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Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination: Stage 3 Green Belt Study Assessment of Harm of HS24 (formerly BrP7) 
and BrP6   
 
Dear Louise 
 
I write on behalf of the Royal Veterinary College (RVC) with regard to the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 
3 (August 2018) as part of the Local Plan evidence base. This representation is submitted following the 
Inspector’s request for a round of consultation on the consistency of the scoring of the parcels and sub-parcels 
assessed within the Stage 3 Green Belt Study.  

The RVC has previously identified the suitability of Sites HS24 (formerly BrP7) and BrP6 located to the west of 
Brookmans Park for high quality, sustainable residential-led developments. In this context, RVC welcomes the 
identification of Site HS24 for development in the Local Plan to assist the Council in planning for the housing 
needs of the area. Whilst BrP6 is currently not identified for development in the Local Plan the RVC remains of 
the opinion that BrP6 has potential for development to assist the Council in meeting the Borough’s objectively 
assessed housing needs without causing undue harm to the Green Belt and that the site should therefore be 
allocated for development in the Local Plan.  

This letter is accompanied by two Green Belt Harm Representations on the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study, 
Stage 3 (December 2018) prepared by Terence O’Rourke in relation to BrP7/BrP7 extension/HS24 (Appendix A) 
and BrP6 (Appendix B). The Representations can be broken down into three areas:  

• Review of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study for Parcel 78 and Sub-Parcels 78a (which contains BrP6), 78b and 
78c (78b contains HS24 whilst 78c forms HS24); 

• Commentary on the Stage 3 Green Belt Study scores including identification of inconsistencies and 
discrepancies in the assessment; and  

• Assessment of Parcels 78b and 78c and BrP6 (which forms part of 78a) using the Stage 3 Green Belt Study 
methodology.  

In summary, based on specific, standalone assessments of Sub-Parcels 78b and 78c, and therefore HS24, the 
harm associated with developing the Sub-Parcels 78b and 78c should be revised to ‘Moderate’. Based on the 
standalone assessment of BrP6, the harm associated with developing the site is ‘Moderate-High’. The 
assessment of BrP6 as a standalone parcel should be incorporated into the Green Belt Study for the reasons set 
out within the Appendix B. 

 

Next Steps 

The RVC is keen to continue working with Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council in responding to the housing need in 
the Borough in a collaborative manner that provides a legacy for its neighbouring communities of Brookmans Park 
and Little Heath.   

The RVC will continue to engage with the Local Plan preparation process and as appropriate provide 
representations and hearing statements and appear at Hearing Sessions for the Local Plan during 2019. 
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Yours sincerely, 

Paul Comerford 
Director, Planning 
AECOM Limited 
M: 07713 985 877 
E: paul.comerford@aecom.com 
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Appendix A – Green Belt Harm Representation on the Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Belt Study, Stage 3 – BrP7/BrP7 Extension/HS24 
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Executive Summary. 

S1 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council submitted its draft Local Plan to the Secretary 
of State in May 2017 and its examination is currently underway.  A hearing 
session on the Green Belt methodology was held on the 6th and 7th November 
2018.  At the end of the hearing session, the Inspector indicated that the 
methodology was robust and that the intention was to have no further hearings on 
methodology.   

S2 However, in response to the number of representations reporting inconsistencies 
in the assessment of harm, the Inspector asked that there should be a round of 
consultation to investigate the consistency of scoring of the parcels and the 
subdivision of the parcels. 

S3 This representation is in response to the request for representations relating to the 
inconsistency of scoring and the inconsistency of parcel sub-division.   

S4 This representation has been prepared by Terence O’Rourke (TOR) on behalf of  
the Royal Veterinary College and reviews the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study 
Stage 3 (WHGBS) prepared by LUC, August 2018, in relation to land parcel P78 
and particularly Scenarios P78b relating to BrP7 (and BrP7 extension) and P78c 
relating to HS24.  BrP7, BrP7 extension and HS24 are owned by the Royal 
Veterinary College, who submitted duly made representations in relation to HS24.   

S5 The WHGBS Stage 3 parcel P78 is much larger than those assessed at Stage 2 
and includes large tracts of open countryside, that would not normally be 
considered in terms of release of land for housing purposes.  The smaller Stage 2 
parcels including BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 are ‘bundled’ within the wider 
parcel and therefore the assessment of the wider parcel is skewed by the open 
countryside areas that naturally better meet the five national Green Belt purposes 
and one local purpose. 

S6 The WHGBS assessment of P78 does consider the smaller component parcels 
including BrP7/BrP7 extension identified at Stage 2, part of which was included as 
an allocation site HS24 in the Local Plan.  However, the ‘scenario’ assessments 
are very brief, restricted to a few lines of text and do not match the transparency 
of the wider parcel assessments.  This is unsatisfactory, as in most cases it is the 
smaller parcels adjacent to the settlement edges and identified at Stage 2 that 
merit most scrutiny.  

S7 The WHGBS assessment rates the harm to Green Belt purposes arising from the 
release of Parcel BrP7/BrP7 extension (scenario P78b) as ‘High’ and the release 
of the smaller HS24 (Scenario P78c) as ‘Moderate-High’.  

S8 TOR have carried out an assessment based on the WHGBS study’s own 
methodology and their findings set out in this report demonstrate that the 
assessment of harm in the WHGBS is inconsistent with their methodology and 
that the harm to the Green Belt should be rated as ‘Moderate’ for release of both 
Parcel BrP7/BrP7 extension (scenario P78b) and HS24 (Scenario P78c). 

S9 There is some confusion relating to the definition of BrP7/BrP7 extension as the 
figure showing the degree of harm shows a much larger land area than the actual 
extent of Brp7 and BrP7extension. In addition, the text confuses HS24 and HS25 
leading to a degree of uncertainty as to what is being assessed and the degree of 
care and accuracy employed.    
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TOR ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

S9 The findings of the TOR assessment, which are all arrived at using the WHGBS 
methodology are summarised below: 

Green Belt Purpose 1 Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up 
areas  

S9.1 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Limited or No 
contribution. 

Purpose 2 Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns 

S9.2 Parcels BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 do not extend significantly from the edge 
of Little Heath and the WHGBS confirms that Gobions Park plays the key role in 
preventing coalescence between Potters Bar and Hatfield and maintaining 
settlement patterns.  The TOR rating is Limited or No contribution. 

Purpose 3  Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

S9.3 The parcels are influenced by the adjacent edge of Little Heath, which appears as 
a hard developed edge on the skyline.  The dominant role of development in the 
character of the parcels means that the TOR rating is Partial Contribution. 

Purpose 4  Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

S9.4 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Limited or No 
contribution. 

Purpose 5  Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land 

S9.5 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Significant 
contribution. 

Local purpose  Maintain the existing settlement pattern 

S9.6 ‘Maintaining the existing settlement pattern’ is not the same as maintaining the 
extent of existing settlements.  Little Heath is part of Potters Bar a town in the 
hierarchy of settlements and BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 would be  
appropriate extensions of the settlement with minimal reduction in the gap 
between settlements so maintaining the existing settlement pattern and hierarchy.  
The TOR rating is therefore Limited or No contribution. 

Implications of potential loss of openness 

S9.7 As a continuation of the settlement of Little Heath/Potters Bar, the release of 
Parcels BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 would not impact significantly on the 
remaining Green Belt parcels as suggested in the WHGBS report.  The 
contribution of the remaining area of Parcel P78 including Bolton College would 
be slightly reduced but it would remain a large parcel of Green Belt.  There is no 
physical or visual connection as suggested, with Parcel P80.  The BrP7/BrP7 
extension site would potentially impact slightly on the neighbouring Hertsmere 
District but that area of Green Belt, site RC1, is currently a ‘recommended in 
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combination’ site which the draft Hertsmere Green Belt Assessment (Stage 2 
October 2018) recognises as falling short in terms of Green Belt purposes.  
Hertsmere’s site RC1 extends considerably further to the south west than 
BrP7/BrP7 extension. 

Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

S9.8 The consistency of the Green Belt boundary would be maintained and there is the 
opportunity to strengthen the boundary to form a more appropriate green edge 
instead of the current boundary formed by a hard development edge.  This would 
benefit the visual quality of the wider area of Green Belt to the west. 

Assessment of Green Belt Harm 

S10 To address the shortfall in transparent assessment and consistency in approach, 
TOR has carried out a full assessment based on the WHGBS methodology of the 
rating of BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 contribution for all Green Belt purposes 
and for overall harm. The conclusion, taking all of the above factors into account, 
is that the harm rating for BrP7/BrP7 extension (Scenario P78b) and HS24 
(Scenario P78c) are both assessed as ‘Moderate’. 

S11 For the reasons set out in this report and the significant difference between the 
harm of developing P78a and BrP7/BrP7 extension (Scenario P78b) and HS24 
(Scenario P78c), these parcels should be considered as a standalone sub-parcel 
within the Stage 3 Green Belt Study. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This representation has been prepared on behalf of the Royal Veterinary College 
(RVC) and reviews the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 3 prepared by 
LUC, August 2018, in relation to land parcel P78 and particularly Scenario P78c 
relating to release of site allocation HS24 and Scenario P78b relating to Stage 2 
parcel BrP7 and BrP7 extension. The land parcels are shown on figures 1 and 2. 

