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By email only: louise@poservices.co.uk 

Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study- Further Representations to the 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 and 
Cuffley Parish Council to prepare further representation to the Green Belt Study- Stage 3 
Consultation, as per the Inspector’s request, following the hearing sessions in early November 
2018.  

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. In summary, we consider that the Study contains a 
number of inconsistencies in relation to the way that parcels have been assessed in Northaw 
and Cuffley compared to those elsewhere in Welwyn Hatfield Borough. We also raise concern 
regarding parcel selection and subdivision in the process of assessing washed over settlements. 

Yours sincerely, 

TROY HAYES (MRTPI, AICP) 

Managing Director 

TROY PLANNING + DESIGN 
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Introduction 
 

1. In October 2017, Stage 2 Hearing Sessions were held for the Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan 
Examination and the Inspector requested additional work to be carried out to further 
inform the Green Belt review.  
  

2. In the months following the Stage 2 Hearing Sessions, a Stage 3 Green Belt Study1 was 
prepared by LUC, consultants commissioned by Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council. The 
introduction to the study states clearly its three aims: 
 

• 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 the 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 areas of weaker performing Green Belt that may be more 
suitable (in Green Belt terms) for a new settlement. 
 

3. Representations were invited to consider the soundness of the methodology of the Stage 
3 Study. Hearings were then held on 6 and 7 November 2018 which provided the 
opportunity to express concerns with the methodology to the Inspector.  Northaw and 
Cuffley Parish Council submitted representations on the soundness of the methodology 
that underpinned the Stage 3 Study. The Parish Council were also represented at the 
‘Stage 5’ Hearings on 6 and 7 November 2018. In summary, the representations focused 
on the lack of granularity and locally specific detail in the assessment, the confusing and 
complicated nature of the Study and the lack of transparency. The lack of engagement 
with the Parish Council and neighbouring authorities was also highlighted, the latter 
raising concerns over meeting the Duty to Cooperate.  
 

4. The Parish Council trust that comments submitted in writing as well as those expressed 
through participation at the Hearing sessions themselves, will continue to be considered 
as the Local Plan Examination progresses, as per the letter received from the Programme 
Officer on 21 November 2018. 
 

  

                                                         
1 http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=13868&p=0  

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=13868&p=0
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5. The Parish Council is keen to highlight that they worked within the incredibly tight 
deadline set for responding to the initial Stage 3 methodology questions and are aware 
they were declined the privilege of an extended deadline given to other respondents. 
The Parish Council has now been able to spend further time looking at the Stage 3 Study 
in greater detail and there are therefore instances where our conclusions have 
developed since the initial representations. 
 

Invitation for Further representations to Stage 3 
Green Belt Study 

 
6. Following the close of the hearing sessions in November 2018, the Programme Officer 

sent a letter to all participants on 21 November detailing the Inspector’s request for a 
further ‘round of consultation on the consistency of the scorings of the parcels and the sub-
division of parcels’. This was to address the comments made by a number of representors 
who considered the assessment of harm not to have been carried out in a consistent 
way. 
 

7. The representations submitted below continue to consider the immediate impact on 
Northaw and Cuffley on the basis of the findings and inconsistencies of the Stage 3 
Study. The representations consider the consistency of assessment of harm to parcels of 
Green Belt as identified; and an assessment of the parcel selection itself. The 
representations also consider the parcel selection process for the assessment of washed 
over settlements.  
 

8. The Parish Council is concerned that the dates of the next hearing sessions are not yet 
defined and consider it would be helpful if the Council could publish its intentions for 
potential inset settlements sooner rather than later so that other implications on the 
evidence base can be considered.  The upcoming Call for Sites process is a clear risk in 
the timetable for proceeding with the Local Plan Examination, but the Parish Council 
wishes to be given the opportunity to appear at any future Hearings. 
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Parcel Selection Process and Assessment of Harm 
 
Context 

9. Task 5 of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study was to assess the potential harm to the Green Belt 
purposes from the release of land adjacent to inset, or potential inset, settlements. Three 
factors were considered to inform the assessment of harm: 
 

• Contribution across the area of potential release/development to the NPPF 
purposes. 

• The potential implications of the loss of openness within the area of potential 
release/ development on the integrity of the wider Green Belt. 

