
 

LAND AT BROOKMANS PARK (HS22) 
ON BEHALF OF HILL RESIDENTIAL LTD AND  
THE ROYAL VETERINARY COLLEGE 
REVIEW OF THE WELWYN HATFIELD GREEN GAP ASSESSMENT STUDY 
 
October 2019 



  

© Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2018. All rights reserved.   
No part of this document may be reproduced in any form or stored in a 
retrieval system without the prior written consent of the copyright holder. 
 
All figures (unless otherwise stated) © Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2018. 
Based upon the Ordnance Survey mapping with the permission of the 
Ordnance Survey on behalf of Her Majesty’s Stationery Office © Crown 
Copyright Terence O’Rourke Ltd Licence number 100019980. 

LAND AT BROOKMANS PARK (HS22) 
ON BEHALF OF HILL RESIDENTIAL LTD AND  
THE ROYAL VETERINARY COLLEGE 
REVIEW OF THE WELWYN HATFIELD GREEN GAP ASSESSMENT STUDY 
 
October 2019 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Issue / revision  Prepared by Paul Warren 

Reference 647506 Signature  

This document is issued for Date  

[  ] Information [  ] Approval Checked by Richard Burton 

[  ] Comment [  ] Submission Signature  

Comments 
 

Date  

Authorised by Richard Burton 

Signature  

Date  

Please return by  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2019 1 

 
Contents 

 
Executive summary 

1 Introduction 
2 Review of the Landscape Sensitivity document 
3 Review of the Green Gap Assessment document 
4 Summary and conclusion 
 

Figures 
 

Figure 1. Green Gap Assessment proposed Green Gap policy area 
Figure 2 RVC proposed Green Gap 
Figure 3 RVC wider gap strategy diagram 
Figure 4 Photographs showing influence of adjacent development on 

character of HS22  
 

Appendices 
 

Appendix 1. Character Area 29c extract from LUC Landscape Sensitivity 
Report 

Appendix 2. Welham Green/Brookmans Park Green Gap Assessment extract 
from LUC Green Gap Assessment Report. 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2019 1 

 Executive summary. 

S1 During the 2018 sessions of the Welwyn Hatfield local plan examination, the 
Inspector questioned the role of Green Belt in performing Welwyn Hatfield 
Council’s  local purpose of “maintaining the existing settlement pattern” as this 
was not one of the five purposes of Green Belt as set out in the NPPF.  

S2 In response to the Inspector’s suggestion that the council might consider specific 
designations to protect local gaps between settlements, Welwyn Hatfield Council 
commissioned LUC to prepare two reports; the Landscape Sensitivity Report (July 
2019) and the Green Gap Assessment (August 2019).   

S3 This representation is in response to the invitation for representations relating to 
the aforementioned documents.  It relates primarily to draft allocation area HS22’s 
inclusion within one of the proposed Green Gap designations.   

S4 TOR’s review of the documents finds that there is no need for this area to be 
included as part of the gap. TOR also find important inaccuracies in the sensitivity 
assessment which result in incorrect and inconsistent scoring.  It also relates to 
the effect that the ‘strategic level’ of assessment and the large scale of parcel 
selection and sub-divisions have, resulting in a skewing of the results of the 
assessment. 

S5 The findings of the TOR review of the documents are summarised below: 

• TOR agree with the LUC statement that development of HS22 “would not 
reduce the existing size of the gap between the two settlements”. LUC’s 
statement appears to support this review’s conclusion that all of the aims of the 
proposed gap policy could be served without a need for the proposed gap to 
extend to cover HS22 area to be included. The LUC report does not explain 
why it is necessary to include them in the gap policy area., if in their words, 
these allocations “would not reduce the existing size of the gap”, If they do not 
reduce the gap, how can they actually be in the gap? There is therefore no 
need for HS22 to be included as a component of the gap. 

• The LUC recommendation to adopt the proposed Gap Policy area contains 
several aims, but in our review of each of these, TOR have drawn the 
conclusion is that development of the HS22 area would not compromise the 
aims of the proposed gap policy. 

• Flaws and inaccuracies contained in the LUC Landscape Sensitivity Report 
have resulted in a skewed scoring for sensitivity that is at odds with the LUC 
methodology and in turn has misinformed the area proposed to be designated 
as Green Gap. 

• The strategic scale of the LUC studies means that areas of land such as HS22 
are ‘bundled’ with other tracts of landscape that may have quite different 
characteristics and this results in potential development areas being 
unnecessarily included within a restrictive designation. 

• It is unclear what purpose or value would be added by the Gap policy given 
that it covers land which is either Green Belt and protected already for its 
openness or it is land which is proposed to be allocated and identified as 
suitable for development. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 This representation is prepared by Terence O’Rourke (TOR) on behalf of the 
landowners of HS22, the Royal Veterinary College (RVC), and Hill Residential Ltd 
(Hill) who hold an option on the land.    

1.2 During the 2018 sessions of the local plan examination, the Inspector questioned 
the role of Green Belt in performing Welwyn Hatfield Council’s  local purpose of 
‘maintaining the existing settlement pattern,” as this was not one of the five 
purposes of Green Belt as set out in the NPPF.  The Inspector suggested that the 
council consider specific designations to protect open breaks between 
settlements. The Inspector used the term ‘green breaks/wedges’. 