1.2 Scenario P78a includes Stage 2 site BrP6 also promoted by the RVC.  This 
scenario is the subject of a separate representation. 

1.3 The WHGBS Stage 3 parcel P78 is much larger than those assessed at Stage 2 
and includes large tracts of open countryside, that would not normally be 
considered in terms of release of land for housing purposes.  The smaller Stage 2 
parcels including BrP7/HS24 are ‘bundled’ within the wider parcel and therefore 
the assessment of the wider parcel is skewed by the open countryside areas that 
naturally better meet the five national Green Belt purposes and one local purpose. 

1.4 The WHGBS assessment of P78 does include some consideration of the smaller 
component parcels including BrP7 identified at Stage 2, part of which was 
included as an allocation site HS24 in the local plan.  However, the ‘scenario’ 
assessments are very brief, restricted to a few lines of text and do not match the 
transparency of the wider parcel assessments.  This is unsatisfactory, as in most 
cases it is the smaller parcels adjacent to the settlement edges and identified at 
Stage 2 that merit most scrutiny.  It is not clear why the important parcels 
adjacent to existing settlements were not fully assessed as individual parcels. 

1.5 It should be noted that there is an error in the WHGBS assessment.  Scenario 
P78c is described as release of site allocation HS25.  This should read HS24. 

1.6 There is a further error in which Scenario P78b is illustrated on the page showing 
scenario parcels as a much larger parcel than is shown in the Stage 2 assessment 
or on the other accompanying figures.  This potentially is a misleading error as the 
smaller (correct) BrP7 and BrP7 extension is a logical potential extension to Little 
Heath whereas the incorrect area appears excessive.  

1.7 Scenario P78c defines the HS24 allocation parcel with a straight boundary line.  
Previous representations have set out the case for a more refined boundary that 
responds better to the landform.  The arguments for a revised, more responsive 
boundary are provided in figures 4 and 5.  In terms of Green Belt assessment, the 
TOR assessment finds there would be no difference in their ratings as the area 
and form changes are minor. 

1.8 The Green Belt Study rates the harm to Green Belt purposes arising from the 
release scenario P78b comprising BrP7 and BrP7 extension as ‘High’ and 
scenario P78c comprising HS24 as ‘Moderate - High’. It remains unclear as to the 
extent to which the error in defining BrP7 has led to or indicates incorrect 
assessment. 

1.9 The promoter commissioned TOR to carry out an assessment based on the 
WHGBS study’s own methodology and their findings set out in this report 
demonstrate that the assessment of harm in the WHGBS is inconsistent with their 
methodology and that the harm to the Green Belt should be rated as ‘Moderate’ 
for release of both Parcel BrP7 (scenario P78b) and HS24 (Scenario P78c). 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2018 5 

1.10 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council submitted its draft Local Plan to the Secretary 
of State in May 2017 and its examination is currently underway.  A hearing 
session on the Green Belt methodology was held on the 6th and 7th November 
2018 .  At the end of the hearing session, the Inspector indicated that the 
methodology was robust and that the intention was to have no further hearings on 
methodology.   

1.11 However, in response to the number of representations reporting inconsistencies 
in the assessment of harm, the inspector asked that there should be a round of 
consultation to investigate the consistency of scoring of the parcels and the 
subdivision of the parcels. 

1.12 This representation is in response to the request for representations relating to the 
inconsistency of scoring and the inconsistency of parcel sub-division.   

1.13 This representation comprises: 

• A review of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study for Parcel P78 and scenario P78b 
and P78c 

• Comment on the Stage 3 assessment scoring and results including 
identification of inconsistencies or discrepancies in the assessment 

• Assessment of scenarios P78b and P78c based on LUC’s methodology 
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2.0 Review of the WHGBS Stage 3 methodology for Parcel P78 
and summary statement for scenarios P78b (BrP7 and 
extension) and P78c (HS24) 

2.1 P78 is a large parcel extending between the western edge of Brookmans Park 
and the southern edge of Welham Green.  This parcel includes smaller areas 
identified as individual parcels at Stage 2, including parcel BrP7, (now known as 
Local Plan allocation HS24) on the western edge of Little Heath and BrP6, Brp9 
and BrP10 on the southern edge of Brookmans Park.  BrP7 is the land being 
promoted by the RVC.  The RVC also own and are promoting BrP6 and this site is 
the subject of a separate representation.  

2.2 It should be noted that the WHGBS assessment for Parcel 78 is for the whole 
parcel which includes diverse parcels of land, some of which are clearly open 
countryside, away from development edges and other parcels such as BrP7 and 
BrP6, which are adjacent to developed edges and have characteristics that make 
them more suited as parcels for Green Belt release.  

2.3 The WHGBS contains no clear explanation as to why the assessment reverts to 
such large parcels with very diverse components rather than separate individual 
assessments.  

2.4 The WHGBS assessment of Parcel P78 is summarised in Table 2.1 below.  There 
is no equivalent full assessment for scenarios P78b and P78c, only brief 
summaries are provided and these are included in Table 2.1: 

Table 2.1 Summary of WHGBS Stage 3 assessment of Parcel P78 

NB the report provides an explanatory assessment for the whole of Parcel P78 but does not provide one 
for scenarios P78b and P78c.  It is therefore not possible to fully review the WHGBS assessment of harm 
in relation to P78b or P78c.  To redress this, assessments have been made of Scenarios P78b and P78c 
in Section 4. 

Purpose Rating Assessment explanation 

P1: Checking the unrestricted sprawl 
of large built-up areas  

Limited or no 
contribution  

Parcel sufficiently distant from large built up area 

P2: Preventing the merging of 
neighbouring towns  

Partial 
contribution  

The parcel lies between the first tier settlements 
of Potters Bar to the south and Hatfield to the 
north west. These settlements are located 
within approximately 5km of each other across 
the parcel. There are blocks of woodland 
located outside of the parcel to the north 
between the two settlements which act as 
separating features such as Gobions Wood 
Central. The smaller settlements of Welham 
Green, Bell Bar, Brookmans Park, Swanley Bar 
and Little Heath lie between the first tier 
settlements, thereby limiting the perception of 
separation. Connecting features between the 
settlements include the railway line and the 
A1000, neither of which pass within the parcel. 
Both of these features act to reduce the 
perception of separation between the 
settlements. The parcel is considered to make a 
partial contribution to preventing the merging of 
the towns.  

P3: Safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment  

Significant 
contribution  

The land contains the characteristics of open 
countryside, comprising predominantly of arable 
fields and is open. With the exception of the 
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roads, veterinary college and isolated dwellings, 
the parcel lacks urbanising development. A 
valley bottom watercourse marks the southern 
edge of Brookmans Park, beyond which the 
rising landform of the parcel has distinct 
separation from the urban area.  

P4: Preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns  

Limited or no 
contribution  

The land forms little or no part of the setting of 
Welwyn Garden City and does not contribute to 
its special character.  

P5: Assist the urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land  

Significant 
contribution  

All Green Belt land can be considered to 
support urban regeneration within Welwyn 
Hatfield and it is not possible to distinguish 
which parcels perform this to a stronger or 
weaker degree.  

Local purpose: Maintain the existing 
settlement pattern  

Significant 
contribution  

The parcel lies between the inset settlements of 
Little Heath and Potters Bar to the south and 
Brookmans Park to the north. Brookmans Park 
and the industrial edge of Potters Bar to the 
west of the railway line are located 
approximately 1km apart across the parcel. The 
parcel rises to a central east-west crest along 
Hawkshead Lane, making a significant 
contribution to local settlement separation in its 
western half. To the east the registered parkland 
at Gobions, with its central belt of woodland, 
provides a strong barrier to coalescence and so 
weakens the contribution of the eastern part of 
the parcel.  

WHBGA Assessment of Harm (based on three key factors (paragraphs 3.80-3.90 of WHGBS): 

1 - Contribution to Green Belt purposes 

2 - Implications of potential loss of openness 

3 - Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

Scenario P78 Release of whole Parcel P78: Assessment of Harm to Green Belt: Very High  The 
parcel is largely open and rural in character and its release would lead to encroachment on the countryside 
and have an adverse effect on the integrity of the wider Green Belt, particularly to the south where the 
Green Belt land at Potters Bar Golf Club in the adjacent authority of Hertsmere would become nearly 
completely enclosed by development. The parcel also plays a key role preventing the merging of 
Brookmans Park and Little Heath / Potters Bar and would contribute towards the perception of merging 
between the first tier settlements of Hatfield and Potters bar. Release of the parcel would also lead to the 
creation of an ill-defined Green belt boundary.  

Scenarios P78b release of BrP7 and BrP7 extension: Assessment of Harm to Green Belt: High.    
The valley landform within this part of the parcel adds to the distinction between settlement and 
countryside. Development of BrP7 would reduce separation from urbanising washed-over development at 
Swanley Bar, weakening justification for not releasing P79 from the Green Belt and reducing the 
contribution of the Boltons Park college, nearby land within P80 and Green Belt to the south-west in 
Hertsmere District; however, the Gobions parkland would retain separation from Brookmans Park.  

