given that, for instance, 
Northaw’s Conservation Area (and Listed Buildings) appear to have not been 
taken into consideration in any part of this assessment they should have 
been included as constraints in the Study and listed as such.  This would also 
reflect the National Planning Policy Framework. 
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Definitions used for the Green Belt Purposes  

Purpose 1 - To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 
31. In light of the Inspector requesting a study that was undertaken at less of a 

strategic level and more of a local level, it must be considered whether a 
different interpretation of ‘large built-up areas’ would have been more 
suitable. If, as proposed through the Study, it is accepted that there are no 
‘large built-up areas’ in Welwyn Hatfield Borough, then Purpose 1 is 
effectively redundant for this study. We suggest that it would be useful to 
adopt a specific local definition which acknowledges that sprawl can occur 
from towns or villages, such as Potters Bar and Cuffley.  The definition of 
Purpose 1 as used in the Stage 3 Study has effectively produced strategic or 
blanket results.  This is evidenced by the scoring which indicates that no 
parcel in the Borough fulfils this purpose to any degree.   
 
 
Purpose 2 - To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another 

32. In terms of preventing neighbouring towns merging into one another, again 
an inadequate definition has been used. The previous Welwyn Hatfield 
Green Belt studies have based the definition of a town upon the settlement 
hierarchy. But by using this as a criterion, it only allows a full Green Belt 
assessment to be carried out for those sites that are adjacent to Welwyn 
Garden City and Hatfield. Therefore, there are a limited number of sites that 
can demonstrate that they provide any contribution to this purpose. It is our 
view that a Green Belt parcel could have a significant contribution in 
preventing villages or smaller settlements merging, even if they do not 
prevent ‘towns’ merging. By using the previously used definition of ‘town’ for 
this purpose allows a more accurate picture of a Green Belt parcel’s 
significance to be assessed.  
 

33. With the focus of this study being on neighbouring towns it looks at the 
physical proximity between towns as the initial consideration, but built and 
natural landscape can act to either decrease or increase the perception of 
separation between settlements. However, the study does not provide 
detailed enough criteria to define what built and natural landscapes have a 
‘significant role’ or ‘partial role’ in preventing neighbouring towns from 
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merging and if different landscapes hold different weight (or score) within 
the three broad Green Belt contribution ratings.   
 
Purpose 3 - To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

34. The Stage 3 Study outlines that it has considered the characteristics of the 
countryside and the extent to which it relates to the wider countryside and 
adjacent settlements when assessing the parcels against Purpose 3. This is 
done by assessing if there is lack of development within the parcels or 
whether the land uses within the parcel are associated with countryside 
rather than urban land. However, Green Belt policy is to prevent urban 
sprawl by keeping land permanently open and safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment which refers to the absence of built development rather 
than the character of the landscape. This is something that the Inspector 
reiterates in his note. 
   

35. We question the criteria that has been used to assess this Purpose and would 
instead suggest that seeking to ascertain if release of a specific parcel would 
result in encroachment of development into the countryside would be more 
appropriate in terms of the openness of the parcel rather than simply the 
existing land use. 

 

Purpose 4 - To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 
36. We consider that this purpose has not been properly defined. The scope for 

what constitutes a historic town is too narrow and fails to include and 
properly assess important historic settlements such as Northaw which 
contains a Conservation Area and numerous listed buildings. The Green Belt 
can play a key role in terms of preserving the setting and special character 
of these areas and historic settlements more generally. 
 

37. The Stage 3 Study explains that only Welwyn Garden City constitutes an 
historic town and explains in Paragraph 3.41 why other settlements have 
been excluded:  

“The purpose makes specific reference to ‘historic towns’ not individual 
historical assets or smaller settlements such as villages and hamlets; therefore 
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it is considered inappropriate to consider elements of the historic environment 
which do not relate to historic towns and their wider setting.” 

 

38. However, we note that LUC have prepared Green Belt studies elsewhere 
where they advise that Conservation Areas should be used as a proxy for 
historic towns and assessed against the fourth Green Belt purpose. The 
following paragraph is taken from the Rossendale Green Belt Study 
(November 2016)1 prepared by LUC: 
 

“For the Rossendale Green Belt study, Conservation Areas have been used 
a proxy for identifying the historic towns. As a cross check, reference has 
also been made to the Historic Core Urban Landscape Type defined within 
the Lancashire Landscape Character Assessment (A Landscape Strategy for 
Lancashire, December 2000). The historic towns assess under purpose 4 
have been identified by selecting Conservation Areas that are located 
within settlements included in the assessment of Green Belt purpose 2 and 
that are within a maximum distance of 5km from the Green Belt parcels. 
This also included any Conservation Areas located within towns in 
neighbouring local authorities.” (Paragraph 3.45) 

 
39. The Rossendale Green Belt Study includes an in-depth analysis of these 

parcels using the following methodology: 

“To inform our understanding of the role that Green Belt provides in preserving 
the setting of historic towns, we undertook an intervisibility analysis as part of 
the desk based assessment. In essence, this identified the extent to which each 
Green Belt parcel is visually connected with one or more historic town or 
settlement. 