• Consistency and strength of the Green Belt boundary/ edge in relation to the 
potential area of Green Belt release/ development.  
 

10. The Parish Council considers it is important to also have regard to the original Stage 1 
Green Belt Study, undertaken by SKM (now Jacobs) due to its relevance in relation to 
larger parcels in which assessments in the Stage 3 Study sit.   LUC does not appear to 
have taken previous parcel derivation into account and have instead used existing inset 
areas.  
 

11. Firstly, the Parish Council has concerns over the derivation of parcels surrounding 
Cuffley.  Each of the parcels that are in close proximity to Cuffley are discussed in turn 
below, with the maps from the Stage 3 Green Belt study included for context.  
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Cuffley 

P86 

Figure 1: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p390 

12. Whilst the Parish Council is pleased to see that the overall assessment of harm of this 
parcel is high, the Parish Council questions why this parcel exists at all. On the ground, 
the built development does not form part of the existing village of Cuffley nor does it 
constitute a washed over village in its own right and therefore make it eligible for an 
assessment of its harm to the Green Belt. It is inconsistent that this parcel has been 
defined as it is not the case that ribbon development of a similar form has been 
identified as an individual parcel elsewhere in the Borough through the Stage 3 Study.    
 

13. It is useful to also highlight that in the SKM Stage1 Study, the land currently identified as 
P86 is actually split across two broad parcels (GB52 and GB54). GB52 scores more highly 
than GB54. GB52 includes reference to ‘Built development generally confined to linear strips 
of large individual houses such as that at The Ridgeway’ but this seems to have little effect 
on scoring and this adds weight to the argument that existing ribbon development 
results in little harm to the purposes of the Green Belt in this context.  
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P87 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p394 

14. The Parish Council agrees with the selection of this parcel because although the parcel is 
large in size, there are not any suitable defensible boundaries in place that would allow 
LUC to further refine the parcel and understand the implications of smaller pieces of 
land. The smaller parcels which have previously been identified through the Stage 2 
Study do not have defensible boundaries and it has therefore not been possible for LUC 
to assess the individual harm of these smaller parcels. This implies that an allocation of a 
site within parcel P87 would therefore be inappropriate as there is not sufficient and 
consistent data to justify it.  
 

15. On the basis of there not being any defensible boundaries to allow for the subdivision of 
P87, it is the opinion of the Parish Council that the parcel should be afforded a harm 
rating of Very High to allow for the contribution to openness that this parcel makes.  
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P88 

Figure 3: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p399 

16. Having now had further time to review this parcel, the Parish Council has additional 
comments to those made in the previous representations. In summary, this parcel has 
been arbitrarily split into a number of smaller parcels which makes the parcel as a whole 
very fragmented and it is therefore difficult to decipher the harm in relation to the entire 
parcel.  
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17. Parcel P88 has been defined with an eastern boundary that follows the administrative 
boundary of the Borough. This is inconsistent with the Stage 1 Study, where parcel GB53 
(incorrectly labelled on the maps handed out at the November Hearing session as GB50) 
has ignored administrative geography and included land within the parcel that falls 
within the neighbouring Borough of Broxbourne. As it stands in the Stage 3 Study, the 
use of the Borough boundary is not a defensible boundary, and this makes the 
assessment of harm for P88 as a whole, as well as some of the subdivisions, unjustified. 
The Stage 3 Study states that high harm ratings will be given where the release of 
development of land would result in a weak or inconsistent Green Belt boundary. This 
would undeniably be the case for this piece of land, where the proposed resultant Green 
Belt boundary would not follow anything on the ground and hence be indefensible2.  The 
far more pragmatic approach would be to use the railway line as the eastern boundary.  
 

18. The use of the administrative boundary as the parcel boundary is not unique to Cuffley 
and this is a serious flaw in the parcel selection and subsequent assessment process. For 
example, the northern boundary of parcel P8 follows the administrative Borough 
boundary in the north west of the Borough, where the River Mimram River would have 
served as a much more identifiable boundary on the ground. Similarly, the north western 
boundary of Parcel P4 to the north of the Borough is in the middle of a field, with no 
defensible boundary on the ground. 
 