Scenario P78c release of allocation site HS24: Assessment of Harm to Green Belt: Moderate – High.    
Although encroaching on countryside and weakening the Green Belt boundary by descending from the 
ridge crest into the valley, this more limited release of land would cause less harm to the integrity of the 
wider Green Belt.  

2.5 The methodology allows for ‘scenarios’ in which only parts of the Parcel are 
released from Green Belt.  In this case, the assessment for scenarios P78b and 
P78c is not set out following the same process of assessing the scenario parcel 
against each Green Belt purpose, but instead a brief summary statement is 
provided.  It is therefore not possible to analyse the step by step process that has 
led to the respective ‘High’ (P78b) and Moderate-High (P78c) harm rating. 
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3.0 Analysis of the Stage 3 assessment scoring and results 

Purposes P1, P4 and P5  

3.1 The WelHat Green Belt Assessment (WHGBS) assesses P1, the role of checking 
the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas as ‘limited or no contribution’ due to 
the sufficient distance from a large built-up area.  

3.2 P4, the purpose of preserving the setting and special character of historic towns is 
assessed as ‘limited/no contribution’ on the basis that the area does not form part 
of the setting of Welwyn Garden City.   

3.3 P5, the purpose of assisting urban regeneration is assessed as significant on the 
basis that all the Green Belt supports urban regeneration.  

3.4 TOR agrees with all the above points and ratings and therefore they are not 
included in the following analysis. 

P2  ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’  

3.5 TOR agrees with the assessment of the wider Parcel P78 that it makes a ‘partial‘ 
contribution to the perception of separation.   

3.6 However, the assessment of scenarios P78b and P78c do not include separate 
ratings for its contribution to this purpose.   

3.7 Both BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24, are very minor edge components in the 
gap between Potters Bar and Hatfield and the edge of Potters Bar is very 
indented and includes Swanley Bar, which although washed-over and part of the 
green belt, is very much perceived as part of the urban area as demonstrated in 
figures 4 and 5.  

3.8 For scenario P78b, the summary assessment states that development of BrP7 
‘would reduce separation from urbanising washed-over development at Swanley 
Bar’.  Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate that the small extent to which the BrP7 
including BrP7 extension extends from Little Heath compared to the large extent 
of intrusion into the gap by washed-over Swanley Bar would have a very limited 
effect of reducing the separation.   

3.9 For scenario P78c, the summary does not cite any separation issues, probably 
because of its very small extent of intrusion into the Green Belt. 

3.10 The notes in the assessment of this purpose for P78 state: ‘To the east the 
registered parkland at Gobions, with its central belt of woodland, provides a 
strong barrier to coalescence and so weakens the contribution of the eastern part 
of the parcel’.  This strongly suggests that the BrP7 area is not an essential part of 
the separation between towns.  

P3  ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’  

3.11 Paragraph 3.3 of the WHGBS defines countryside as:  

‘the land and scenery of a rural area’, i.e. land and scenery rural in character. 
General characteristics of countryside include relatively open natural, semi-natural 
or farmed landscapes with limited dense and urbanising development.  
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3.12 TOR agrees with the WHGBS definition of countryside. TOR also agrees with the 
assessment of the wider Parcel P78 that taken as an aggregated whole, it makes 
a ‘significant contribution’ to safeguarding the countryside. However, that is 
because it is a very large parcel, the majority of which has relatively limited 
urbanising influences.  

3.13 The assessment of scenarios P78b and P78c do not include a separate rating for 
its contribution to this purpose.   

3.14 For both scenarios, the eastern edge of the site is overlooked by housing on the 
western edge of Little Heath, there is housing facing the site to the north at 
Swanley Bar and housing at Little Heath encloses most of the southern edge.  
The parcel is therefore strongly influenced by adjacent development, reducing its 
contribution to countryside character.  It does however have a strong link to the 
countryside area extending westwards.   

3.15 The summary assessment states that ‘the parcel lacks urbanising development’. It 
is correct that the parcel lacks urbanising development, but the advice in 
paragraph 3.73 of the methodology includes a key question ‘Disregarding the 
condition of land, are there urbanising influences within or adjacent which reduce 
the sense of it being countryside?’ This suggests that urbanising influences 
adjacent to the parcel, in this instance, adjacent housing at Little Heath need also 
to be taken in to account.   

3.16 The description of BrP7, does not include any acknowledgement of the more 
urbanised context.  It is therefore probable that the assessors rated its 
contribution to safeguarding the countryside as ‘significant’.  In our professional 
judgement, the WHGBS rating is not consistent with their methodology.  The 
methodology under paragraph 3.74 of the WHGBS suggests that it matches the 
criteria for ‘partial contribution’, as it is ‘Land that contains the characteristics of 
open countryside and has limited urbanising development and relates to both the 
settlement and the wider countryside’    

Local purpose  ‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  

3.17 The WHGBS assesses the contribution of Parcel 78 in maintaining the settlement 
pattern as ‘significant’ which is understandable given the large size of the area 
and its inclusion of large tracts of agricultural land.  

3.18 However, the assessment of scenarios P78b and P78c do not include separate 
ratings for its contribution to this purpose.   

3.19 Both BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24, are very minor edge components in 
providing separation between Potters Bar and Brookmans Park.  

3.20 For scenario P78b, the summary assessment states that development of BrP7 
‘would reduce separation from urbanising washed-over development at Swanley 
Bar’.  Figures 4 and 5 demonstrate that the small extent to which the BrP7 
including BrP7 extension extends from Little Heath compared to the large extent 
of intrusion into the gap by washed-over Swanley Bar would have a very limited 
effect of reducing the separation between local settlements or the pattern of 
settlement.   

3.21 For scenario P78c, the summary does not cite any separation issues, probably 
because of its very small extent of intrusion into the Green Belt. 
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3.22 The notes in the assessment of this purpose for P78 state: ‘To the east the 
registered parkland at Gobions, with its central belt of woodland, provides a 
strong barrier to coalescence and so weakens the contribution of the eastern part 
of the parcel’.  This strongly suggests that both the BrP7/BrP7 extension and by 
default the HS24 areas are not an essential part of the separation between towns.  
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4.0 Assessment of P78b and P78c based on LUC’s 
methodology. 

4.1 The review of the WHGBS assessment of Parcels P78, P78b and P78c in Section 
3 has identified a number of anomalies and inconsistencies.  This section applies 
the WHGBS methodology in a transparent and balanced approach to determining 
the degree of harm in releasing Brp7 (scenario P78b) and HS24 (scenario P78c), 
taking each purpose in turn.  The following paragraphs discuss the assessment in 
terms of each purpose and assessment of harm. The results are summarised in 
Table 4.4.   

Purpose 1 ‘Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’ 

4.2 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the role of checking the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas is assessed as little or no contribution due to the sufficient 
distance from a large built-up area. 

Purpose 2  ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’ 

4.3 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘partial‘ contribution to 
the perception of separation.  However, the summary assessment of scenarios 
P78b (BrP7/BrP7 extension) and P78c (HS24) does not include a separate rating 
for its contribution to this purpose.   

4.4 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.4 in paragraph 3.72 of the WHGBS sets out the assessment criteria and the 
definitions used in assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.1 below tests BrP7/BrP7 
extension and HS24 in relation to each of those definitions. 

Table 4.1 Assessment of BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 against  

Purpose 2 ’Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’ 

Rating definition Performance of BrP7/BrP7 extension 
and HS24 against rating definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land 
that plays a highly significant role in 
inhibiting the physical or visual coalescence 
of towns, such as narrow gaps that are 
visually open with few separating features.  

The WHGBS assessment notes state 
that Gobions Park as a strong barrier to 
coalescence reduces the role the eastern 
part of P78 plays in this purpose.  The 
sites are located at the extreme eastern 
end of P78 therefore they do not fit this 
definition 

Partial Contribution:  Definition: Land  that 
plays a role in inhibiting physical or visual 
coalescence of towns, but has (or is close 
to) separating features which prevent visual 
or physical coalescence, or has (assume 
this means ‘is located within’)  a wider gap 
between the towns, or a combination of the 
two.  

The release of BrP7/BrP7 extension or 
HS24 would represent a minor reduction 
in the separation of towns, in this case 
between Potters Bar and Hatfield.  
Although Swanley Bar is a washed over 
settlement, it is perceived as an 
extension of Little Heath (Potters Bar) 
and therefore BrP7 would not extend 
significantly beyond the perceived built 
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up area of Little Heath.  This would have 
a very minor effect on the scale of gap 
between Potters Bar and Hatfield.  The 
minor reduction in contribution would not 
be sufficient to rate this as a partial 
contribution, therefore does not fit this 
definition. 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition: Land 
which is not located within a gap between 
towns, or plays no role, or a very limited 
role in maintaining the separation between 
towns due to the presence of significant 
separating features and/or significant 
distances between the towns.  

The release of BrP7/BrP7 extension or 
HS24 would result in a minor reduction in 
the perception of town separation and 
this equates to a ‘very limited role’. The 
sites therefore most closely fit this 
definition. 

