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 INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Qualifications and Experience 

1.1.1 My name is Mark Flatman. I am a Chartered Landscape Architect and a Director 

of Liz Lake Associates, Chartered Landscape Architects and Urban Designers 

(LLA).  I have a degree and a Diploma in Landscape Architecture from 

Greenwich University and I am a Chartered Member of the Landscape Institute 

(CMLI). 

1.1.2 I have worked in professional practice since 1996.  During this time, I have 

prepared proposals for a wide range of projects including private landowners, 

historic landscapes, and educational, commercial and residential developments 

in town and rural settings.  

1.1.3 I have prepared Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (LVIAs) to 

accompany planning applications for a range of projects including residential, 

leisure and recreation, commercial and enabling development.  I have also 

prepared the landscape and visual assessments required for the Environmental 

Impact Assessments of highway and transport infrastructure projects, minerals 

and waste development, as well as residential and commercial development. 

1.1.4 I have acted on behalf of a number of Local Authority clients, including Welwyn 

Hatfield Borough Council, Chelmsford City Council, South Norfolk District 

Council, Suffolk County Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council, East 

Cambridgeshire District Council, Cambridgeshire County Council, West Berkshire 

Council, Maidstone Borough Council and South Cambridgeshire District Council. 

1.1.5 At New Barnfield, Hatfield in Hertfordshire I acted as Landscape Officer for 

Welwyn Hatfield District Council, who were a Rule 6 party objecting to the siting 

and scale of effects of the proposed Resource and Energy Recycling Facility 

(RERF) a large-scale development proposed in the Green Belt.   The Secretary 

of State agreed with the Inspector’s recommendation to refuse the application 

made by Veolia on behalf of Hertfordshire County Council. 
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1.1.6 I am currently advising Cambridgeshire County Council regarding green belt 

issues associated with a number of new strategic transport infrastructure, 

including Park and Ride sites and Guided Busway projects and assisting Amber 

Valley District Council with regard to the preparation of their Green Belt evidence.  

1.1.7 Liz Lake Associates is a multi-disciplinary environmental and design consultancy 

with over 30 years’ experience of master planning, landscape planning, 

landscape architecture, urban design, heritage and environmental impact 

assessment and Green Belt Assessment.  The company is a registered practice 

of the Landscape Institute. 
 

1.2 Executive Summary 

1.2.1 The purpose of this report is to respond to the Inspector’s invitation to assess 

inconsistences in the Land Use Consultant’s (LUC) Stage 3 Green Belt Review. 

1.2.2 LUC has divided parts of the borough into 95 parcels, some of which, but not all, 

have been sub-divided for greater analysis.  This report focuses on P66 which 

comprises Brookmans Park Golf Club, Chancellors Secondary School, an 

existing residential development and, for a relatively small part, land which has 

been promoted for residential development (BrP12), which has been identified by 

LUC as sub-parcel P66a. 

1.2.3 P66 has been subjected by LUC to an assessment of the five national Green Belt 

Purposes.  P66a has not.  This is an inconsistent approach by LUC which has, on 

other large parcels throughout the borough, undertaken a Green Belt purposes 

assessment of sub-parcels. 

1.2.4 P66 (which comprises 82ha) has been assessed by LUC to cause “Moderate-

High” harm if it was all to be released from the Green Belt.  This is inconsistent 

with the LUC assessment of other parcels within the borough that have been 

found to be “Moderate” harm if released from the Green Belt.  This report 

examines a number of examples where inconsistency has occurred. 
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1.2.5 In particular, P66 is substantially surrounded by the urban influence of 

Brookmans Park village, to the south, east and west, by Chancellors secondary 

school and an existing residential development to the east, by the radio and 

satellite broadcasting station to the northeast, the proximity to Bell Bar to the 

northeast and by the East Coast Mainline Railway (ECML) to the west (see 

Appendix 1).  These are, by any measure, significant urban influences.  In 

addition, P66 is substantially contained by long established and very mature 

woodlands to the north and Brookmans Park Golf Course also contains 

substantial and mature woodland areas which provide strong boundaries and 

containment.  As such, P66 is a highly contained parcel which does not form a 

significant part of a wider or open countryside.  The assessment by LUC at 

“Moderate High” harm is therefore inconsistent with other LUC assessments 

elsewhere in the borough. 

1.2.6 P66a (which comprises 11ha) is a small part of P66 (approximately 13% of P66).  

It is adjacent to the existing urban settlement of Brookmans Park, contained by 

substantial woodland to the north and west, contained by the ECML to the west 

and has a strong boundary to Brookmans Park Golf Course to the south with 

further urban settlement beyond.  LUC note most of this containment in their 

narrative of the sub-parcel P66a (with the exception of the ECML which is not 

mentioned in their report).  LUC conclude that,  

“This site (P66a) contains open grassland and therefore its release would cause 

encroachment of the countryside within the site.  However, as the site is 

contained to the north and east by protected woodland and by the settlement of 

Brookmans Park to the south, and because the golf course adjoining the south 

east of the parcel is more strongly associated with the settlement of Brookmans 

Park, the Green Belt harm that could result from the release of the site is more 

limited”. 

LUC has nevertheless assessed P66a to be “Moderate-High” harm if released 

from the Green Belt (which is the same for the significantly larger parcel P66). 

1.2.7 LUC fully acknowledge that P66a is a smaller sub-parcel which is less harmful if 

released from the Green Belt than P66 as a whole.  It therefore follows that the 
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relatively small area of P66a should have a lower rating of harm than the more 

substantial area of P66.  LUC has not reflected this fact in its assessment of 

P66a. 

1.2.8 Liz Lake Associates has undertaken an assessment of P66 and P66a, including a 

Green Belt purposes assessment of P66a (a Green Belt purposes assessment of 

P66a was not undertaken by LUC).  The Liz Lake assessment finds that P66 

should be “Moderate” harm if released from the Green Belt and P66a should be 

“Moderate-Low” harm if released from the Green Belt. 
 

1.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF2012) 

1.3.1 The NPPF confirms the protection of Green Belts and states that  

‘the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping 

land permanently open’.  

1.3.2 The NPPF states;  

“Inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should 

not be approved except in very special circumstances.” 1 Similarly, 

“Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, 

through the preparation or review of the Local Plan”.2 

1.3.3 The NPPF confirms the approach Local Authorities should take when addressing 

Green Belt boundaries, in stating that, when doing so, local authorities should:  

• Ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified 

requirements for sustainable development;  

• Not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;  

• Where necessary, identify areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area 

and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period;  
                                                           

 

1 NPPF Para 87 
2 NPPF Para 83 
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• Make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the 

present time. Planning permission for the permanent development of 

safeguarded land should only be granted following a Local Plan review which 

proposes the development;  

• Satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the 

end of the development plan period; and,  

• Define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable 

and likely to be permanent.  
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 BACKGROUND 

 

2.1 Green Belt Studies Background 

2.1.1 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council has produced two Green Belt studies in the 

preparation and submission of its Local Plan and a third Green Belt study (the 

LUC Green Belt Review) subsequent to the submission of its Local Plan for 

Examination. 

Green Belt Assessment Stage 1 (2013) 

2.1.2 A joint Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment was undertaken by independent 

consultants SKM Environs Ltd (SKM) for St. Albans, Dacorum and Welwyn 

Hatfield Councils, which was published in November 2013. That review was 

undertaken in two parts.  SKM Part 1 study covered all three districts and was 

strategic in its approach to the assessment. 