19. However, the difference with these two sites in the north of the Borough, is that their 
potential release from the Green Belt has been assessed as having a high harm rating. 
This is inconsistent with the assessment of P88 and the Parish Council would request 
that the outcome of the assessment of P88 is amended to reflect consistency with other 
parcels that do not have defensible boundaries. To further emphasise the arbitrary 
nature of the sub-division of P88, attention must again be drawn back to the Stage 1 
Green Belt Study. The assessment for parcel GB53 states that ‘the Cuffley settlement 
edges acts as a strong barrier to encroachment. Levels of visual openness are generally 
high across the parcel, especially on higher slopes.’ In relation to the Stage 3, without 
defensible boundaries, and given similar characteristics, it does not seem appropriate to 
divide the parcel internally, and this argument can similarly be made to P87.  
 

20. If, therefore, the parcel of land east of the railway line (P88b, P88e and part of P88d) is to 
be disregarded due to its lack of defensible eastern boundary, we must now turn to the 
unsuitability of the boundary definition for the remainder of the parcel.  Some of the 
subsequent sub-divisions seem to follow details of the original Stage 2 Study which 
divided the parcels based on SHLAA submissions. The Parish Council contends that this is 
not appropriate. In doing so, the Study replicates existing mistakes from the Stage 2 
Study.  

                                                         
2 For reference, paragraph 3.60 in the Stage 3 Green Belt Study sets out possible defensible features, both natural and 
man-made, by which parcels can be defined.  These include substantial watercourses and water bodies, woodland, A and 
B roads and railway lines.  
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21. To serve as comparison, parcel P3 (Figure 4) is on the northern most edge of the 
Borough and is given a high harm rating, and there is subdivision within this parcel. The 
parcel referenced P3c follows a similar format as that of P88c in that it would extend 
built development of the settlement in line with other boundaries of the same 
settlement. Yet the assessment of P3c correctly identifies that this would result in 
encroachment on the countryside and the parcel is given a moderate-high rating.  

Figure 4: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p14 
 

22. Therefore, if the remainder of P88 must be subdivided, then it should result in an 
assessment consistent with that of parcel P3c i.e. at least moderate-high to reflect the 
similar conditions. 
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23. We support the approach that parcel P88 should not be subdivided in order to retain a 
consistent approach to that elsewhere in the Borough. There are numerous examples 
where parcels of a similar size, on the edge of settlements, have not been subdivided 
despite there being potential boundaries within the site that would allow for this. These 
include P4, P8, P11 and P66. Furthermore, all these sites have instead been assessed to 
have either moderate-high or high harm. Therefore, the level of harm identified should 
be at least moderate-high for the entire site, if not high harm, to reflect similar parcels in 
the Borough and the subdivision of P88 should be disregarded to ensure a consistent 
result.  
 

P89 

Figure 5: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p404 

24. The reason for selection of this parcel for assessment is unclear but seems to be a 
further example of arbitrarily following the Borough’s administrative boundary.  
Whereas, if the parcel had been designated so that it partly extended into Broxbourne 
Borough and followed clear, defensible boundaries, the harm would likely have been 
assessed as higher. As it stands, the parcel extends beyond the railway line and 
protrudes into the Green Belt, disrupting the existing settlement pattern. The subdivision 
of the parcel follows no rational boundary and does not have reasonable grounds for 
assessment.  
 

25. The above point also warrants regard to the Stage 1 Study and the comments from that 
study attributed to parcel GB53. The subdivision is part of parcel GB53 where the very 
narrow gap of just 0.5km between Cuffley and Goffs Oak is noted in the Stage 1 Study. 
Given the openness and position east of the railway line, it is difficult to see how this sub-
division performs any differently. ‘Clipping’ the sub-parcel boundary on the side of the 
administrative boundary acts to artificially reduce scoring of harm.  
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26. The level of harm is inconsistent when compared to similar sized parcels on the edge of 
settlements. Parcel P58 for example is assessed as having moderate-high harm in its 
entirety and parcel P6 is considered to have high harm, which is a parcel that is arguably 
more contained than P89.  
 

27. We therefore contend that if the parcel as a whole must be assessed, it must be done so 
in a consistent way with the aforementioned parcels and should not be subdivided using 
non-existent vertical boundaries in the middle of the parcel.   