P2 Assessment Conclusion: BrP7/BrP7 extension HS24 makes a Limited or No 
Contribution 

Purpose 3  ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ 

4.5 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘partial‘ contribution to 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  However, the assessment of 
scenarios P78b and P78c does not include a separate rating for its contribution to 
this purpose.   

4.6 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.5 in paragraph 3.74 sets out the assessment criteria and the definitions used in 
assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.2 below tests BrP7/HS24 in relation to each 
of those definitions. 

4.7 Figure 6 shows 2 views that illustrate the urban and countryside influences on the 
character of the BrP7/HS24 site.  

Table 4.2 Assessment of BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 against Purpose 
3  ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ 

 

Rating definition Performance of BrP7/BrP7 extension 
and HS24 against rating definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land 
that contains the characteristics of open 
countryside and relates strongly to the 
wider countryside, has a sense of 
separation from the settlement and lacks 
urbanising development.  

BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 do 
contain some characteristics of open 
countryside but are adjacent to and 
influenced by the urban area of Little 
Heath as illustrated in figure 6. Their 
relationship with the wider countryside to 
the west is strong. However, due to the 
urban influences, the sites do not fit this 
definition. 

Partial Contribution:  Definition:  Land that 
contains the characteristics of open 
countryside and has limited urbanising 

BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 do 
contain some characteristics of open 
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development and relates to both the 
settlement and the wider countryside, or 
has a degree of separation from both; or  

Land that relates more strongly to the wider 
countryside than to the settlement, but 
openness is compromised by urbanising 
development within it.  

countryside. They also relate to the 
adjacent settlement.  On balance, they 
more closely match this definition than 
any other. 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition: Land 
that does not contain the characteristics of 
open countryside and has urbanising 
development that compromises openness. 
The land relates more strongly to the urban 
edge.  

BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 do 
contain some characteristics of open 
countryside and relate to both 
countryside and urban edge to a similar 
degree so do not fit this definition.  

P3 Assessment Conclusion: BrP7/HS24 makes a Partial Contribution 

Purpose 4  ‘Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’ 

4.8 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the purpose of preserving the setting and 
special character of historic towns is assessed as ‘limited/no contribution’ on the 
basis that the area does not form part of the setting of Welwyn Garden City.   

Purpose 5  ‘Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land’ 

4.9 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the purpose of assisting urban regeneration is 
assessed as ‘significant’ on the basis that all the Green Belt supports urban 
regeneration.  

Local purpose  ‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  

4.10 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘significant’ contribution 
to the perception of separation.  However, the assessment of scenario P78b and 
P78c does not include a separate rating for its contribution to this purpose.   

4.11 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.7 in paragraph 3.79 sets out the assessment criteria and the definitions used in 
assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.3 below tests BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 in relation to each of those definitions. 

Table 4.3 Assessment of BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 against Local 
Purpose: 

‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’ 

Rating definition Performance of BrP7/BrP7 extension 
and HS24 against rating definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land 
that plays a highly significant role in 
inhibiting the physical or visual coalescence 
of inset settlements, such as narrow gaps 

The WHGBS assessment notes Gobion 
Park as a strong barrier to coalescence 
reducing the role the eastern part of P78 
plays in inhibiting coalescence.  
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that are visually open with few separating 
features.  

BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 are both 
in the extreme eastern end of P78.  
Therefore, the sites do not play a highly 
significant role and therefore do not fit 
this definition. 

Partial Contribution:  Definition: Land that 
plays a role in inhibiting physical or visual 
coalescence of inset settlements, but has 
(or is close to) separating features which 
prevent visual or physical coalescence, or 
has a wider gap between the inset 
settlements, or a combination of the two.  

The release of BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 would represent a minor reduction 
in separation and no significant change in 
settlement pattern.  Although Swanley 
Bar is a washed-over settlement, it is 
perceived as an extension of Little Heath 
and therefore BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 would not extend significantly 
beyond the perceived built- up area of 
Little Heath.  This is a minor contribution; 
not sufficient to rate this as a partial 
contribution and therefore the sites do 
not fit this definition. 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition:  
Land which is not located within a gap 
between inset settlements, or plays no role, 
or a very limited role in maintaining the 
separation between inset settlements due 
to the presence of significant separating 
features and/or significant distances 
between them.  

The release of BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 would result in a minor change in 
the perception of settlement pattern and 
a minor reduction in separation. This 
equates to a ‘very limited role’. The sites 
therefore most closely fit this definition. 

Local Purpose Assessment Conclusion: BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 make a 
Limited or No Contribution 

Assessment of potential harm to Green Belt purposes from release of land 
adjacent to inset, or potential inset, settlements  

4.12 Table 4.4 summarises the assessment carried out for this report of Green Belt 
purposes for scenario P78. 

Table 4.4 Summary of Section 4 assessment of BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 against Green Belt purposes and overall Assessment of Harm  

Green Belt Purpose Rating 

Purpose 1 Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas 

Limited or No 
contribution 

Purpose 2 ’Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’ Limited or No 
contribution 

Purpose 3 ’Safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment’ 

Partial Contribution 

Purpose 4 ’Preserve the setting and special character of Limited or No 
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historic towns’ contribution 

Purpose 5 ’Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging 
the recycling of derelict and other urban land’ 

Significant 

Local purpose ’Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  Limited or No 
contribution 

Assessment of Harm (using WHGBS methodology based on three key factors 
(paragraphs 3.80-3.90 of WHGBS): 

1 - Contribution to Green Belt purposes 

2 - Implications of potential loss of openness 

3 - Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

Scenarios P78b and P78c:    The parcels do not extend significantly from the edge of 
Little Heath and Gobions Park plays the key role in preventing coalescence and 
maintaining settlement patterns.  Therefore, in terms of purpose 2 (merging) and the 
settlement pattern local purpose, TOR’s interpretation, using the WHGBS methodology, 
is that the sites are rated as making a Limited or No Contribution.  The parcel is 
influenced by the adjacent urban area so rates only as Partial Contribution for Purpose 
3, safeguarding the countryside.   

As a continuation of the settlement of Little Heath, the release of the parcels would not 
impact significantly on the remaining Green Belt parcels.  The contribution of the 
remaining area of Parcel P78 including Bolton College would be slightly reduced but it 
would remain a large parcel of Green Belt.  There is no physical or visual connection 
with Parcel P80 as suggested in the WHGBS.  The BrP7/BrP7 extension site would 
potentially impact on the neighbouring Hertsmere District but that area of Green Belt is 
golf course and has an existing urbanised character. 

The consistency of the Green Belt boundary would be maintained and there is 
opportunity to strengthen the boundary to form a more appropriate green edge instead 
of the current boundary formed by a hard development edge. 

Taking into account the ‘Significant’ rating for Purpose 5 (urban regeneration), the 
‘Partial’ rating for Purpose 3, countryside safeguarding, and the ‘Limited or No’ for the 
remaining four purposes 1, 2, 4 and the local purpose, the limited effects on the 
integrity of the Green Belt and ability to retain a consistent new Green Belt boundary, 
this assessment of harm rates sites BrP7/BrP7 extension (Scenario P78b) and HS24 
(P78c) as Moderate. 

Assessment of Harm to Green Belt for BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24: 
Moderate 
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5.0 Summary and Conclusion. 

5.1 The WHGBS brief summary statements for scenarios P78b and P78c lack the 
same degree of transparency as the assessment for the wider Parcel P78 as they 
are dealt with briefly as summary statements at the end of the assessment for the 
wider parcel.   

5.2 The WHGBS contains no explanation as to why parcels previously identified at 
Stage 2 and allocated in the draft local plan have not been individually assessed 
but have instead been aggregated into a very large single parcel containing very 
diverse component areas.  

5.3 There is some confusion relating to the definition of BrP7/BrP7 extension as the 
figure showing the degree of harm shows a much larger land area than the actual 
extent of Brp7 and BrP7extension. In addition, the text confuses HS24 and HS25 
leading to a degree of uncertainty as to what is being assessed and the degree of 
care and accuracy employed.    

5.4 Parcels BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 do not extend significantly from the edge 
of Little Heath and the WHGBS confirms that Gobions Park plays the key role in 
preventing coalescence and maintaining settlement patterns.   

5.5 Maintaining the existing settlement pattern’ is not the same as maintaining the 
extent of existing settlements.  Little Heath is part of Potters Bar a town in the 
hierarchy of settlements and HS24 would be an appropriate extension of the 
settlement whilst maintaining the existing settlement pattern and hierarchy.  
Therefore, in terms of purpose 2 (merging of Potters Bar and Hatfield) and the 
settlement pattern local purpose, this study rates it as making a Limited or No 
Contribution.   

5.6 The parcel is influenced by the adjacent urban area which appears as a hard 
developed edge on the skyline and so rates only as Partial Contribution to 
Purpose 3, safeguarding the countryside.   

5.7 As a continuation of the settlement of Little Heath/Potters Bar, the release of 
Parcels BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 would not impact significantly on the 
remaining Green Belt parcels as suggested in the WHGBS report.  The 
contribution of the remaining area of Parcel P78 including Bolton College would 
be slightly reduced but it would remain a large parcel of Green Belt.  There is no 
physical or visual connection as suggested, with P80.  The BrP7/BrP7 extension 
site would potentially impact very slightly on the neighbouring Hertsmere District 
but that area of Green Belt is golf course with an existing urbanised character. 