2.1.3 The SKM Part 1 review assessed land against four purposes of Green Belt as set 

out in the NPPF and one Local Purpose but did not determine whether or not 

land should remain in, or be released from, the Green Belt. As is the case with 

many assessments of a strategic type, the SKM Part 1 Study screened out the 

NPPF purpose “To assist urban regeneration…”.  It also included the assessment 

of a Local Purpose “To maintain the existing settlement pattern”, whilst 

acknowledging that maintaining a local settlement pattern is not a national Green 

Belt purpose. 

2.1.4 The SKM Part 1 Study states;  

 “…..this Green Belt Review has been undertaken at a strategic level. It is 

therefore possible that additional potential small-scale boundary changes that 

would also not compromise the overall function of the Green Belt might be 

identified through a more detailed survey.”3  

                                                           

 

3 SKM, Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment, November 2013. Para 8.1.5, P57 
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2.1.5 The second part of the SKM review (Annex 1) comprised a Parcel Assessment 

Sheet for all the parcels within the Welwyn Hatfield borough.  There were 26 

parcels within the Welwyn Hatfield area, some of which spanned the borders with 

adjoining authorities. 

2.1.6 The two sites promoted by Aurora (BrP1 and BrP12) both fall within SKM Parcel 

GB45 (see Appendix 3) which comprised 239ha and also included SDS7 

(WeG4), Marshmoor.   

2.1.7 The four national Green Belt Purposes for GB45 were assessed by SKM as: 

Purpose: To check the unrestricted 

sprawl of large built up areas 

Limited or No 

Purpose: To prevent neighbouring 

towns from merging into one another 

Partial 

Purpose: To assist in safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment 

Partial 

Purpose 4: To preserve the setting and 

special character of historic towns 

Limited or No 

 

2.1.8 The Composite Scoring Against Green Belt Purposes of the SKM Stage 1 Green 

Belt Review is contained at EX38, which identifies SKM Parcel 45 as being in the 

area of least harm to the Green Belt anywhere in the Borough.  For ease of 

reference EX38 is reproduced at Appendix 3. 

Green Belt Review Stage 2 (2014) 

2.1.9 The Stage 2 Green Belt assessment was undertaken internally by the planning 

officers at WHBC, based on a “methodology” prepared by Jacobs (formally SKM).  

The purpose of the Stage 2 Green Belt Review was stated by WHBC as being, 

“The part 2 Study assesses a range of Green Belt sites identified by the WHBC 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)”. 
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2.1.10 The Composite Scoring on Green Belt Conclusions – Housing Site Selection 

Background Papers were shown on the Council’s Appendix A: Map 2, Map 3 and 

Map 4 together with Table 1 of the Council’s response to Matter 2 Question 4 

(Green Belt Review) at the Stage 2 Examination Hearing Session.  For ease of 

reference, Map 2,  (which was revised subsequent to the Stage 2 Hearing 

Session and is now at EX38), Map 4 and Table 1 are contained at Appendix 3 

herein. 

2.1.11 The Composite scoring from the Stage 2 Green Belt assessment is a granular 

assessment of all sites which had been found “suitable, available and achievable” 

in the Councils SHLAA (“Phase 2 Review – sites outside urban area” report, 

December 2014).  The Aurora sites BrP1 (P72) and BrP12 (P66a) were both 

found to be in the category of least harm when all matters including Green Belt 

were taken into consideration.  

Green Belt Review Stage 3 (2018) – Land Use Consultants 

2.1.12 The need for further assessment work arose during the course of the Local Plan 

Hearing Sessions, when in Autumn 2017 Inspector Middleton wrote to the 

Council (EX39) raising some concerns with their approach to Green Belt matters 

thus far (including its implications for the overall soundness of the development 

strategy being proposed) and asked Officers to produce further evidence (Stage 

3 Assessment),  

“to enable the making of more informed judgments on the soundness of different 

development strategies in a Green Belt context”.  The Inspector further stated,  

“I did not consider the development strategy put forward in the plan to be sound, 

in part because there was insufficient justification for the failure to identify 

sufficient development sites within the Green Belt”.   

2.1.13 In the light of the Inspector’s guidance to the Council, the Inspector identified the 

following key matters relating to Green Belt, 

• The need to look at a finer grain, so that smaller potential development sites 

could be identified and assessed adjacent to the existing urban settlements. 
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• The need to consider all land adjacent to settlements (towns and villages) 

since the previous studies did not look at all land adjacent at the urban edges. 

• Ensure that judgments relating to landscape character were omitted from any 

assessment of openness in the Green Belt. 

• To identify those areas of Green Belt which it is “essential to retain”. 

• In the context of the (national Green Belt) Purpose to assist in the safeguarding 

of the countryside from encroachment, it is preserving openness that is the 

most important consideration. 

• If it can be confidently assumed that land could be found for a housing 

requirement of at least 20,000 the study could confine itself to those parts of 

the borough adjacent to urban areas.  If not, the study would need to assess 

other locations that are large enough to accommodate a new settlement. 

2.1.14 The Council commissioned Land Use Consultants (LUC) to produce a Green Belt 

Study (Stage 3), for the purpose of addressing the issues raised by the Inspector. 

2.1.15 The draft LUC report was presented to the Council on 3 May 2018 but was not 

finally published until 23 August 2018.  LUC describe the “three key aims” of the 

Study to be, 

• “To undertake a comprehensive and rigorous assessment of the Green 

Belt to establish which areas are most ‘essential’ to retain; and which 

areas, if developed, could have less harm on the Green Belt. 

• To review existing ‘washed over’ settlements and consider the extent to 

which they contribute to the openness of the Green Belt and whether 

there is any justification in terms of their openness (or lack of) to inset 

them. 

• To assess the contribution to the Green Belt purposes of all land within 

the Borough to establish if there are any area of weaker performing Green 

Belt that may be more suitable (in Green Belt terms) for a new 

settlement”. 
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2.1.16 It is important to note that the LUC report is presented as a 3rd Stage of work and 

crucially does not seek to replace or supersede previous evidence on Green Belt. 
   

2.2 Stage 5 Examination Hearing Session 

2.2.1 Pursuant to the publication of the LUC Stage 3 report, the evidence was tested at 

a further Local Plan Hearing Session held in November 2018, with a number of 

issues and concerns raised by various parties.  Whilst I was not present at the 

Hearing Session, I have reviewed in detail the webcast which is on the Council 

website. 

2.2.2 At the close of the Stage 5 Hearing Session, the Inspector invited comments on 

the LUC Stage 3 Green Belt review. 
 

2.3 Report and background to the LUC work 

2.3.1 This Liz Lake Report seeks to examine the inconsistencies between the SKM 

Stage 1 Green Belt Review, the Council’s own Stage 2 Green Belt Review and 

the LUC Stage 3 Green Belt Review.  In particular, I will examine the large parcel 

identified and assessed by LUC as P66 and the sub-parcel P66a (BrP12).  

2.3.2 The LUC appointment did not state that it should reassess the sites which had 

already been assessed at the finer grain Stage 2 Green Belt Review and this was 

not stated to be one of the “key aims” identified by LUC, or one of the objectives 

identified by the Inspector.  Nevertheless, LUC has, it appears, reassessed 

some, but not all, of the sites in the Council’s HELAA.  The methodology and 

outcome used by LUC to reassess some Stage 2 sites has been inconsistent, 

causing confusion to the Council’s existing Green Belt evidence base. 