P90 

Figure 6: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p408 

28. We are inclined to agree with the harm assessment for this parcel. However, we question 
the relevance of the assessment, given that the parcel is well contained and therefore 
cannot be assessed for harm to the wider Green Belt in the same way as other parcels. It 
therefore appears as somewhat of an anomaly in the Stage 3 Study.  
 

29. There is a concern regarding the parcel selection in that there are no clear boundaries at 
the western edge of the site, where the site extends into a mature parcel of woodland. 
We suggest that there are many other parcels in the Borough where heavily wooded 
areas are used as boundaries for parcels. This is demonstrated by considering, amongst 
others, parcels P24, P55 or P83.  
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Parcel Selection and Subdivision for Washed Over 
Settlements 
 
Context 

30. Comments on the inaccuracies and shortfalls of the methodology for washed over 
settlement assessments were put forward in the previous representations made in 
September 2018, and the view of the Parish Council remains the same.  
 

31. It is acknowledged that this round of representations is to focus on the parcel selection 
process and it is therefore prudent to consider this in the scope of the washed over 
settlements too. 
 

32. Paragraph 3.54 of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study sets out the reasoning for undertaking an 
assessment of washed over settlements. 

“In addition to the Inspector’s comments set out in Appendix 1.1, the Inspector 
identified a need for further work to assess the contribution of the ‘washed over’ 
settlements to Green Belt openness. He expressed concern that the contribution 
these make to the openness to the Green Belt had not been fully explored in the 
previous Green Belt studies.” 

33. Firstly, the contribution to Green Belt openness made by each of the washed over 
settlements was assessed. Then, as detailed in paragraph 3.58: 

“Where development was considered to limit the contribution of openness to the 
Green Belt purposes, parcels were defined in order to facilitate an assessment of 
the contribution to each Green Belt purpose for the settlement, and for adjacent 
land.” 

34. It is not at all clear from the Study why it is necessary to define parcels adjacent to the 
villages, nor the method by which this was done, which has been discussed earlier on in 
this response.  These representations now turn to the discussion of the inconsistency of 
parcel selection in relation to the assessment of washed of settlements and the harm 
that would be caused to the Green Belt if they were to be inset.  
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Justification of boundaries 

35. To evidence the inconsistency with parcel selection, it is useful to look at the way that 
open space within the villages has been assessed. Essendon (as shown in Figure 7), a 
village in the east of Welwyn Hatfield Borough is a useful comparison alongside Northaw 
to consider the irregularities with the parcel selection process. When looking at open 
space in Essendon, it was found that there are “no sizeable areas of open space within the 
main body of the village to the east of the B158 and the north of West End Lane.” Similarly, for 
Northaw it was found that “there are no sizeable areas of open space within the built-up 
area other than on the western fringes”. 

Figure 7: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p228 

 
36. The Parish Council note the use of the terms “main body of the village” and “within the 

built-up area” which suggest that the extent of the villages on the ground is not the same 
as that which has been determined as the village boundary for the purposes of parcel 
derivation. This does not provide a consistent way of assessing the harm caused to the 
Green Belt if the villages are to be inset. It is also not helpful for the future purposes of 
the Stage 3 Green Belt Study, because the villages that are ultimately put forward to be 
inset may not have had a robust and suitable boundary assessed. 
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37. Looking more widely, the villages that have been assessed through the washed over 
assessment are villages that are in the Green Belt and are not defined and therefore do 
not have a boundary setting the extent of the village. Some recognition of difference in 
settlement form and character is required. Given the non-defined status it would be 
sensible to assume that, when undertaking the assessment of washed over villages, the 
parcels would be defined such that they follow tight to the form of the village on the 
ground and not necessarily what has historically been considered as ‘the village’. 
Therefore, the situation should not arise where “the main body of the village” needs to 
be specifically noted as distinct to the rest of the parcel when carrying out the 
assessment. Because of the methodology adopted, it is not possible to undertake a 
comparative assessment between washed over settlements if the boundaries set out are 
not those that are considered as part of the description. 
 