5.8 The consistency of the Green Belt boundary would be maintained and there is the 
opportunity to strengthen the boundary to form a more appropriate green edge 
instead of the current boundary formed by a hard development edge.  This would 
benefit the wider area of Green Belt to the west. 

5.9 To address the shortfall in transparent assessment and consistency in approach, 
TOR has carried out a full assessment of the rating of BrP7/BrP7 extension and 
HS24 for all Green Belt purposes and for overall harm. The assessment in Section 
4 takes into account the ‘Significant’ rating for Purpose 5 (urban regeneration), the 
‘Partial’ rating for Purpose 3, countryside safeguarding and the ‘Limited or No’ for 
the remaining purposes 1, sprawl, 2, town merging 4, historic setting, and local 
purpose, maintenance of settlement pattern.  It also takes into account that the 
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integrity of the remaining Green Belt parcels would not be significantly 
compromised and that a more appropriate form of boundary could be achieved.  
For these reasons, this assessment of harm rates BrP7/BrP7 extension (Scenario 
P78b) and HS24 (Scenario P78c) as ‘Moderate’. 

5.10 For the reasons set out in this report and the significant difference between the 
harm of developing P78a and BrP7/BrP7 extension (Scenario P78b) and HS24 
(Scenario P78c), these parcels should be considered as a standalone sub-parcel 
within the Stage 3 Green Belt Study. 
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Welham Green
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Figure 3
Green Belt and gaps analysis for HS24/BrP7



Review of HS24 allocation boundary - north west Edge of Potters Bar (Little Heath)

LAND AT LITTLE HEATH (BrP7/HS24) ON BEHALF OF THE ROYAL VETERINARY COLLEGE, GREEN BELT HARM REPRESENTATION ON THE WELWYN HATFIELD GREEN BELT STUDY, STAGE 3
Figure 4. Green belt gap and boundary analysis for HS24 and BrP7 sheet 1

WelHat proposed site in relation 
to perceived development edge 
of Potters Bar

WelHat site coincides with 70m 
wide “gap” between Little Heath 
and Swanley Bar that is barely 
perceived on the ground. The 
“gap” is a play area, part of the 
urban fabric of Potters Bar. 

RVC proposed site in relation to 
perceived development edge of 
Potters Bar

The “gap” (play area) 70 m frontage along Hawkshead Road not 
readily perceived.

Image I

Image II

Image III

Image IV

Image V

Image VI

Images I-VI from google street view, showing minimum perception 
of gap. Suburban character extending along Hawkshead Road. 
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Figure 5. Green belt gap and boundary analysis for HS24 and BrP7 sheet 2
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Appendix B – Green Belt Harm Representation on the Welwyn Hatfield Green 
Belt Study, Stage 3 – BrP6  
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Executive Summary. 

S1 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council submitted its draft Local Plan to the Secretary 
of State in May 2017 and its examination is currently underway.  A hearing 
session on the Green Belt methodology was held on the 6th and 7th November 
2018.  At the end of the hearing session, the Inspector indicated that the 
methodology was robust and that the intention was to have no further hearings on 
methodology.   

S2 However, in response to the number of representations reporting inconsistencies 
in the assessment of harm, the Inspector asked that there should be a round of 
consultation to investigate the consistency of scoring of the parcels and the 
subdivision of the parcels. 

S3 This representation is in response to the request for representations relating to the 
inconsistency of scoring and the inconsistency of parcel sub-division.   

S4 This representation has been prepared by Terence O’Rourke (TOR) on behalf of  
the Royal Veterinary College and reviews the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study 
Stage 3 (WHGBS) prepared by LUC, August 2018, in relation to land parcel P78 
and particularly Scenarios P78A relating to BrP6.  BrP6 is owned by the Royal 
Veterinary College.   

S5 The WHGBS Stage 3 parcel P78 is much larger than those assessed at Stage 2 
and includes large tracts of open countryside, that would not normally be 
considered in terms of release of land for housing purposes.  The smaller Stage 2 
parcels including BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 are ‘bundled’ within the wider parcel and 
therefore the assessment of the wider parcel is skewed by the open countryside 
areas that naturally better meet the five national Green Belt purposes and one 
local purpose. 

S6 The WHGBS assessment of P78 does include some consideration of the smaller 
component parcels including BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 identified at Stage 2. 
However, the ‘scenario’ assessments are very brief, restricted to a few lines of text 
and do not match the transparency of the wider parcel assessments.  This is 
unsatisfactory, as in most cases it is the smaller parcels adjacent to the settlement 
edges and identified at Stage 2 that merit most scrutiny.  It is not clear why the 
important parcels adjacent to existing settlements were not fully assessed as 
individual parcels. 

S7 Furthermore, the Scenario P78a assessment appears to be based on a range of 
sub-scenarios within it, (‘parcels BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 in whole or part’).  This 
scenario bundles two parcels BrP9 and BrP10 that have very close association 
with the Gobions Park Registered Park and Garden, in with BrP6, that has no 
clear visual link with Gobions Park, but close visual links with the urban area.   

S8 A separate scenario including BrP6 alone would have provided a more 
appropriately fine-grained assessment, suitable for the task of identifying parcels 
for release. 

S9 This report focuses on the scenario of releasing parcel BrP6 alone as it is a clearly 
defined parcel of land on the edge of a settlement and could be released in 
isolation from parcels BrP9 and BrP10 from which it is visually and physically 
separated. 
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S7 The WHGBS assessment rates the harm to Green Belt purposes arising from the 
release of Parcels BrP6, 9 and 10 (Scenario P78a) as ‘High’. However, as stated 
above, the bundling of the more sensitive parcels BrP9 and BrP10 into the 
scenario assessment skews the results. 

S8 TOR have carried out an assessment based on the WHGBS study’s own 
methodology and their findings set out in this report demonstrate that the 
assessment of harm in the WHGBS is inconsistent with their methodology and 
that the harm to the Green Belt from release of BrP6 should be rated as 
‘Moderate-High’.   

TOR ASSESSMENT SUMMARY 

S9 The findings of the TOR assessment which are all arrived at using the WHGBS 
methodology are summarised below: 

Green Belt Purpose 1 Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up 
areas  

S9.1 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Limited or No 
contribution. 

Purpose 2 Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns 

S9.2 The visual separation of BrP6 due to the Hawkshead ridge and enclosing features 
reduces its roles to ‘partial’ in prevention of the merging of Hatfield and Potters 
Bar and Gobions Park plays a more important role in this purpose. The TOR rating 
is therefore Partial contribution. 

Purpose 3  Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 

S9.3 The parcel is influenced by the adjacent urban area and is well-enclosed and 
visually isolated from the wider countryside, so BrP6 rates only as ‘partial’ in 
safeguarding the countryside.  The TOR rating is Partial Contribution. 

Purpose 4  Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns 

S9.4 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Limited or No 
contribution 

Purpose 5  ‘Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land’ 

S9.5 TOR agrees with the WHGBA assessment rating for this parcel as Limited or No 
contribution 

Local purpose  ‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’ 

S9.6 ‘Maintaining the existing settlement pattern’ is not the same as maintaining the 
extent of existing settlements.  Brookmans Park is an intermediate settlement in 
the hierarchy of settlements and BrP6 would be an appropriate extension of the 
settlement with a limited reduction in the gap between it and Little Heath so 
maintaining the existing settlement pattern and hierarchy. The visual separation of 
BrP6 due to the Hawkshead ridge and enclosing features reduces its roles to 
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‘partial’ in prevention of town merging and maintaining the settlement pattern.  
The TOR rating is therefore Partial contribution. 

Implications of potential loss of openness 

S9.7 As a continuation of the settlement of Brookmans Park, the release of Parcel BrP6 
would not impact significantly on the remaining Green Belt parcels. The BrP6 site 
is well-contained by vegetation, development and landform.  This well-contained 
context would mitigate effects on the integrity of neighbouring Green Belt parcels. 

Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

S9.8 The BrP6 site is well-contained by vegetation, development and landform.  This 
well-contained context provides a consistent potential new Green Belt boundary 
in the form of well-established boundary features and the topographical effects of 
Hawkshead ridge.  

Assessment of Green Belt Harm 

S10 To address the shortfall in transparent assessment and consistency in approach, 
TOR has carried out a full assessment of BrP6’s rating for all Green Belt purposes 
and for overall harm. The assessment takes into account the ‘Significant’ rating for 
Purpose 5 (urban regeneration), the ‘Partial’ ratings for Purpose 2, town merging, 
Purpose 3, countryside safeguarding, and Local Purpose, maintenance of 
settlement pattern and the ‘Limited or No Contribution’ for the remaining 
Purposes 1 and 4.  It also takes into account that the integrity of the remaining 
Green Belt parcels would not be compromised due to the self-contained nature of 
BrP6 and that a consistent boundary could be achieved.  For these reasons, this 
assessment of harm rates Scenario P78a (BrP6 only) as ‘Moderate-High’. 