2.3.3 As can be seen from the scale of the parcels in the SKM Stage 1 (Appendix 2) 

and LUC Stage 3 review (Appendix 4), SKM Parcel GB45 is significantly larger 

than the LUC Parcel 66.  Therefore, unless there are any unusual (site specific) 

reasons, the harm to the Green Belt by the release of the smaller parcel (LUC 

P66) should, in most cases, be less than the harm assessed for the larger parcel 

(SKM Parcel GB45).  I will return to this point later. 
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2.3.4 There also does not appear to be any rationale for some of the parcels that have 

been assessed by LUC.  For example, P66 substantially comprises a well-

established golf course and a secondary school that is a vital part of the 

education capacity in the borough.  Neither of these land ownerships have, or are 

likely to be, advanced for housing development.  Equally, P90 in Cuffley is a large 

and well-established countryside Scout and youth camping and activity centre, in 

the private ownership of a Charitable Trust which, I understand from the Land 

Registry Title, has the protection from the High Court (Section 36 and 38 of the 

Charities Act 1993) to prevent any disposition without an Order from the Court.  

Again, there is no realistic prospect of P90 coming forward for development.  The 

assessment of these parcels does not therefore meet any of the key tests 

identified by LUC or the objectives set by the Inspector. 

2.3.5 Furthermore, it also appears that LUC has erroneously included some small 

parcels of land within significantly larger areas than were previously assessed at 

the Stage 2 Green Belt Review, where the larger parcel has no prospect of being 

released for development.  This is the opposite of what LUC was asked to do.  

For example, there is no rational explanation as to why the Stage 2 site parcel 

BrP12 (P66a) is now included within the much larger P66 (as shown on LUC 

Figure 3.3).  This is contrary to the Inspector’s request to focus on a finer grain 

and to find smaller sites which are adjacent to existing urban areas. 

2.3.6 This is an unfortunate but common thread running throughout the LUC 

assessment, which instead of addressing and resolving the issues identified by 

the Inspector, for the purpose of finding suitable sites for allocation, simply 

causes confusion and inconsistency between the LUC Review and the two 

previous Green Belt assessments.  
 

2.4 Review of Parcel 66 as part of the LUC Stage 3 assessment 

The commentary provided by LUC on page 302 of the Stage 3 Green Belt 

Appendices erroneously rates the harm of P66 (the large area including the golf 

course and the secondary school) as being Moderate-High, when it is clear in the 

LUC narrative that, 
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“Release of the parcel would lead to encroachment on the countryside although it 

does contain a golf course (that is associated with the adjacent settlement of 

Brookmans Park), a club house, farmsteads, a small residential area and a 

school which are located in the north east of the parcel.  The parcel is well 

contained by urban development and protected woodlands and the impact of its 

release on the integrity of the wider Green Belt would be limited”.   

2.4.1 This LUC summary plainly and correctly recognises the significant urban 

influences and the containment of the parcel, such that harm to P66 would 

actually be “limited”.  Therefore, to be consistent within the borough, the “Harm” 

rating for P66 should be no higher than Moderate.  

2.4.2 However, there remain inconsistencies in the summary where not all the 

influences are recorded.  For example,  

• The alleged ‘small’ residential area contained within P66 is also adjoining part 

of Bell Bar which is contiguous with Brookmans Park and wraps around the 

parcel on three sides, with much of the settlement enclosing the parcel.   This 

is a substantially more ‘significant’ residential area than suggested by LUC. 

• The presence of the East Coast Mainline railway, which runs beyond the west 

edge of parcel 66 provides a strong and permanent physical containment from 

the wider landscape, but this is not even mentioned in the LUC assessment.   

• The presence of the A1000 extends beyond the eastern edge of the parcel 

wrapping around to the north providing physical containment from the wider 

landscape, as it currently does for the existing settlement. 

• Peplins Wood and The Legg to the north are two long-established and very 

mature woodland areas which provide physical and visual containment of the 

parcel from the wider landscape, as they do in relation to the existing 

settlement. 

• The Brookmans Park Transmitter and satellite station forms another significant 

urban influence in this area, as it does in relation to the existing settlement.   

2.4.3 It is probable that the inconsistencies in the LUC review are borne out of the 

incorrect assessments of each of the Green Belt purposes for P66. It is therefore 
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necessary to review the LUC methodology for each GB Purpose and the specific 

assessment of each Purpose for P66.  However, as LUC has not undertaken any 

Green Belt purposes assessment for P66a, Liz Lake Associates has also 

undertaken that task. 

2.4.4 It is important to ensure the methodology adopted as an “assessment approach” 

for each GB Purpose by LUC is fully understood and therefore key aspects 

applying to each purpose are as follows: 

2.4.5 GB Purpose 2 to Prevent the merging of neighbouring towns:  

At paragraph 3.30 (page 21), LUC acknowledge that, 

“…a separating feature such as a woodland block or hill may increase the 

perception of separation.” 

2.4.6 GB Purpose 3 to Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment:  

At paragraph 3.35 and 3.36, LUC state that in order to effectively assess the 

effects of encroachment, it is necessary to determine the extent to which GB 

land; 

• “Relates to adjacent settlements and to the wider countryside” and,  

• “Contains or is influenced by urbanising land uses and features”, and at 

3.36 LUC recognise this by accepting that, 

 “Urbanising land uses and features are considered to include any features that 

compromise the rural character of the countryside.” 

2.4.7 GB Purpose 5 To assist in urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling 
of derelict and other urban land:  

The LUC report at 3.43 (page 23) states; 

“Most Green Belt reviews do not assess individual parcels against Purpose 5, 

and either do not rate them or rate them all equally, on the grounds that it is 

difficult to support arguments that one parcel of land makes a higher contribution 

to encouraging the re-use of urban land than another”.  
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2.4.8 Local Purpose To Maintain the existing Settlement Pattern:  

At 3.51, LUC claim that in order to effectively assess the effects of encroachment, 

previous studies have considered the extent to which GB land, 

“maintains the existing settlement pattern by providing a range of spaces and 

gaps between all settlements”.  In addition,  

“one of the settlements between which an area of land is located has to be an 

inset settlement rather than a town”, and, 

“allows for gaps associated with smaller settlements to be reflected as a valued 

spatial feature in their own right”. 

2.4.9 The Settlement Pattern is not a Green Belt purpose, it is not contained in the 

submission Local Plan as a policy or an objective.  In fact, there is no explanation 

of its purpose, its meaning or its application.  However, it appears that LUC is 

effectively “double counting” Green Belt Purpose 2 and the result of this mistake 

will be addressed later herein. 

2.4.10 The assessment provided by LUC (taken from their P66 assessment on page 

301 of the report) is below, with commentary from Liz Lake Associates:  

Table 1: LUC Assessment of P66 

Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comment 

Check unrestricted 
sprawl of large built 
up areas 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Limited or no 
contribution 

LLA agree that “the parcel is sufficiently 
separated or distant from a large built up area 
for there not to be any potential for urban 
sprawl from the large built up area”. 

Prevent the merging 
of neighbouring 
towns 

Partial 
contribution 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Brookmans Park lies in the strategic gap 
between Welwyn Garden City and Potters Bar, 
which LUC state to be 7.5km apart.  It does 
not, to any great extent, lie within the strategic 
gap between Hatfield and Potters Bar, which 
is generally in the corridor between the A1M 
and the East Coast Mainline Railway, to the 
west of Brookmans Park.  It is the fragile gap 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comment 

between south Hatfield and Potters Bar within 
which Welham Green and the Royal 
Veterinary College are situated that acts to 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging.   
LUC overstates its the assessment of Purpose 
2 in respect of Brookmans Park, when seen in 
the context of the distances and separating 
features expressed in the landscape.  
Furthermore, P66 is already well contained by 
existing built areas, including the village 
settlements of Brookmans Park and Bell Bar 
on the south, east and west sides; and the 
parcel does not extend geographically beyond 
the current combined extents of existing 
settlement and built development to the north.   
In addition, a far greater extent of the land 
lying between the first-tier settlements is 
formed of separating features, including 
significant mature woodland belts (Peplins 
Wood, The Legg, Gobions, George’s Wood, 
Hatfield House and Parkland) and significant 
topographical features.  Accordingly, LLA 
consider the assessment should be reduced to 
a Limited (or no) contribution.    