38. We suggest that this serves as evidence that the parcels drawn around villages that are 
assessed in this way should be reconsidered and drawn to reflect what is actually on the 
ground. The Stage 3 Study should explain how it has sought to minimise this distinction 
and provide an overall assessment of the relationship between the ‘built-up area’ and its 
specific effect on openness. For example, this might mean excluding the areas of large 
rear gardens from the ‘built-up area’ considered for the assessment; or acknowledging 
where these plus other smaller open areas within a settlement that cannot be 
distinguished from the built-up area they cumulatively contribute to openness.  
 

39. This is well exemplified using the comparison of Figure 8 and Figure 9 where in Newgate 
Street (Figure 9), for example, the presence of residential curtilages reflective of 
extensive domestic gardens are common as part of parcel P93, and the harm score is 
given as ‘moderate’. This is in comparison to the parcel of Northaw village (Figure 8), 
which contains numerous large gardens forming larger residential curtilages, yet the 
harm score given is ‘moderate-low’. These  large gardens increase the extent of land 
within Parcel P85 and undoubtedly contribute to the openness of the village, yet are 
ignored when considered as part of the ‘built form’ of the village.  
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Northaw 

 
40. In addition to the concern regarding this ‘consistent inconsistency’ of the way village parcel 

boundaries have been derived in comparison to the village form that is then considered 
in the assessments, we disagree with the identification of parcel P85 (Figure 8) and the 
resulting assessment of harm. We consider that more relevant alternatives of parcel 
selection might exist depending on how the open space and existing character is treated. 

Figure 8: Green Belt Study Appendix 5.2 p6 

Figure 9: Green Belt Study Appendix 5.2 p5 
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41. The need for parcels to be defined more tightly to the built form on the ground is 
applicable particularly in Northaw. In relation to parcel P85, the parcel should not extend 
beyond the playground entrance on the southern side of Vineyards Road. When driving 
eastwards along Vineyards Road there is a clear sense that one has left the village (once 
beyond the playground entrance). The development is then in a linear form, signified by 
the drawing of the settlement boundary in the LUC study. The houses are on much larger 
plots with larger front and rear gardens and development only fronting one side of the 
road, providing a very different character feel to that of the Conservation Area.  
 

42. Particularly in relation to Newgate Street, this is a similar settlement to Northaw in terms 
of the linear built form. However, the consultants have assessed it as having moderate 
harm if it were to be released from the Green Belt, which is inconsistent with Northaw. 
Of note, is that parcel GB54 in the Stage 1 Study which actually does not perform as 
strongly contribute to the Green Belt purposes as parcel GB52, in which Northaw falls, 
even though the linear development is recognised. We therefore contend that this 
demonstrates the inconsistencies between the level of harm found between Newgate 
Street and Northaw, which serves as evidence that parcel P85 (Northaw) should have 
been assessed to have at least moderate harm.  
 

43. We agree that parcel P84 (Figure 9) would cause high, if not very high, harm to the Green 
Belt if it were to be released and therefore agree with the current assessment of harm. 
This part of the Study has been consistently carried out and the results of the 
assessment show that where a large parcel of land is assessed, in addition to the main 
part of the village, the assessment of harm has been rated as high. This can be seen in 
the example of Lemsford, Newgate Street and Swanley Bar, amongst others. 

Figure 10: Green Belt Study Appendix 6.1 p378 
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Inconsistencies Between Green Belt Studies 

44. We wish to raise significant concern regarding the change in the way Northaw has been 
considered as a parcel during the evolving Green Belt Study process. We note that these 
studies have been carried out by different consultants and have been focused on 
different aims, but that should not detract from the key point made and the 
inconsistencies that we have pointed out.   
 

45. Stage 1 of the Green Belt Study splits the Borough into parcels to assess the composite 
scoring against the Green Belt purposes. The parcel of most interest for the Parish 
Council is GB52 which extends from Potters Bar to Cuffley, south to the M25 and north 
as far as The Ridgeway.  
 

46. Within GB52, but not distinctly defined, is the village of Northaw, categorised in the Stage 
1 Study as a “3rd tier- Green Belt village3” (washed over). It is understood that in this 
respect, Northaw was considered as part of the functioning Green Belt and that it 
contributed to the findings of this area being assessed as significantly contributing to the 
Green Belt purposes. 
 

47. Notably, the parcel GB52 is recognised as containing a level of built development of just 
0.7%, demonstrating the limited impact the built development of Northaw has on the 
wider Green Belt and highlighting the acceptability of Northaw as being in the Green Belt. 
 