S11  For the reasons set out in this report and the significant difference between the 
harm of developing P78a and BrP6, BrP6 should be considered as a standalone 
sub-parcel within the Stage 3 Green Belt Study. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This representation has been prepared on behalf of the Royal Veterinary College 
and reviews the Welwyn Hatfield Green Belt Study Stage 3 prepared by LUC, 
August 2018, in relation to land parcel P78 and particularly Scenario P78a relating 
to BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10. The promoter’s land parcel interest is BrP6 shown on 
figure 1. 

1.2 The WHGBS Stage 3 parcel P78 is much larger than those assessed at Stage 2 
and includes large tracts of open countryside, that would not normally be 
considered in terms of release of land for housing purposes.  The smaller Stage 2 
parcels including BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 are ‘bundled’ within the wider parcel and 
therefore the assessment of the wider parcel is skewed by the open countryside 
areas that naturally better meet the five national Green Belt purposes and one 
local purpose. 

1.3 The WHGBS assessment of P78 does include some consideration of the smaller 
component parcels including BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 identified at Stage 2. 
However, the ‘scenario’ assessments are very brief, restricted to a few lines of text 
and do not match the transparency of the wider parcel assessments.  This is 
unsatisfactory, as in most cases it is the smaller parcels adjacent to the settlement 
edges and identified at Stage 2 that merit most scrutiny.  It is not clear why the 
important parcels adjacent to existing settlements were not fully assessed as 
individual parcels. 

1.4 Furthermore, the Scenario P78a assessment appears to be based on a range of 
sub-scenarios within it, (‘parcels BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 in whole or part’).  This 
scenario bundles two parcels BrP9 and BrP10 that have very close association 
with the Gobions Park Registered Park and Garden, in with BrP6, that has no 
clear visual link with Gobions Park, but close visual links with the urban area.   

1.5 A separate scenario including BrP6 alone would have provided a more 
appropriately fine-grained assessment, suitable for the task of identifying parcels 
for release. 

1.6 This report focuses on the scenario of releasing parcel BrP6 alone as it is a clearly 
defined parcel of land on the edge of a settlement and could be released in 
isolation from parcels BrP9 and BrP10 from which it is visually and physically 
separated. 

1.7 The Green Belt Study rates the harm to Green Belt purposes arising from the 
release of Parcels BrP6, 9 and 10 (Scenario P78a) as ‘High’. However, as stated 
above, the bundling of the more sensitive parcels BrP9 and BrP10 into the 
scenario assessment skews the results. 

1.8 The promoter has commissioned a review of this assessment and the conclusion, 
based on the WHGBS study’s own methodology is that the assessment is 
inconsistent, the subdivision of parcels is not sufficiently fine-tuned to properly 
identify all potential sites and that the harm should be rated as Moderate-High. 

1.9 Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council submitted its draft Local Plan to the Secretary 
of State in May 2017 and its examination is currently underway.  A hearing 
session on the Green Belt methodology was held on the 6th and 7th November 
2018 .  At the end of the hearing session, the Inspector indicated that the 
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methodology was robust and that the intention was to have no further hearings on 
methodology.   

1.10 However, in response to the number of representations reporting inconsistencies 
in the assessment of harm, the inspector asked that there should be a round of 
consultation to investigate the consistency of scoring of the parcels and the 
subdivision of the parcels. 

1.11 This representation is in response to the request for representations relating to the 
inconsistency of scoring and the inconsistency of parcel sub-division.   

1.12 This representation comprises: 

• A review of the Stage 3 Green Belt Study for Parcel P78 and scenario P78a 

• Comment on the Stage 3 assessment scoring and results including 
identification of inconsistencies or discrepancies in the assessment 

• Assessment of scenario P78a based on LUC’s methodology 
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2.0 Review of the WHGBS Stage 3 methodology for Parcel P78 
and summary statement for scenario P78a 

2.1 The assessment of parcel P78 and related scenarios is provided in appendix 1 of 
this report. 

2.2 P78 is a large parcel extending between the western edge of Brookmans Park 
and the southern edge of Welham Green.  This parcel includes smaller areas 
identified as individual parcels at Stage 2, including parcels BrP6, Brp9 and BrP10 
on the southern edge of Brookmans Park and BrP7 (part of which is now known 
as Local Plan allocation HS24) on the western edge of Little Heath.  BrP6 is the 
land being promoted by the Royal Veterinary College.  There is a separate 
representation for BrP7/BrP7 extension and HS24 also owned and promoted by 
the Royal Veterinary College. 

2.3 It should be noted that the assessment for Parcel 78 is for the whole parcel which 
includes diverse parcels of land, some of which are clearly open countryside, 
away from development edges and some parcels such as BrP6 and BrP7, which 
are adjacent to developed edges and have characteristics that make them more 
suited as parcels for Green Belt release. The assessment of Parcel P78 is 
summarised in Table 2.1 below.  There is no equivalent assessment for scenario 
P78a, provided by the WHGBS just a summary note, which is provided in the 
Table 2.1: 

Table 2.1 Summary of WelHat’s Stage 3 assessment of Parcel P78 

NB the report provides an explanatory assessment for the whole of Parcel P78 but does not provide one 
for scenario P78a.  It is therefore not possible to fully review the WHGBS assessment of harm in relation to 
P78a or its variations.  To redress this, an assessment has been made of Scenario P78a in Section 4. 

Purpose Rating Assessment explanation 

P1: Checking the unrestricted sprawl 
of large built-up areas  

Limited or no 
contribution  

Parcel sufficiently distant from large built up area 

P2: Preventing the merging of 
neighbouring towns  

Partial 
contribution  

The parcel lies between the first tier settlements 
of Potters Bar to the south and Hatfield to the 
north west. These settlements are located 
within approximately 5km of each other across 
the parcel. There are blocks of woodland 
located outside of the parcel to the north 
between the two settlements which act as 
separating features such as Gobions Wood 
Central. The smaller settlements of Welham 
Green, Bell Bar, Brookmans Park, Swanley Bar 
and Little Heath lie between the first tier 
settlements, thereby limiting the perception of 
separation. Connecting features between the 
settlements include the railway line and the 
A1000, neither of which pass within the parcel. 
Both of these features act to reduce the 
perception of separation between the 
settlements. The parcel is considered to make a 
partial contribution to preventing the merging of 
the towns.  

P3: Safeguarding the countryside 
from encroachment  

Significant 
contribution  

The land contains the characteristics of open 
countryside, comprising predominantly of arable 
fields and is open. With the exception of the 
roads, veterinary college and isolated dwellings, 
the parcel lacks urbanising development. A 
valley bottom watercourse marks the southern 
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edge of Brookmans Park, beyond which the 
rising landform of the parcel has distinct 
separation from the urban area.  

P4: Preserve the setting and special 
character of historic towns  

Limited or no 
contribution  

The land forms little or no part of the setting of 
Welwyn Garden City and does not contribute to 
its special character.  

P5: Assist the urban regeneration, by 
encouraging the recycling of derelict 
and other urban land  

Significant 
contribution  

All Green Belt land can be considered to 
support urban regeneration within Welwyn 
Hatfield and it is not possible to distinguish 
which parcels perform this to a stronger or 
weaker degree.  

Local purpose: Maintain the existing 
settlement pattern  

Significant 
contribution  

The parcel lies between the inset settlements of 
Little Heath and Potters Bar to the south and 
Brookmans Park to the north. Brookmans Park 
and the industrial edge of Potters Bar to the 
west of the railway line are located 
approximately 1km apart across the parcel. The 
parcel rises to a central east-west crest along 
Hawkshead Lane, making a significant 
contribution to local settlement separation in its 
western half. To the east the registered parkland 
at Gobions, with its central belt of woodland, 
provides a strong barrier to coalescence and so 
weakens the contribution of the eastern part of 
the parcel.  

WHBGA Assessment of Harm (based on three key factors (paragraphs 3.80-3.90 of WHGBS): 

1 - Contribution to Green Belt purposes 

2 - Implications of potential loss of openness 

3 - Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

Scenario P78 Release of whole Parcel P78: Assessment of Harm to Green Belt: Very High  The 
parcel is largely open and rural in character and its release would lead to encroachment on the countryside 
and have an adverse effect on the integrity of the wider Green Belt, particularly to the south where the 
Green Belt land at Potters Bar Golf Club in the adjacent authority of Hertsmere would become nearly 
completely enclosed by development. The parcel also plays a key role preventing the merging of 
Brookmans Park and Little Heath / Potters Bar and would contribute towards the perception of merging 
between the first tier settlements of Hatfield and Potters bar. Release of the parcel would also lead to the 
creation of an ill-defined Green Belt boundary.  

Scenario P78a Release of BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 in whole or part: Assessment of Harm to Green 
Belt: High    Landform and a vegetation-fringed stream give these sites clear distinction from the 
settlement edge at Brookmans Park, but stopping development short of the Hawkshead Lane ridge crest 
would preserve some separation from Little Heath and Potters Bar. 

2.4 The methodology allows for ‘scenarios’ in which only parts of the Parcel are 
released from Green Belt.  In this case, the assessment for scenario P78a is not 
set out following the same process of assessing the scenario parcel against each 
Green Belt purpose, but instead a summary statement is provided.  It is therefore 
not possible to analyse the step by step process that has led to the ‘High’ harm 
rating. 
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3.0 Analysis of the Stage 3 assessment scoring and results 

Purposes P1, P4 and P5  

3.1 The WelHat Green Belt Assessment (WHGBS) assesses P1, the role of checking 
the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas as ‘limited or no contribution’ due to 
the sufficient distance from a large built-up area.  