 
“The process by which this analysis was undertaken was as follows: 
• a digital ground model of the study area was constructed using OS digital 

contour data; 
• the current conservation areas/ historic cores were overlaid; 
• a notional building height was applied to these areas; 

                                                   
1 https://www.rossendale.gov.uk/downloads/download/10820/green_belt_review_2016 
 

https://www.rossendale.gov.uk/downloads/download/10820/green_belt_review_2016
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• digital analysis was used to identify which Green Belt parcels are 
intervisible with these urban areas within an agreed radius (suggest 5km).” 

 
“This is a theoretical analysis based on standard building height and ‘bare  
structures or land cover such as trees and woodland). The desk analysis 
identified those land parcels which could have the potential to form an 
important part of the setting of an historic settlement, considering the extent 
of intervisibility and the distance at which it occurs. The field survey then 
explored this on the ground, considering in particular: 
 
• the strength of the visual relationship (e.g. the influence of screening or 

intervening features / development, the presence of key views and vistas); 
 

• the balance between historic and more recent development; 
 

• the prominence of key historic features such as mill buildings, chimneys, 
churches etc.; 
 

• the presence of any obvious functional relationships between the historic 
town and the Green Belt parcel (e.g. railway lines); 
 

• where appropriate, views out from settlements as well as views of urban 
areas from the Green Belt.” 

 
(Paragraphs 3.46-3.48, Rossendale Green Belt Review) 

 

40.  This approach taken by LUC to assessing Conservation Areas/ Historic 
Towns in an earlier Study appears to be more far more robust than the 
approach taken in Welwyn Hatfield whereby Conservation Areas and Listed 
Buildings are all but disregarded. Conservation Areas are mentioned only 
once in the Stage 3 Green Belt Study main report and twice in the Parcel 
Assessment Appendix. 
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Purpose 5- To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land 

41. We have no comment on the assessment of this Purpose. 

 

The Local Purpose - Maintain the existing settlement pattern 

42. The Study adds an additional local purpose to the five NPPF Green Belt 
purposes. This aims to maintain the existing settlement pattern. The 
Inspector in his note (ED39) questioned whether the local purpose should be 
afforded the same weight as the five NPPF Green Belt purposes. The Parish 
Council supports the inclusion of the local purpose. However, it is unclear 
why the local purpose has only been applied to the settlements which are 
already inset into the Green Belt (Paragraph 3.52 of EX88b).  The inclusion of 
Cuffley in the settlements considered in the assessment of the Local Purpose 
is supported but further explanation of the exclusion of Northaw is required.  
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Assessment of Washed Over Settlements 
 

43. Given that the Local Plan Settlement Hierarchy and Settlement Strategy is 
in many ways defined by the Green Belt designations in the Borough, it 
would appear that an attempt to apply a ‘retrofit’ solution to the evidence 
base in respect of inset villages has potentially far reaching consequences 
for the Local Plan and its evidence base and cannot be isolated to Green 
Belt matters alone.  
 

44. In any case, we consider that the methodology used to assess washed over 
settlements is deficient and inaccurate. We provide our reasons for this 
below in respect of the village of Northaw.  
 

45. We understand the methodology developed in order to determine whether 
to inset a washed over settlement was to understand the contribution the 
settlement made to the openness of the Green Belt. LUC explain that they 
used the following method: 
 

• Understanding the general character of the settlement (location, 
setting, topography, settlement form and density of built 
development) 

• The extent of open space within the settlement (the amount, 
form and character of open space within the settlement and its 
relationship with the surrounding Green Belt). 

• Potential harm to the Green Belt if the parcel were to be 
excluded from the Green Belt. 
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Figure 3: Green Belt Study Stage 3, Appendix 5.1 Page 30  

 
46. At this stage of the Study presumably LUC were assessing Northaw as a 

‘washed over settlement’ without a ‘parcel boundary’ rather than 
prejudicing the ‘scenario testing’ they undertook later in the Stage 3 Study 
in relation to a proposed parcel boundary. Assuming LUC did not prejudice 
the scenario testing, however there is no evidence of this being the case. It 
is unclear as to what was considered as part of this initial assessment 
before deciding that it warranted further scenario testing. We consider this 
further in the paragraphs below, explaining why the methodology is 
inappropriate and cannot be relied upon. 
 