Safeguarding the 
countryside from 
encroachment 

Significant 
contribution 

Partial 
contribution 

Whilst it is welcome to see the 
acknowledgement by LUC that the openness 
of P66 is compromised by urban influences 
and containment, the LUC assessment 
understates the influence and encroachment 
of those significant urbanising elements when 
describing what they call ‘pockets’ of 
development. 

• The alleged ‘pockets’ of development 
contain the whole of P66 to the south, the 
east and the west.  This includes Bell Bar to 
the northeast which is contiguous with 
Brookmans Park. We contend this is a more 
‘significant’ and enclosing and influencing 
residential area than suggested. 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comment 

• The presence of the East Coast Mainline 
railway which runs beyond the west edge of 
the part of the parcel providing physical 
containment from the wider landscape, as it 
currently does for the existing settlement. 

• The presence of the A1000 extends beyond 
the eastern edge of the parcel wrapping 
around to the north providing physical 
containment from the wider landscape, as it 
currently does for the existing settlement. 

• Peplins Wood and The Legg are two well-
established and mature woodland areas to 
the north which provide physical and visual 
containment of the parcel from the wider 
landscape, as they do in relation to the 
existing settlement. 

• The Brookmans Park Transmitter and 
satellite station forms another urban 
influence in this area, as it does in relation to 
the existing settlement. 

Overall, the area does not relate well to and is 
diminished in relation to the wider countryside.  
PAS guidance advises (LUC 3.39 page 22) 
“The most useful approach is to look at the 
difference between urban fringe – land under 
the influence of the urban area – and open 
countryside and to favour the latter in 
determining which land to try to keep open, 
taking into account the types of edges and 
boundaries that can be achieved”.  
Accordingly LLA consider the assessment of 
Purpose 3 should be reduced to Partial 
Contribution. 

Preserve the setting 
and special character 
of historic towns 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Agreed - We have no comments regarding this 
assessment. 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comment 

 

Assist the urban 
regeneration, by 
encouraging the 
recycling of derelict 
and other urban land  

Significant 
contribution 

Significant 
contribution 

We do not consider that it was appropriate to 
include Purpose 5 in the LUC Green Belt 
assessment given the stance adopted by other 
Local Authorities elsewhere; but, if it is 
included, we have no particular issues 
regarding this assessment, as long as it is 
consistently applied across all the green belt 
parcels.  

Local Purpose to 
maintain the existing 
settlement pattern 

Partial 
contribution 

Limited or no 
contribution 

Notwithstanding earlier concerns about double 
counting of this purpose with the purpose on 
merging between settlements, LUC overstate 
the assessment, when seen in the context of 
the distances and separating features 
expressed in the landscape at a local spatial 
level. P66 is already well contained by existing 
built areas of the village, including the village 
settlement of Brookmans Park on the south, 
east and west sides; and the parcel does not 
extend geographically beyond the current 
combined extents of existing settlement and 
built development to the north.   In addition, a 
far greater extent of the land lying between the 
settlements of Welham Green and Brookmans 
Park is formed of separating features, 
including significant mature woodland belts 
(Peplins Wood, The Legg) and topographical 
features.   The East Coast Mainline Railway 
(which is elevated in this area) provides a very 
strong separation both physically and 
perceptively.  The gap between the 
settlements would not reduce either physically, 
visually or perceptively to any meaningful 
degree, if measured as a distance or viewed 
from any receptor.   

Accordingly, LLA consider the assessment 
should be reduced to a Limited (or no) 
contribution (and afforded lower weight given 
its obvious overlap with the other Purpose 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comment 

assessment, given the double counting which 
has been acknowledged by LUC under 
examination). 

 

Scenario P66 Release of all of the parcel 

Scenario LUC Stage 3 
Harm Rating 

LLA Harm 
Rating 

LLA Comment 

Release of all of the 
parcel 

Moderate-High Moderate LUCs assessment is overstated when all the 
factors are considered. Whilst release of the 
parcel would lead to a degree of 
encroachment on the countryside, the 
assessment does not appropriately recognise 
existing land uses which are clearly 
associated with the settlement of Brookmans 
Park, including the golf course clubhouse, 
extensive residential areas, a school, the 
Brookmans Park mast and transmitter, the 
East Coast Mainline Railway and the 
A1000.The parcel is well contained by the 
existing settlement which is extensive on three 
sides and forms a contiguous pattern to 
include Bell Bar.  The northern edge is well 
contained by extensive mature woodland and 
the release of the parcel on the integrity of the 
wider green belt would be limited. 

 

2.5 Review of Parcel 66a as part of the LUC Stage 3 assessment  

2.5.1 Once again, the commentary provided by LUC on page 302 erroneously rates the 

harm as being Moderate-High and on an equal footing to that of the much larger 

parcel P66. However, this score is plainly incorrect, as clearly stated by LUC 

itself. 

P66a comprises approximately 11ha (approx. 13% of 82ha)  of the larger P66 

parcel. Indeed, LUC confirm this is the case in their assessment where they 

conclude,  
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“…the site is contained to the north and east by protected woodland and by the 

settlement of Brookmans Park to the south, and because the golf course 

adjoining the southeast of the parcel is more strongly associated with the 

settlement of Brookmans Park, the Green Belt harm that could result from the 

release from the site [P66a] is more limited”. 

2.5.2 The outcome for Parcel 66a should be to record an assessment of Moderate-Low 

for the harm rating, which would be appropriate given the smaller scale of the 

parcel relative to the Parcel that was assessed by LUC and would then also be 

consistent with other assessments by LUC in the borough. 

2.5.3 In the absence of any Green Belt purposes assessment of P66a by LUC, Liz 

Lake Associates has undertaken that assessment below: 

Table 2 – Liz lake Associates assessment of P66a 

Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66a 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comments for sub parcel 66a 

Check unrestricted 
sprawl of large built 
up areas 

Not assessed (Limited or) no 
contribution 

The parcel is sufficiently separated or distant 
from a large built up area for there not to be 
any potential for urban sprawl from the large 
built up area.   Accordingly, LLA consider the 
assessment should be reduced to reflect the 
smaller scale of the sub parcel to a (Limited 
or) no contribution.    

Prevent the merging 
of neighbouring 
towns 

Not assessed (Limited or) no 
contribution 

Brookmans Park lies in the strategic gap 
between Welwyn Garden City and Potters Bar, 
which LUC state to be 7.5km apart.  It does 
not, to any great extent, lie within the strategic 
gap between Hatfield and Potters Bar, which 
is generally in the corridor between the A1M 
and the East Coast Mainline Railway, to the 
west of Brookmans Park.  It is the fragile gap 
between south Hatfield and Potters Bar within 
which Welham Green and the Royal 
Veterinary College are situated that acts to 
prevent neighbouring towns from merging.   
LUC overstates its assessment of Purpose 3 
in respect of Brookmans Park, when seen in 
the context of the distances and separating 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66a 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comments for sub parcel 66a 

features expressed in the landscape.  
Furthermore, P66a is already well contained 
by existing built areas, including the village 
settlements of Brookmans Park and Bell Bar 
on the south, east and west sides; and the 
parcel does not extend geographically beyond 
the current combined extents of existing 
settlement and built development to the north.   
In addition, a far greater extent of the land 
lying between the first-tier settlements is 
formed of separating features, including 
significant mature woodland belts (Peplins 
Wood, The Legg, Gobions, George’s Wood, 
Hatfield House and Parkland) and significant 
topographical features.  Accordingly, LLA 
consider the assessment should be reduced to 
reflect the smaller scale of the sub parcel to a 
(Limited or) no contribution.    