3.2 P4, the purpose of preserving the setting and special character of historic towns is 
assessed as ‘limited/no contribution’ on the basis that the area does not form part 
of the setting of Welwyn Garden City.   

3.3 P5, the purpose of assisting urban regeneration is assessed as significant on the 
basis that all the Green Belt supports urban regeneration.  

3.4 TOR agrees with all the above points and ratings and therefore they are not 
included in the following analysis. 

P2  ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’  

3.5 TOR agrees with the assessment of the wider Parcel P78 that it makes a ‘partial‘ 
contribution to the perception of separation.   

3.6 However, the assessment of scenario P78a, restricting the release to Parcels 
BrP6, Brp9 and BrP10 (in whole or part) does not include a separate rating for its 
contribution to this purpose.   

3.7 The summary assessment acknowledges that stopping development short of the 
Hawkshead ridge crest would ‘preserve some separation from Little Heath and 
Potters Bar’.  This point suggests that the role of providing separation is less for 
BrP6, 9 and 10 than for the wider Parcel 78 and that therefore the rating for this 
purpose of ‘Partial’ for the wider parcel would be reduced to ‘Limited or None’ for 
BrP6,9 and 10.  

P3 ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’  

3.8 Paragraph 3.3 of the WHGBS defines countryside as:  

‘the land and scenery of a rural area’, i.e. land and scenery rural in character. 
General characteristics of countryside include relatively open natural, semi-natural 
or farmed landscapes with limited dense and urbanising development.  

3.9 TOR agrees with the WHGBS definition of countryside. It also agrees with the 
assessment of the wider Parcel P78 that taken as an aggregated whole, it makes 
a ‘significant contribution’ to safeguarding the countryside. However, that is 
because it is a very large parcel, the majority of which has relatively limited 
urbanising influences.  

3.10 The assessment of scenario P78a does not include a separate rating for its 
contribution to this purpose.   

3.11 Whilst most of Parcel P78 probably fits the description of countryside, BrP6 does 
not.  The landform of Hawkshead ridge visually isolates the BrP6 parcel from the 
rest of the parcel.  In addition, the southern edge of Brookmans Park overlooks 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2018 9 

and is orientated towards the site and this clear visual connection with the urban 
area and the main railway line to the west are both urbanising influences. 

3.12 The summary assessment states that ‘the parcel lacks urbanising development’. It 
is correct that the parcel lacks urbanising development, but the advice in 
paragraph 3.73 of the methodology includes a key question ‘Disregarding the 
condition of land, are there urbanising influences within or adjacent which reduce 
the sense of it being countryside?’ This suggests that urbanising influences 
adjacent to the parcel, need also to be taken in to account.   

3.13 The description of BrP6, 9 and 10 does not include any acknowledgement of the 
more urbanised context, particularly of BrP6.  It is therefore probable that the 
assessors rated its contribution to safeguarding the countryside as ‘significant’.  In 
our professional judgement, the WHGBS rating is not consistent with their 
methodology.  The methodology under paragraph 3.74 of the WHGBS Stage 3 
report suggests that it matches the criteria for ‘partial contribution’, as it is ‘Land 
that contains the characteristics of open countryside and has limited urbanising 
development and relates to both the settlement and the wider countryside’    

Local purpose  ‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  

3.14 The WHGBS assesses the contribution of Parcel P78 in maintaining the gap 
between Welham Green and Brookmans Park as ‘significant’.  

3.15 The BrP6, 9 and 10 release (scenario P78a) assessment does not include a 
separate assessment, but the summary statement acknowledges that stopping 
development short of the Hawkshead ridge crest would ‘preserve some 
separation from Little Heath and Potters Bar’.  This point suggests that the role of 
providing separation is less for BrP6, 9 and 10 than for the wider Parcel 78 and 
that therefore the rating for this purpose of ‘Significant’ for the wider parcel should 
be reduced to ‘Partial’ for BrP6,9 and 10.  
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4.0 Assessment of P78a (BrP6 only) based on the WHGBS 
methodology 

4.1 The review of the WHGBS assessment of Parcels P78 and P78a has identified a 
number of anomalies and inconsistencies.  This section applies the WHGBS 
methodology in a transparent and balanced approach to determining the degree 
of harm in releasing Brp6 (Scenario P78a), taking each purpose in turn.  The 
following paragraphs discuss the assessment in terms of each purpose and 
assessment of harm. The results are summarised in Table 4.4.   

Purpose 1 ‘Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’ 

4.2 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the role of checking the unrestricted sprawl of 
large built up areas is assessed as little or no contribution due to the sufficient 
distance from a large built-up area. 

Purpose 2 ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’ 

4.3 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘partial‘ contribution to 
the perception of separation.  However, the summary assessment of scenario 
P78a of restricting the release to BrP6 (and/or BrP9 and BrP10) does not include 
a separate rating for its contribution to this purpose.   

4.4 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.4 in paragraph 3.72 of the WHGBS sets out the assessment criteria and the 
definitions used in assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.1 below tests BrP6 only 
in relation to each of those definitions. 

Table 4.1 Assessment of BrP6 against Purpose 2 ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring 
towns’ 

Rating definition Performance of BrP6 against rating 
definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land that 
plays a highly significant role in inhibiting the 
physical or visual coalescence of towns, such as 
narrow gaps that are visually open with few 
separating features.  

BrP6 does not play a highly significant role in 
inhibiting the gap between Hatfield and 
Potters Bar because it is not visually 
contiguous with the majority of the rest of 
P78. It is also a small component of the gap 
between those settlements. It therefore does 
not fit this definition 

Partial Contribution:  Definition: Land  that plays 
a role in inhibiting physical or visual coalescence 
of towns, but has (or is close to) separating 
features which prevent visual or physical 
coalescence, or has (assume this means ‘is 
located within’)  a wider gap between the towns, 
or a combination of the two.  

BrP6 does have some role in inhibiting the 
coalescence between Hatfield and Potters 
Bar.  The Hawkshead ridge is an important 
separating feature which prevents visual 
coalescence.  BrP6 most closely matches 
this definition 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition: Land 
which is not located within a gap between 
towns, or plays no role, or a very limited role in 
maintaining the separation between towns due 
to the presence of significant separating features 
and/or significant distances between the towns.  

BrP6 is located within the gap between 
Hatfield and Potters Bar and therefore does 
play a limited role in maintaining separation. 
That role is probably more than a ‘very 
limited’ role,  therefore it does not fit this 
definition. 

P2 Assessment Conclusion: BrP6 makes a Partial Contribution 
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Purpose 3  ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ 

4.5 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘partial‘ contribution to 
safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.  However, the assessment of 
scenario P78a of restricting the release to Stage 2 Parcel BrP6 (and/or BrP9 and 
BrP10) does not include a separate rating for its contribution to this purpose.   

4.6 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.5 in paragraph 3.74 of the WHGBS Stage 3 report sets out the assessment 
criteria and the definitions used in assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.2 below 
tests BrP6 in relation to each of those definitions. 

4.7 Figure 4 shows 2 views that illustrate the urban and countryside influences on the 
character of the BrP6 site and the countryside character of BrP9 and 10.  

Table 4.2 Assessment of BrP6 against Purpose 3  ‘Safeguarding the countryside from 
encroachment’ 

Rating definition Performance of BrP6 against rating 
definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land that 
contains the characteristics of open countryside 
and relates strongly to the wider countryside, 
has a sense of separation from the settlement 
and lacks urbanising development.  

 

BrP6 does contain some characteristics of 
open countryside but is adjacent to and 
influenced by the urban area of Brookmans 
Park to the north and the main line railway to 
the west. Its relationship with the wider 
countryside is not strong as it is enclosed by 
trees and woodland to the east and west and 
Brookmans Park to the east.  To the south, 
the Hawkshead ridge isolates it visually from 
the remaining area of P78. For the above 
reasons it does not fit this definition. 

Partial Contribution:  Definition:  Land that 
contains the characteristics of open countryside 
and has limited urbanising development and 
relates to both the settlement and the wider 
countryside, or has a degree of separation from 
both; or  

Land that relates more strongly to the wider 
countryside than to the settlement, but 
openness is compromised by urbanising 
development within it.  

BrP6 does contain some characteristics of 
open countryside.  But it is a visually enclosed 
site, so does not relate strongly to the 
surrounding countryside. It does relate to the 
adjacent settlement.  On balance, BrP6 more 
closely matches this definition than any other. 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition: Land that 
does not contain the characteristics of open 
countryside and has urbanising development 
that compromises openness. The land relates 
more strongly to the urban edge.  

BrP6 does contain some characteristics of 
open countryside and relates to both 
countryside and urban edge to a similar 
degree so does not fit this definition.  