48. In the Stage 1 Study, the assessment of the parcel as a whole finds it plays a significant 
contribution to the purpose of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. The 
GB52 assessment4 finds that “the parcel displays typical rural and countryside 
characteristics….Levels of visual openness are generally high with long views over the parcel 
evident”. There is also a noted presence of linear development “along Vineyards Road to 
Northaw”. However, when considered as part of a larger parcel, Northaw contributes to 
the successful fulfilment of the Green Belt purposes and is considered part of the 
landscape that maintains openness between Cuffley and Potters Bar.  This is a 
fundamental point in considering whether Northaw should ever have been identified for 
assessment. 
 

  

                                                         
3 http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8556&p=0 page 19 
4 As per the Green Belt Review Purposes Assessment: Annex 1- Parcel assessment sheets for 
Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council (November 2013) 

http://www.welhat.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=8556&p=0
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49. At Stage 3 of the Green Belt Study, however, Northaw is defined as a parcel in its own 
right, with a single, large parcel (P84) surrounding it to the east, west and south. This 
clearly departs from the way it has been considered in the wider strategic Green Belt 
previously. Northaw still remains a rural washed over village in the functioning gap 
between the two inset areas of Cuffley and Potters Bar, as was recognised in the Stage 1 
Study. The Parish Council believes this serves as justification to reconsider the 
assessment of harm that has been attributed to Northaw as well as to reconsider the 
impact on openness. This should then be reflected in the scoring and how the parcels 
are identified.   
 

50. Nevertheless, if it is to be accepted that Northaw must be assessed in terms of the 
washed over village assessment, then the arbitrary boundary of Parcel P84 must be 
questioned. By not extending an assessment parcel to fill the gap between Cuffley and 
Northaw, and indeed between Northaw and Potters Bar, the assessment in effect 
elevates Northaw in the settlement hierarchy. Figure 4.1 in the Stage 3 Study specifically 
identifies this area of land as open land forming a distinctive urban edge. Anything that 
could impact on the separation between Cuffley and Potters Bar should be fully 
assessed, particularly due to the fragile gaps and distinctive urban edges having been 
identified in the Stage 3 Study.  
 

51. In this case the role of the Green Belt provides the gap between Northaw and its nearest 
neighbour i.e. Potters Bar to the west and Cuffley to the east. The current designation of 
the Green Belt, including Northaw, reflects its role as a relatively open and linear 
settlement within this gap. If this is to be reviewed, the correct approach would have 
been to assess the whole gap between development in Northaw and the nearest built 
form to the east and west respectively given the relatively narrow existing gaps.  
 

52. It is unclear why a parcel was not defined that would enable the assessment of the gap 
between P82, P83 and P84 (as shown on Figure 10). The lack of assessment of this gap 
means that there is not a thorough understanding of the importance of the openness of 
the land between Potters Bar and Northaw. Parcel P84 ought to be extended westwards 
to Coopers Lane so the assessment can fully appreciate the importance of the Green Belt 
here. Not assessing this gap is inconsistent with other areas of the Borough that have 
been assessed. For example, the gap between Newgate Street and Cuffley is 
comprehensively understood owing to the assessment of parcels P90 and P91.  
 

53. We urge that the Stage 3 assessment should consider a larger parcel than that of P84 so 
that a full understanding of the impact of the potential of Northaw being inset from the 
Green Belt would have on the nearby settlements of Cuffley and Potters Bar and the 
severe impact it would have on the integrity of the Green Belt. 
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Conclusion 
 

54. The Inspector has requested further representations to address the consistency of the 
assessment of harm to the Green Belt and the subdivision of parcels. These 
representations demonstrate the serious concerns that the Parish Council has with the 
consistency of the assessment of parcels surrounding Cuffley to that of those elsewhere 
in the Borough. We also raise acute concern regarding the parcel selection and 
subdivision in the process of assessing washed over settlements. 
 

55. The Parish Council wishes there to be a thorough re-assessment of the parcels in 
Northaw and Cuffley where queries were raised above. The Parish Council further 
requests a dramatic change in the way that parcels around Northaw have been defined 
in the process of washed over settlements, so that the full extent of the potential 
diminished integrity of the Green Belt can be known. 
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