47. The Study does not refer to any other evidence base that it used to gain 
important evidential background to help reach conclusions about the 
washed over settlement of Northaw. Given the importance of this Study 
and the amount of technical evidence available it seems to have ignored 
the evidence available.  
 

48. For example, the Study undertakes a crude assessment of ‘Understanding 
the general character of the settlement’ for Northaw. It provides a short 
description (see Figure 3 above) of the village, however with only a brief 
overview of location, the setting, topography and a very brief and selective 
description of development and density. It explains that there is denser 
development to the east with 20th century linear expansion however there 
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is no actual technical analysis to justify this and ‘to the east’ is not specific 
enough for the reader to understand where the author is referring to. It 
fails to mention the Conservation Area in the village or the numerous Listed 
Buildings within Northaw.  
 

49. In respect of Open Space, the methodology explains that LUC assessed the 
extent of open space within the settlement (the amount, form and 
character of open space within the settlement and its relationship with the 
surrounding Green Belt). However, the assessment of Northaw simply 
states there are no sizeable areas of open space within the built-up area 
other than the western fringes. It is wholly unclear as to why ‘open space’ is 
a key determinate in assessing a settlement’s contribution to the Green 
Belt, or what constitutes ‘open space in this study’.  
 

50. We consider that the village as a whole should be assessed in terms of 
overall openness – not just formal open space which may not be an 
important factor.  As our photographs in Appendix 2 and our interactive 
map (see Paragraph 14 above) demonstrate Northaw is an ‘open Green Belt 
village’ throughout the village.  In almost all areas of the village there are 
open views between buildings and a strong sense of being located on a 
ridgeline with the village surrounded to the east by a valley with views.  
Indeed, the Green Belt has protected the village from inappropriate 
development and thus negative impacts on the Green Belt. 
 

51. Furthermore, LUC do not follow their own methodology in relation to 
assessing open space.  It is unclear what open spaces the Study is referring 
to ‘on the western fringes’ or what is considered to be sizeable. It reads as 
if the author is only seeking ‘sizeable areas of open space’ when their 
methodology does not specify that open space must be sizeable to be 
considered. The Study does not assess the relationship of the open space 
to the Green Belt which is clearly a failing. As noted in Paragraph 10 above 
Northaw village includes a number of open spaces and wildlife sites, many 
of which illustrate the open nature of the village (for example View N02: 
Northaw Village Green and View N13: Northaw Playing Fields – see 
Appendix 2).    
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52.  The assessment in Appendix 5.1 of the Stage 3 Study apparently warranted 
that Northaw then be subject to ‘development scenario’ testing. It is entirely 
unclear as to how this conclusion was reached. 
  

53. The assessment of Northaw then moves on to ‘development scenarios for 
washed over settlements in Appendix 5.2’ (see page 6). Figure 4 below 
illustrates the parcel boundary LUC derived for Northaw in order to test it 
as an inset village. However, there is no methodology provided for how the 
settlement boundary was drawn or what was taken into consideration. 
There is not even text provided in the Appendix 5.2 that explains what the 
reader is viewing.  
 

54. We provide commentary earlier in our representations as to the ambiguity 
of how LUC drew the parcel boundaries. We do not repeat this here but 
would like to note that the parcel boundaries drawn for Parcel 84 and 
Parcel 85 have no justification or method therefore it is difficult to provide 
commentary on the reasoning for their selection.  

Figure 4: ‘Development Scenarios for Northaw (Appendix 5.2 Page 6) 

  



 

25 
 

troyplanning.com 
Aldwych House 
71-91 Aldwych 
London 
WC2B 4HN 
Tel: 020 70961 329 

LONDON 
MANCHESTER 
PETERSFIELD 
PORTLAND 

55. The ‘full assessment’ of Parcel 85 (See Appendix 6.1) states that Parcel 85 
makes ‘limited or no contribution’ to all Green Belt purposes apart from 
Purpose 5 (Assist the urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict land and other urban land). Please see our comments on this 
assessment in the section below.  
 

56. Following this there are two sentences which explain why LUC have 
assessed Parcel P85 (Northaw) as having a ‘moderate-low’ assessment of 
harm to the Green Belt if it were to be released (see Figure 8 below). It states 
that the settlement of Northaw predominantly comprises residential 
development although some open space is present to the west and that 
the open spaces makes no significant contribution to Green Belt purposes. 
We consider the drawing of the parcel boundary to prejudice the 
outcome of this assessment by LUC as it clearly excludes the open 
space and setting of this historic Green Belt village in order to arrive 
at a conclusion which favours its exclusion from the Green Belt. If the 
boundary were to be drawn differently to include what is the 
functional village of Northaw the assessment would result in a high 
rating of harm.   