Safeguarding the 
countryside from 
encroachment 

Not assessed Partial to 
Limited or no 
contribution 

Whilst it is welcome to see the 
acknowledgement by LUC that the openness 
for P66 was compromised by urban influences 
and containment, there are similar features in 
P66a that influence the sub parcel 
encroachment including those significant 
urbanising elements and ‘pockets’ of 
development. 

• P66a abuts the residential settlement edge 
to the south and is wholly contiguous with 
Brookmans Park. 

• The man-made golf course with its boundary 
vegetation bound the parcel to the east.  

• The presence of the East Coast Mainline 
railway which runs beyond the west edge of 
the part of the parcel providing physical 
containment from the wider landscape, as it 
currently does for the existing settlement. 

• The presence of the A1000 extends beyond 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66a 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comments for sub parcel 66a 

the eastern edge of the parcel wrapping 
around to the north providing physical 
containment from the wider landscape, as it 
currently does for the existing settlement. 

• Peplins Wood and The Legg are two well-
established and mature woodland areas to 
the north which provide physical and visual 
containment of the parcel from the wider 
landscape, as they do in relation to the 
existing settlement. 

• The Brookmans Park Transmitter and 
satellite station forms another urban 
influence in this area, as it does in relation to 
the existing settlement. 

Overall, the area does not relate well to and is 
diminished in relation to the wider countryside.  
PAS guidance advises (LUC 3.39 page 22), 
“The most useful approach is to look at the 
difference between urban fringe – land under 
the influence of the urban area – and open 
countryside and to favour the latter in 
determining which land to try to keep open, 
taking into account the types of edges and 
boundaries that can be achieved”.   

Preserve the setting 
and special character 
of historic towns 

Not assessed (Limited or) no 
contribution 

We have no comments.  

Assist the urban 
regeneration, by 
encouraging the 
recycling of derelict 
and other urban land  

Not assessed Significant 
contribution 

We do not consider that it was appropriate to 
include Purpose 5 in the LUC Green Belt 
assessment given the stance adopted by other 
Local Authorities elsewhere; but, if it is 
included, we have no particular issues 
regarding this assessment, as long as it is 
consistently applied across all the green belt 
parcels.  

Local Purpose to 
maintain the existing 

Not assessed Limited or no Notwithstanding earlier concerns about double 
counting of this purpose with the purpose on 
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Contribution to Green Belt Purposes P66a 

GB Purpose LUC Stage 3 
Assessment 

LLA 
Assessment  

LLA Comments for sub parcel 66a 

settlement pattern contribution merging between settlements, LUC overstate 
the assessment, when seen in the context of 
the distances and separating features 
expressed in the landscape at a local spatial 
level. P66 is already well contained by existing 
built areas of the village, including the village 
settlement of Brookmans Park on the south, 
east and west sides; and the parcel does not 
extend geographically beyond the current 
combined extents of existing settlement and 
built development to the north.  In addition, a 
far greater extent of the land lying between the 
settlements of Welham Green and Brookmans 
Park is formed of separating features, 
including significant mature woodland belts 
(Peplins Wood, The Legg) and topographical 
features.   The East Coast Mainline Railway 
(which is elevated in this area) provides a very 
strong separation both physically and 
perceptively.  The gap between the 
settlements would not reduce either physically, 
visually or perceptively to any meaningful 
degree, if measured as a distance or viewed 
from any receptor.   

(This assessment should be afforded lower 
weight given its obvious overlap with the other 
Purpose assessment, given the double 
counting which has been acknowledged by 
LUC under examination). 

 
Scenario P66a Release of Stage 2 Site BrP12 

Scenario LUC Stage 3 
Harm Rating 

LLA Harm 
Rating 

LLA Comment 

Release of Stage 2 
Site BrP12 

Moderate-High Moderate-Low LUCs assessment is overstated when all the 
factors are considered and given LUC accept 
the Green Belt Harm arising would be more 
limited that the “limited” assessment for the 
integrity of the Green Belt in the assessment 
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2.6 Parcel Inconsistencies (between P66 and other parcels) 

2.6.1 The following paragraphs set out a few examples where there are inconsistencies 

in the assessments made by LUC when comparing another Parcel to that of P66 

and P66a. 

Inconsistencies between P66 and P43 

2.6.2 In oral evidence during the autumn 2018 Hearing Sessions LUC appear to have 

accepted that double counting has occurred in relation to scoring of the Local 

Purpose, however they sought to claim it applies only to sites with Very High 

harm rating. 

2.6.3 In assessing the Local Purpose To maintain the settlement pattern for Parcel 43, 

LUC has scored a Limited or No Contribution where, 

“The parcel adjoins Hatfield to the south and east.  It does not directly lie between 

two settlements which are inset into the Green Belt and which are being 

considered in relation to the local purpose”. 

2.6.4 The LUC judgments in respect of P43 are logical.   

for P66 as a whole.   

Whilst release of the parcel would lead to a 
much smaller degree of encroachment on the 
countryside given the size of the parcel, the 
recognition of the existing land uses (the golf 
course) which is more strongly associated with 
the settlement of Brookmans Park, the 
clubhouse, extensive residential areas, a 
school, the Brookmans Park mast and 
transmitter station and the East Coast 
Mainline railway, the A1000.  The northern 
edge is well contained by extensive mature 
woodland and the release of the parcel (P66a) 
on the integrity of the wider green belt would 
accordingly be far more limited than the wider 
parcel (P66). 
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2.6.5 The LUC Green Belt Purposes Assessments for P43 and P66 are exactly the 

same.  However, P43 is found to be “Moderate” harm and P66 is found to be 

“Moderate-High” harm.  The only difference in the LUC assessment is the Local 

Purpose.  Therefore, LUC has given erroneous weight to the Local Purpose. 

2.6.6 That being the case for P43, the equivalent Local Purpose assessment for P66 

should play no greater role or contribution than that identified for P43 above, and 

accordingly the Local Purpose Assessment for P66 should be reduced to Limited 

or No Contribution (see below). 

Inconsistencies between P66 and P57 

2.6.7 In assessing P57 for Purpose 2 “Preventing neighbouring towns from merging”, 

LUC has correctly identified P57 as having a Limited or No Contribution to Green 

Belt Purpose 2.  LUC state;  

“[P57]…lies between the settlements of Hatfield to the north west and Potters Bar 

to the south east. The settlements are located within approximately 4.5km of 

each other at the closest point and with approximately 5.0km of each other 

across the parcel. The smaller settlements of Welham Green, Bell Bar, 

Brookmans Park, and Swanley Bar and Little Heath lie between the first tier 

settlements….”  and; 

“..the parcel makes a limited contribution to the separation of settlements due to 

the level of existing development at Welham Green”.   

2.6.8 In contrast, LUC has found P66 to have a Partial Contribution to Purpose 2.  

However, the whole of P66 and the much smaller parcel P66a lies in the same 

gap between towns as P57 and there should clearly be no difference in the LUC 

assessment of P57 and P66. 

2.6.9 In assessing P57 for Purpose 3 “Safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment” LUC find P57 to have a Partial contribution.  LUC find P66 to 

have a Significant contribution.  The LUC assessment of P57 states; 

“The land contains some characteristics of open countryside, comprised 

predominantly of arable and grassland fields.  However, the minor roads, caravan 

park, park homes site, café and associated HGV park, industrial workshop, 
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caravan dealership, railway line and dwellings have an urbanising influence on 

some sections of the parcel”. 

The LUC assessment of P66 states, 

“The land contains the characteristics of the countryside but there are pockets of 

urban development, including the residential estate and school in the northeast of 

the parcel, which compromise openness in this part of the parcel.  The remainder 

of the parcel is however open, although contained from the wider Green Belt by 

residential development or woodland”. 