P3 Assessment Conclusion: BrP6 makes a Partial Contribution 

Purpose 4 ‘Preserve the setting and special character of historic towns’ 

4.8 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the purpose of preserving the setting and 
special character of historic towns is assessed as ‘limited/no contribution’ on the 
basis that the area does not form part of the setting of Welwyn Garden City.   
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Purpose 5  ‘Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of 
derelict and other urban land’ 

4.9 TOR agrees with the WHGBS that the purpose of assisting urban regeneration is 
assessed as significant on the basis that all the Green Belt supports urban 
regeneration.  

Local purpose ’Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  

4.10 The WHGBS assesses the wider Parcel P78 as making a ‘significant’ contribution 
to the perception of separation.  However, the assessment of scenario P78a of 
restricting the release to BrP6 does not include a separate rating for its 
contribution to this purpose.   

4.11 Turning to the methodology for assessing the contribution to this purpose, table 
3.7 in paragraph 3.79 of the WHGBS Stage 3 report sets out the assessment 
criteria and the definitions used in assessing the rating of harm.  Table 4.3 below 
tests BrP6 in relation to each of those definitions. 

Table 4.3 Assessment of BrP6 against Local Purpose: 

‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’ 

Rating definition Performance of BrP6 against rating 
definition 

Significant Contribution:  Definition: Land that 
plays a highly significant role in inhibiting the 
physical or visual coalescence of inset 
settlements, such as narrow gaps that are 
visually open with few separating features.  

BrP6 does not play a highly significant role in 
inhibiting the gap between Brookmans Park 
and Potters Bar because it is not visually 
contiguous with the majority of the rest of 
P78. It therefore does not fit this definition. 

Partial Contribution:  Definition: Land that plays a 
role in inhibiting physical or visual coalescence of 
inset settlements, but has (or is close to) 
separating features which prevent visual or 
physical coalescence, or has a wider gap 
between the inset settlements, or a combination 
of the two.  

BrP6 does have a role in inhibiting the 
coalescence between Brookmans Park and 
Potters Bar.  The Hawkshead ridge is an 
important separating feature which prevents 
visual coalescence.  However, BrP6 most 
closely matches this definition 

Limited or No Contribution:  Definition:  Land 
which is not located within a gap between inset 
settlements, or plays no role, or a very limited 
role in maintaining the separation between inset 
settlements due to the presence of significant 
separating features and/or significant distances 
between them.  

BrP6 is within the gap and therefore does 
play a role in maintaining separation. It 
therefore does not fit this definition. 

Local Purpose Assessment Conclusion: BrP6 makes a Partial Contribution 

Assessment of potential harm to Green Belt purposes from release of land 
adjacent to inset, or potential inset, settlements  

4.12 Table 4.4 summarises the assessment carried out for this report of Green Belt 
purposes for scenario P78. 

Table 4.4 Summary of Section 4 assessment of BrP6 against Green Belt purposes and 
overall Assessment of Harm  

Green Belt Purpose Rating 

Purpose 1 ‘Checking the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas’ Limited or No 
contribution 
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Purpose 2 ‘Preventing the merging of neighbouring towns’ Partial Contribution 

Purpose 3 ‘Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’ Partial Contribution 

Purpose 4 ‘Preserve the setting and special character of historic 
towns’ 

Limited or No 
contribution 

Purpose 5 ‘Assist the urban regeneration, by encouraging the 
recycling of derelict and other urban land’ 

Significant 

Local purpose ‘Maintain the existing settlement pattern’  Partial Contribution 

Assessment of Harm (using WHGBS methodology based on three key factors (paragraphs 
3.80-3.90 of WHGBS): 

1 - Contribution to Green Belt purposes 

2 - Implications of potential loss of openness 

3 - Green Belt boundary definition arising from release 

Scenario P78a release of BrP6 only:    The parcel is visually isolated from the rest of the wider 
parcel P78 and Hawkshead ridge is a separating feature. In terms of purpose 2 (merging and the 
settlement pattern local purpose, TOR’s interpretation, using the WHGBS methodology, is that it 
is rated as making a Partial Contribution.  BrP6 is influenced by the adjacent urban area and is 
well-enclosed and visually isolated from the wider countryside, so rates only as making a Partial 
Contribution to Purpose 3 safeguarding the countryside.   

As a continuation of the settlement of Brookmans Park, the release of BrP6 would not impact 
significantly on the remaining Green Belt parcels as the site has strong enclosing boundaries to 
the north, east and west and the southern boundary is formed by Hawkshead ridge with potential 
for further boundary strengthening, maintaining the integrity of those neighbouring Green Belt 
parcels.  The consistency of the Green Belt boundary would be maintained as the aforementioned 
boundary features all contribute towards a consistent and robust boundary. 

Taking into account the ‘Significant’ rating for Purpose 5 (urban regeneration); the ‘Partial’ ratings 
for Purpose 3, countryside safeguarding, Purpose 2, town merging and Local Purpose, 
maintenance of settlement pattern; the ‘Limited or No’ for the remaining two purposes 1 and 4; 
the limited effects on the integrity of the Green Belt and the ability to retain a consistent new 
Green Belt boundary, this assessment of harm rates BrP6 as Moderate-High. 

Assessment of Harm to Green Belt: Moderate-High 
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5.0 Summary and Conclusion. 

5.1 The WHGBS brief summary statement for scenario P78a lacks the same degree 
of transparency as the assessment for the wider Parcel P78 as it is dealt with 
briefly as a summary statement at the end of the assessment for the wider parcel.   

5.2 The WHGBS contains no explanation as to why parcels previously identified at 
Stage 2 and allocated in the draft local plan have not been individually assessed 
but have instead been aggregated into a very large single parcel containing very 
diverse component areas.  

5.3 The Scenario P78a assessment appears to be based on a range of sub-scenarios 
within it, (‘parcels BrP6, BrP9 and BrP10 in whole or part’).  This scenario bundles 
two parcels BrP9 and BrP10 that have very close association with the Gobions 
Park Registered Park and Garden in with BrP6 that has no clear visual link with 
Gobions Park, but close visual links with the urban area.  A separate scenario 
including BrP6 only would have provided a more appropriately fine-grained 
assessment, suitable for the task of identifying parcels for release. 

5.4 The WHGBS rating of Scenario P78a as ‘High’ would appears at odds with the 
scenario of release of BrP6 alone.  It is more understandable if BrP9 and BrP10 
are bundled with BrP6 as the latter have stronger countryside safeguarding roles 
and would result in harm to the integrity of the wider Gobions area of Green Belt 
as they are much more closely associated with Gobions Park than Brookmans 
Park.  

5.5 The visual separation of BrP6 due to the Hawkshead ridge (see figure 5) and 
enclosing features reduces its roles to ‘partial’ in prevention of town merging and 
maintaining the settlement pattern.   

5.6 The parcel is influenced by the adjacent urban area of Brookmans Park and is 
well-enclosed and visually isolated from the wider countryside, so BrP6 rates only 
as ‘partial’ in safeguarding the countryside.   

5.7 The BrP6 site is well-contained by vegetation, development and landform (see 
figure 5).  This well-contained context would mitigate effects on the integrity of 
neighbouring Green Belt parcels and a consistent new Green Belt boundary 
would exist in the form of well-established boundary features.  

5.8 To address the shortfall in transparent assessment and consistency in approach, 
TOR has carried out a full assessment of BrP6’s rating for all Green Belt purposes 
and for overall harm. The assessment takes into account the ‘Significant’ rating for 
Purpose 5 (urban regeneration), the ‘Partial’ ratings for Purpose 2, town merging, 
Purpose 3, countryside safeguarding, and Local Purpose, maintenance of 
settlement pattern and the ‘Limited or No Contribution’ for the remaining 
purposes 1 and 4.  It also takes into account that the integrity of the remaining 
Green Belt parcels would not be compromised due to the self-contained nature of 
BrP6 and that a consistent boundary could be achieved.  For these reasons, this 
assessment of harm rates Scenario P78a (BrP6 only) as Moderate-High. 

5.9 For the reasons set out in this report and the significant difference between the 
harm of developing P78a and BrP6, BrP6 should be considered as a standalone 
sub-parcel within the Stage 3 Green Belt Study. 
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Figure 2: Site BrP6
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LAND AT BROOKMANS PARK (BrP6) ON BEHALF OF THE ROYAL VETERINARY COLLEGE, GREEN BELT HARM REPRESENTATION ON THE WELWYN HATFIELD GREEN BELT STUDY, STAGE 3

SITE BrP6

Hatfield

Cuffley

Brookmans Park

RVC campus

M25

A1

Potters Bar

Welham Green

BrP6

Figure 3. Green Belt and gaps analysis for BrP6



LAND AT BROOKMANS PARK  (BrP6) ON BEHALF OF THE ROYAL VETERINARY COLLEGE, GREEN BELT HARM REPRESENTATION ON THE WELWYN HATFIELD GREEN BELT STUDY, STAGE 3
Figure 4. SITE BrP6  photographs showing influence of adjacent development on countryside characteristics of site and countryside character of BrP9 and BrP10

View north from site towards Brookmans Park showing influence of residential development and isolation from BrP9 and BrP10 to east

View west from BrP9 showing countryside character and lack of urbanising influence 

Southern edge of Brookmans Park BrP9 and BrP10 beyond Blue Bridge Road
BrP6 BrP6 
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Figure 5: Cross sections
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