 

57. Paragraph 3.11 of the Study refers to two judgements (Heath & Hampstead 
Society v Camden LBC & Vlachos (2008) and Turner v Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government & East Dorset District Council (2016) 
and explains their importance for Green Belt assessments in terms of 
defining openness as having a spatial aspect and a visual aspect. It explains 
that not all built development, most commonly rural villages, hamlets and 
farmsteads, impinges on openness and by virtue of their form and 
arrangement are not an extension of an urban or built up area:  

 
“However, not all built development is considered to impinge on 
openness. Green Belt land includes many buildings which, by virtue of 
their form and arrangement in relation to other development, are 
considered not to be incompatible with the Green Belt designation. This 
applies most commonly to rural villages, hamlets and farmsteads, where 
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the scale, form and density of existing development is such that it can be 
considered to be part of the countryside, rather than an extension of 
urban or built-up areas.” (Paragraph 3.11) 

 
58. Having regard to these two judgements it is difficult to understand how 

Northaw could be assessed as being an extension of an urban or built up 
area. Northaw should be treated as a rural village.   

 

Figure 5: Appendix 6.1 Page 384 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Table 5.1: Summary of Findings of Assessment of Washed Over Settlements – Northaw 
Summary 
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Conclusion 
 

59. We trust our comments are viewed as constructive and helpful to the 
Inspector as part of the Local Plan Examination and that they help provide 
a more informed local context for Northaw & Cuffley Parish.  Should the 
Inspector require any further information from us, please do not hesitate 
to contact us. 
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APPENDIX 1 
Letter from the Housing Secretary of State 
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APPENDIX 2 
Viewpoints Map and Photographs 
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APPENDIX 3 
Northaw & Cuffley Parish Council Comments on 
Individual Parcel Assessments 

 
Parcel 
No 

Scenario 
Code 

Release Scenario LUC Harm Rating Northaw & Cuffley PC Comment  

P75 P75 Release all or part of parcel High  Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 

P76 P76 Release all or part of parcel High  Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 

P81 P81 Release of the parcel as a whole High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 

P81a Release of the southwest of parcel Moderate - Low Not enough information is provided on this sub-parcel to comment.   

P82 P82 Release of the parcel as a whole Moderate - High We assess the overall assessment of harm as High. 
 
Of most importance, this parcel makes a significant contribution to 
preventing the sprawl of Potters Bar as well as preventing the merging of 
Potters Bar and Northaw village. The parcel is too large to be considered as 
a single parcel, with a number of segmented areas existing within the parcel. 
This means the character and sensitivity within the parcel varies greatly.  

P83 P83 Release of all or part of parcel Moderate - High We assess the overall assessment of harm as High. 
  
The parcel prevents the sprawl of Potters Bar as well as the coalescence of 
Potters Bar and Northaw, thus maintaining the settlement pattern. 
 
The parcel is over 80ha and too large to allow for a reasonable Green Belt 
assessment to take place. 
   

P84 P84 Release of the parcel as a whole or 
in part in association with the 
insetting of Northaw (P85) 

High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
  

P85 P85 Inset existing settlement  Moderate - Low We assess the overall assessment of harm as High.  
 



There are a number of methodological and evidential flaws with this 
assessment including the approach and findings in relation to assessing 
openness.  The assessment also fails to recognise the importance of 
protecting the existing Conservation Area from development.   
 
Please see our main report for details.  

P86 P86 Release of the parcel as a whole High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
P86a Release of area of existing 

residential development along The 
Ridgeway and Carbone Hill, 
including Stage 2 site Cuf2 

Moderate - High The scenario testing for this parcel is questioned, as it does not strictly form 
part of the existing village.  

P87 P87 Release of the parcel as a whole, or 
in part (inc. Stage 2 parcels Cuf4, 
CUf5, CUf7, Cuf10, Cuf12 and Local 
Plan allocation HS29 and HS30) 

High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm.  
Note that there is a lack of any defensible boundaries within the parcel to 
allow for further refined assessment.  

P88 P88 Release of the parcel as a whole Moderate - High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
 P88a Release of the area at Cuffley School Low Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
 P88b Release of Stage 2 site Cuf 3 Moderate Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
 P88c Release of Stage 2 site Cuf6, 

including Local Plan allocation HS28 
Moderate Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 

 
We disagree with the Study that the release of the site would not extend the 
urban area of Cuffley further downslope to the south leading to a perceived 
reduction in the separation between Cheshunt and Potters Bar. 

 P88d Release of the area at Cuffley 
School, Stage 2 site Cuf3, stage 2 site 
Cuf6 and Local Plan allocation HS28 

Moderate Please see our comments on P88b and P88c above.  

 P88e Land to west of railway line Moderate - High Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
 
We note that the south eastern boundary of the parcel is not based on 
clearly identifiable physical features. 

P90 P90 Release of the parcel as a whole Moderate Agree with conclusion of overall assessment of harm. 
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