2.6.10 The LUC assessment of P66 is unfair and inconsistent.  LUC fail to give due 

weight to the edge of Brookmans Park village which physically adjoins the south, 

east and west boundary of P66.  There is no mention by LUC of Bell Bar or the 

Transmitting station, the A1000 or the East Coast Mainline Railway.  When all of 

these urban influences are taken into consideration, the parcel is not “open” (as 

described by the PAS Guidance) but is significantly contained by urban 

influences (which encroach and affect the openness) and mature woodlands.  

The assessment of Purpose 3 in respect of P66 should have been the same as 

P57 as a “Partial Contribution”. 

2.6.11 It is also worthy of note that in the Council’s Stage 2 composite table of national 

Green Belt Purposes, SDS7 (WeG4) (LUC P57) at Marshmoor is considered to 

cause more harm than BrP12 (LUC P66a) if released from the Green Belt, 

whereas LUC consider that SDS7 (WeG4) (LUC P57) would cause less harm 

than BrP12 (P66a) if released from the Green Belt.  However, as LUC has not 

undertaken a Green Belt purposes assessment of P66a, the LUC conclusion is 

not based on any evidence and should be disregarded. 

Inconsistencies between P66 and P90 

2.6.12 In assessing P90 for Purpose 1 “Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built 

up areas”, LUC has wrongly identified P90 as having a Limited or No Contribution 

to Green Belt Purpose 1. LUC state, 

“The parcel [P90] is sufficiently separated or distant from a large built up area for 

there not to be any potential for urban sprawl from the large built up area”.  
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2.6.13 The parcel P90 lies strategically in a large gap south of Hertford but north west of 

Potters Bar and north London. Whilst Cuffley is likely not to be described a large 

built up area, the release of this parcel would constitute sprawl from a built up 

area into wide open rural countryside by ‘leapfrogging’ the containing wooded 

edge of the settlement and also have the effect of extending the settlement much 

further north than the current edge towards another smaller washed over 

settlement of Newgate Street and to Green Belt land in the adjacent authority 

(Broxbourne Borough Council). 

2.6.14 The definition of sprawl used by LUC in 3.22 of their report refers to a concept 

that would be said to “leapfrog” and the release of P90 would result in a breach of 

the currently well wooded edge of Cuffley by clearly leapfrogging a well-defined 

and sensitive edge into the open countryside beyond the settlement.   It would 

become the new and most northerly part of Cuffley as a result.   This contrasts to 

P66 where the parcel does not extend geographically beyond the current 

combined extents of existing settlements and built development to the north. 

2.6.15 In assessing P90 for Purpose 2 “Preventing neighbouring towns from merging”, 

LUC has identified P90 as having a Limited or No Contribution to Green Belt 

Purpose 2. LUC state;  

“[P90]…The parcel adjoins the northern edge of Cuffley and it does not lie 

between any first tier settlements….”.   

2.6.16 This is factually incorrect as P90 lies within the gap between Hertford and Enfield 

and Welwyn Garden City and Cheshunt (as is recognised similarly in the LUC 

assessment for P93) and also indirectly between Cheshunt and Potters Bar. The 

developable part of the parcel would require a significant wooded boundary to be 

breached and development would be pushed into the open countryside towards 

the washed over settlement of Newgate Street (and Green Belt land in the 

adjacent authority). 

2.6.17 In contrast, when assessing P66 for Purpose 2, LUC also considered the role of 

smaller settlements in their assessment of P66 and the presence of connecting 

features such as the A1000 and East Coast Mainline railway line which were 

stated to “reduce the perception of separation”.  The same is the case for P90, 
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where the role of Carbone Hill to the west and the railway to the east perform in 

exactly the same way.  Accordingly, the score for P66 should, for the sake of 

consistency, be reduced to a Limited or No contribution to reflect the approach 

LUC has taken in P90. 

2.6.18 In assessing P90 for Purpose 3 “Safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment”, LUC has correctly identified P90 as having a Significant 

Contribution to Green Belt Purpose 3. LUC state;  

“[P90]…The parcel contains the characteristics of countryside but includes an 

activity centre which comprises buildings and hardstanding in the southwest of 

the parcel, with some buildings scattered across the remainder of the parcel….” 

and where the parcel description itself states that,  

“There is no development present within the parcel that compromises the 

openness of the parcel”.   

2.6.19 In contrast, the LUC assessment of 66 recognises the influence (in part) of urban 

elements and states that, 

“The land contains the characteristics of the countryside but there are pockets of 

urban development, including the residential estate and school in the northeast of 

the parcel, which compromise openness in this part of the parcel.  The remainder 

of the parcel is however open, although contained from the wider Green Belt by 

residential development or woodland”. 

2.6.20 The LUC assessment of P66 as Significant for Purpose 3 is overstated. LUC fail 

to give due weight to the edge of Brookmans Park village which physically 

adjoins the south, east and west boundary of P66, there is no mention by LUC of 

Bell Bar or the Transmitting station, the A1000 or the East Coast Mainline 

Railway.  When all of these urban influences are taken into consideration, the 

parcel is not “open” (as described by the PAS Guidance) but is significantly 

contained by urban influences (which encroach and affect the openness) and 

mature woodlands.  It remains clear that the assessment of Purpose 3 in respect 

of P66 should have been lower than P90 and to reflect a “Partial Contribution” for 

P66 by comparison to a “Significant Contribution” for P90. 
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2.6.21 In assessing P90 for the Local Purpose “Maintain the existing settlement pattern”, 

LUC correctly identified P90 having a Limited or No Contribution to the Local 

Purpose. LUC state;  

“(P90)…The parcel adjoins the northern edge of Cuffley. It does not lie directly 

between two settlements which are inset into the Green Belt and which are being 

considered in relation to the local purpose”. 

2.6.22 The LUC assessment of the Local Purpose for P66 states, 

“…lies between the settlements of Hatfield and Welham Green to the north west 

and Brookmans Park which it adjoins directly to the south.  The settlements of 

Welham Green and Brookmans Park are located with approximately 2.4km of 

each other across the parcel.  There are blocks of woodland located to the north 

west of the parcel between the settlements which act as separating features 

including at Hatfield House RP&G….  The smaller settlement of Welham Green 

lies between the settlements of Hatfield and Brookmans Park thereby limiting the 

perception of separation. The railway runs along the western edge of the parcel 

and acts as a connecting feature between the northern settlements of Hatfield 

and Welham Green and Brookmans Park to the south, thereby reducing the 

perception of separation between them.  The land within the parcel plays a partial 

role limiting the perception of merging between the settlements”. 

2.6.23 The LUC assessment is inconsistent given the local context. The western edge of 

P90 lies on Vineyard Rd/ Carbone Hill between Newgate Street and Northaw, 

whilst to the east of P90 lies the railway line and could be considered to have the 

same connecting role as elements in P66.  There are similarly blocks of 

woodland on P90 that serve to provide some separation and P90 also lies 

between Newgate Street and Northaw at a local level, and between Cheshunt 

and Brookmans Park and Hatfield and indirectly with Potters Bar.  It is irrational 

that P66 should have been assessed as “Partial” by comparison to P90 being 

“Limited or No” and therefore the score for the Local Purpose in respect of P66 

should be reduced to Limited or No Contribution to match that of P90. 

Symondshyde   

2.6.24 Section 2.13 of the LUC report (policy context) boldly states that, 
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“Symondshyde is a proposed new village which will be excluded from the Green 

Belt in the new Local Plan”. 

2.6.25 This clear assumption (and conclusion) seems to appear at the start of the report 

and well before any assessment work has been undertaken or concluded. 

2.6.26 The assessment of Symondshyde does not appear to have considered cross 

boundary issues (with St Albans), including how the assessment relates to 

Wheathampstead or St Albans City in considering the strategic gaps between 

larger settlements and smaller villages and the local purpose regarding 

settlement pattern. 

2.6.27 We have no position in respect of Symondshyde as an option, other than the 

logical and sequential allocation of suitable, deliverable and sustainable (Green 

Belt) sites in the four large villages should come forward ahead of Symondshyde.  

This is entirely consistent with the Inspector indicating that a new settlement 

should be a last resort only if sites adjacent to existing urban areas could not 

deliver 20,000 new homes.   Clearly, as the evidence suggests the Council has 

sites, such as BrP1 and BrP12 that can make a welcome and much needed 

contribution to the housing need with minimal harm on the Green Belt (given their 

scale relative to the parcel sizes) or any other environmental considerations. 

2.6.28 In particular, LUC make reference to the Royal Veterinary College and land at 

Danesbury (at 10.16 of the LUC study) as potential areas for consideration of a 

new settlement.  This seems to be an irrational outcome as, very plainly, neither 

of these locations would be suitable for a new settlement as confirmed by LUC in 

10.16.  Indeed, LUC do not even assess the land which forms the Royal 

Veterinary College (to the south of P65) but, if they did, it would be reasonable to 

expect that it would be “Very High” harm, consistent with the LUC assessment of 

P65.  Equally, LUC do not assess the land at Danesbury.  As such, there is no 

foundation for LUC to suggest that the Royal Veterinary College and/or 

Danesbury might be suitable for a new settlement and indeed LUC conclude by 

stating that, 
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2.6.29 “This assessment does not however draw conclusions on which are the most 

suitable locations for a new settlement as that requires an assessment of issues 

beyond the scope of this study”. 

2.6.30 This appears to be at odds with the objectives set by the Inspector which 

included the potential to establish the most appropriate Green Belt location for a 

new settlement.  This has certainly not been carried out, leaving Symondshyde 

as the only option identified for that purpose. 
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 SUMMARY 

 

3.1 Summary and conclusions 

3.1.1 The purpose of this report was to respond to the Inspector’s invitation to assess 

inconsistences in the Land Use Consultant’s (LUC) Stage 3 Green Belt Review. 

3.1.2 LUC has assessed P66 comprising 82ha as Moderate High harm if released from 

the Green Belt.  For the reasons stated in this report and, in particular the Green 

Belt purposes assessment at paragraph 2.4.10 and Table 1, Liz Lake Associates, 

has assessed and fully explained that P66 would be Moderate harm if the whole 

of the parcel was released from the Green Belt.  However, as the majority of the 

parcel comprises Brookmans Park Golf Course, Chancellors secondary school 

and an existing residential estate, there is little prospect of the whole of P66 

being available for development. 

3.1.3 LUC has not undertaken a Green Belt purposes assessment of P66a which is 

11ha in size and comprises a small part of P66.  However, LUC has 

acknowledged that any harm to the Green Belt by the release of P66a would be 

“more limited” than the whole of P66.  Nevertheless, LUC have found P66a to be 

Moderate High harm if released from the Green Belt.  This is inconsistent with 

LUC’s own assessment of P66a as a significantly smaller parcel.  It is also 

inconsistent with other parcels assessed by LUC within the borough. 

3.1.4 Liz Lake Associates has undertaken a detailed assessment of the Green Belt 

purposes in respect of P66a at paragraph 2.5.3 Table 2. That assessment 

concludes that P66a should be Moderate Low harm if released from the Green 

Belt. 

3.1.5 In its Site Selection Report in June 2016, the Council found P66a (BrP12) to be 

“Suitable for Allocation” but did not allocate that site for the sole reason of a 

perceived lack of primary school capacity.  It was the only site in the whole 

borough to be found suitable for allocation, but not then allocated.  No Green Belt 

reasons were advanced for the non-allocation of BrP12 and, in fact, the site had 

been identified in the SKM Stage 1 Green Belt Review and the WHBC Stage 2 
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Green Belt Review as being in an area of least harm to the Green Belt within the 

borough (see Appendix 3). 

3.1.6 In the course of the Examination Hearings, the Planning Policy and 

Implementation Manager for the Council, Ms Sue Tiley, has confirmed that there 

were not any Green Belt reasons why BrP12 should not be allocated.   
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Appendix A: Table 1- Green Belt Scoring Spreadsheet

Strategic 
Parcel ID

NPPF 
Purpose 1 - 
Sprawl

NPPF Purpose 2 
- Coalesence

NPPF Purpose 
3 - Countryside

NPPF Purpose 
4 - Historic

Local 
Purpose

Purposes 
Score

Settlement Site ID
NPPF 
Purpose 1 - 
Sprawl

NPPF 
Purpose 2 - 
Coalesence

NPPF 
Purpose 3 - 
Countryside

NPPF 
Purpose 4 - 
Historic

Local 
Purpose

Purposes 
Score

HSSBP GB 
Study Weight 
(score)

HSSBP GB 
Boundary 
Weight (score)

HSSBP 
Fragile Gap 
(score)

Total of P, 
Q, R (HSSBP)

Allocated
Local plan Site 

Reference
Dwelling 
capacity

Notes

59 4 2 4 0 2 12 WGr 1 2 2 4 0 1 9 4 4 0 8 Y HS15 150
59 4 2 2 0 2 10 WGr 2 2 2 4 0 2 10 4 3 2 9 N
59 4 2 4 0 2 12 WGr 3 2 2 2 0 2 8 3 4 2 9 N N/A 40

58 0 2 4 0 2 8 OMH 5 inc r/o 8 0 0 0 0 1 1 1.5 3 0 4.5 Y HS16, HS17 25 OMH8 dwelling capacity 
included with OMH5

60 2 2 2 0 2 8 OMH 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 4 N/A 5 N N/A 12
58 0 2 4 0 2 8 OMH GTLAA04 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 3 0 3 Y HS32 6
41 2 0 4 4 2 12 Wel 1 0 0 4 0 2 6 4 4 N/A 8 N N/A 178
41 2 0 4 4 2 12 Wel 2 0 0 4 0 2 6 4 4 N/A 8 N N/A 40
41 2 0 4 4 2 12 Wel 3 0 0 0 0 1 1 3.5 1 0 4.5 Y HS20 7
41 2 0 4 4 2 12 Wel 4 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 3 0 5 Y HS19 30
60 2 2 2 0 2 8 Wel 11 0 0 2 0 2 4 3 1 N/A 4 Y HS18 30

60 2 2 2 0 2 8
Wel 11 extension

0 0 0 0 2 2 3 1
N/A

4 Y N/A 0 Dwelling capacity 
included in Wel11 above

41 2 0 4 4 2 12 Wel 15 0 0 4 4 2 10 5 3 N/A 8 N N/A 14 Combination of two scores
57 0 2 4 0 2 8 Wel no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0
44 0 4 2 0 2 8 WGC 1 0 2 2 0 2 6 3 4 N/A 7 Y HS2 290
55 0 2 4 4 2 12 WGC 4(7) extension 0 2 4 2 1 9 4 1 N/A 5 N SDS1 75
46 0 2 4 0 1 7 WGC 5 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 0 N/A 4 Y SDS2 1200
56 0 2 2 4 2 10 WGC no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0
42 0 2 2 4 2 10 WGC no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0

43b 0 4 2 0 2 8 HAT 1 0 4 2 0 2 8 4 1 2 7 Y SDS5 1650
36 0 4 4 0 2 10 HAT 2 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 3 N/A 7 N N/A 1130

35 0 4 0 2 2 8 HAT
HAT 19 (used 
assessment for 
HAT 3)   

0 4 4 0 2 10 4 1 2 7 N N/A 20

35 0 4 0 2 2 8 HAT 5 0 4 4 0 2 10 4 4 N/A 8 N N/A 140
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 HAT 11 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 4 4 12 Y HS11 120
34 0 2 4 2 2 10 HAT no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0
47 0 0 4 4 2 10 HAT no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 N/A 2 N N/A 10
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 3 0 2 4 0 1 7 4 1 N/A 5 N N/A 45
45 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 4a 0 2 2 2 1 7 1 5 N/A 6 N N/A 0

45 0 2 2 2 2 8

WeG 4b

0 2 4 2 1 9 3 2 N/A 5

Y SDS7

80

This release is primarily 
for employment reasons

48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 6 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 1 0 5 N N/A 73
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 10 0 2 2 0 1 5 3 5 N/A 8 N N/A 120
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 12 0 2 2 0 1 5 3 1 N/A 4 N N/A 59
48 0 2 2 2 2 8 WeG 15 0 2 2 0 1 5 3 5 N/A 8 N N/A 120
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 WeG GTLAA01 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 4 N/A 5 Y HS35 12
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 1 0 0 2 0 2 4 3 1 2 6 N N/A 100
50 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 4 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 4 N/A 8 Y HS22 250
51 0 2 4 4 2 12 BrP 6 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 1 4 9 N N/A 234
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 12 (scenario 1) 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 0 0 4 N N/A 0
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 12 (scenario 2) 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 2 0 6 N N/A 110 Scenario 2 - smaller site
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 13 0 2 2 0 1 5 3 1 N/A 4 Y HS21 14
45 0 2 2 0 2 6 BrP 14 0 2 2 0 1 5 3 4.5 N/A 7.5 Y HS23 10
51 0 2 4 4 2 12 Lhe BrP7 0 2 4 0 2 8 4 3 0 7 Y HS24 100

51 0 2 4 4 2 12 Lhe
BrP 7ext

0 2 4 0 1 7 4 3 N/A 7 Y HS24 0
Capacity included in 
BrP7 above

51 0 2 4 4 2 12 Lhe 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 N/A 2 Y HS25 35
53 4 0 4 0 2 10 Cuf 1 2 2 4 0 1 9 4 1 0 5 Y HS27 30
52 4 0 4 2 2 12 Cuf 4 2 2 4 0 2 10 5 3 N/A 8 N N/A 220

52 4 0 4 2 2 12
Cuf

10 (used GB 
assessment for 4)

2 2 4 0 2 10 4 4.5 N/A 8.5 N
N/A

0
Not allocated. Part of 
Cuf4 so zero'd to avoid 
double counting (33 

52 4 0 4 2 2 12 Cuf 5 2 2 4 0 2 10 5 3 N/A 8 N N/A 367

15



52 4 0 4 2 2 12

Cuf 12 (used GB 
assessment for 
Cuf5 a 
significantly 
larger site)

2 2 4 0 2 10 5 5 N/A 10 Y HS29 73
impact reduced by 
defining a smaller area

53 4 0 4 2 2 10 Cuf 6 2 2 4 0 0 8 4 1 N/A 5 Y HS28 108
52 4 0 4 2 2 10 Cuf 7 2 2 2 0 1 7 1 5 N/A 6 Y HS30 75
54 0 0 4 0 2 6 Cuf no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0

43A 0 2 4 0 2 8 Rural Hat 15 0 0 4 0 1 5 4 3 N/A 7 Y SDS6 1130
44 0 4 2 0 2 8 Rural GTLAA08 0 0 0 2 2 4 3 2 N/A 5 Y HS33 4

43A 0 2 4 0 2 8 Rural GTLAA09 0 0 4 0 0 4 4 2 0 6 Y HS34 10
41 0 2 4 4 2 12 Rural no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0
49 0 2 4 0 0 6 Rural no sites N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 N/A N/A 0

16



 Appendix 4 
        THE BROOKMANS ESTATE – BROOKMANS PARK
                                            Welwyn Hatfield Stage 3 (Luc)  
               Technical Review 

 

 

LUC Figure 7.1 – WHBC Green Belt Assessment 

 

December 2018 

 

 

Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 3, Figure 7.1 extract 





P60

P61

P62

P64
P67

P72

P71

P1

P15

P14
P16

P19P18

P9

P51

P52

P49 P50

P85

P81
P80

P79

P74

P70
P69

P68

P57

P23

P26
P38

P40

P39P36

P32

P89

P22

P77

P47

P46

P48

P53

P54

P56

P59
P58

P3
P2

P4
P5

P7 P13

P17

P20

P12
P10

P11

P8

P91

P92
P93P94

P95

P86

P84

P88

P87

P83

P82

P78

P75

P73

P66

P24

P42

P43
P41

P31

P27

P37

P34P33
P35 P30

P21

P6

P25P29

P28

P55

P63

P65

P76

P90

P44

P45

© Crown copyright and database rights 2018 Ordnance Survey LA 100019547 2018. CB:EL EB:lendak_e LUC FIG7-1_10294_r2_LowestScnr_A3P  17/08/2018

Main map scale @A3:  1:62,500
Inset map scale @A3:  1:20,000Source: WHBC, LUC

Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council
Neighbouring councils
Green Belt parcel

0 2.5 5
kmE

Figure 7.1: Assessment of
Potential Harm

WELWYN HATFIELD
Green Belt Assessment

P31

P38

P40 P39

P37

P36

P34P33

P32

P35

P30

P29

Lowest harm rating
Very High
High
Moderate-High
Moderate
Moderate-Low
Low



 

 

 



∎ Landscape Design  

∎ Urban Design 

∎ Residential  

∎ Public Realm 

∎ Masterplanning 

∎ Landscape Planning  

∎ Heritage Landscapes 

∎ Gardens and Estates  

∎ Restoration and Conversion 

∎ Places of Worship 

∎ Expert Witness 

∎ Hospitality 

∎ Education 

∎ Retail / Office  

∎ Community  

∎ Ecology  

∎ Arboriculture  

∎ 3D / Graphic Design 

Stansted: 
Unit 1, The Exchange, 
9 Station Road, 
Stansted, CM24 8BE

t +44 (0)1279 647044   

e office@lizlake.com   
www.lizlake.com 

Bristol: 
1 Host Street, 
Bristol, BS1 5BU

t +44 (0)117 927 1786   

e office@lizlake.com   
www.lizlake.com 

Nottingham: 
3 Newcastle Chambers
Angel Row
Nottingham
NG1 6HL

t +44 (0)115 784 3566   

e office@lizlake.com   
www.lizlake.com 


	1 introduction
	1.1 Qualifications and Experience
	1.2 Executive Summary
	1.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF2012)

	2 Background
	2.1 Green Belt Studies Background
	2.2 Stage 5 Examination Hearing Session
	2.3 Report and background to the LUC work
	2.4 Review of Parcel 66 as part of the LUC Stage 3 assessment
	2.5 Review of Parcel 66a as part of the LUC Stage 3 assessment
	2.6 Parcel Inconsistencies (between P66 and other parcels)

	3 Summary
	3.1 Summary and conclusions

	2169 GB Review Appendices 1 - 4 18 12 20.pdf
	2169 GB Review Appendices 1 - 4 18 12 20
	EX38, Map 4, Table 1.pdf
	EX38_Map_1_-_Green_Belt_Purposes_for_Phase_1_Parcels
	Matter_4_WHBC_Response Oct 2017 extract 18 12 19
	4 - 5. Map 4 - Green Belt Conclusions from Site Selection
	4 - 6. Table 1 Green Belt site scoring comparative spreadsheet



	Report Back Cover Watermark 2018
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page
	Blank Page