1.3 In response, Welwyn Hatfield Council commissioned LUC to prepare two reports; 
the Landscape Sensitivity Report (July 2019) and the Green Gap Assessment 
(August 2019).  In October 2019, the Inspector invited Representors to comment 
on recently published documents which had been submitted to the examination 
since 20 July 2019, including the aforementioned two documents.    

1.4 The purpose of the Green Gap Assessment and the ancillary Landscape 
Sensitivity report, appears primarily to be to prepare the evidence that will  inform 
the suggested designation and gap policy as suggested by the inspector.  The 
stated aim is set out in paragraph 1.8:  

“to provide evidence to inform the location of site allocations (that minimise 
impacts on settlement separation), as well as to inform a potential future policy on 
gaps to maintain the separation of settlements. To inform the latter, this study 
identifies potential ‘gap policy areas’ in which impact of development on 
settlement separation should be a consideration. These policy areas may be 
refined once sites have been allocated as part of the emerging Local Plan”  

1.5 One of the proposed gap policy areas described in the Green Gap Assessment 
covers site HS22, an area of land included as allocated land in the draft local plan.  
HS22 lies immediately west of Brookmans Park.  The promoters of this land 
parcel disagree with the conclusions of both the Green Gap Assessment and the 
Landscape Sensitivity Report and this report sets out those objections. 

1.6 The final paragraph of the LUC Landscape Sensitivity Report methodology 
section, titled ‘Limitations’ contains the caveat that:  

“This is a strategic-level study undertaken at a scale of 1:25,000. More detailed 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) should inform site layouts and 
accompany planning applications for the development of any specific site” 

1.7 The promoter’s concern however, is that if these strategic level reports ‘bundle’ 
potentially suitable sites in with wider tracts of countryside and are then 
designated as a green gap policy area, this will minimise the likelihood that these 
potential sites could proceed further in the planning process.  For this reason, it is 
important at this stage, to interrogate the reasoning leading to the proposed gap 
and ensure that only the area that is needed to perform a gap role is included.   

1.8 This representation comprises: 

• A review of the LUC Landscape Sensitivity Report (section 2) 
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• Assessment of the HS22 landscape sensitivity following LUC’s methodology 
(section 2) 

• A review of the LUC Green Gap Assessment (section 3) 
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2.0 Review of the LUC Landscape Sensitivity Report 

2.1 The LUC Sensitivity Assessment section dealing with Area 29c (within which HS22 
has been placed), is provided in appendix 1 of this report. 

Scale of study 

2.2 The study uses the borough’s Landscape Character Assessment areas as the 
basis for the sensitivity assessment.  These are generally large tracts of land, 
although LUC appear to have recognised that it is necessary in some cases to 
sub-divide these areas to provide a finer grain of study, that is more appropriate to 
the eventual purpose of identifying land parcels for residential development.  
However, a smaller scale of study that is commensurate with the scale of potential 
development parcels would have been more appropriate at this relatively late 
stage in the local plan process. 

 Methodology 

2.3 The Landscape Sensitivity Assessment is careful to explain in the introduction 
(paragraph 1.4), that it is seeking to ‘understand the sensitivities to residential 
development and does not address potential landscape capacity in terms of 
quantity of built development’. 

2.4 Paragraph 2.5 in the methodology section provides some additional detail on the 
criteria for determining sensitivity stating that:  

“This landscape sensitivity assessment considers the landscape’s sensitivity to the 
principle of 2-3 storey residential development, without knowing the specific size 
or exact location. It is not an impact assessment and cannot therefore conclude 
what the exact impacts of a development on the landscape would be.” 

2.5 In paragraphs 2.7 to 2.9, the report acknowledges that there were more detailed 
sensitivity and capacity studies targeted (quite appropriately) at sites identified in 
the SHLAA.  The report continues on to discredit these previous studies as out of 
date in terms of methodology.   

2.6 The report does not explain how the broader brush approach advocated and 
used for the sensitivity report is more appropriate or helpful than the previous 
studies in determining the capacity for residential development.  It is not clear why 
this assessment did not subdivide to the extent of at least separately identifying 
and assessing allocation sites such as HS22, building on previous studies, rather 
than ‘bundling’ it with tracts of landscape to the north which have quite different 
characteristics. 

2.7 Area HS22 lies within character area 29, Mimmshall Valley, which lies between 
Hatfield and Potters Bar and west of Brookmans Park.  Figure 1 shows the 
character area and the subdivisions that LUC have made, presumably in order to 
make the scale of the assessment more appropriate to the eventual task of 
identifying potential development areas. 

2.8 The subdivision of area 29 places the HS22 site within sub area 29c, grouping it 
with an extensive area of land north of HS22, which has a much more rural 
character and naturally greater sensitivity to development than HS22 which is 
already influenced by adjacent development. 



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2019 5 

Review of the LUC Landscape Sensitivity Assessment results 

2.9 Table 1 below sets out the TOR review of the LUC Landscape Sensitivity 
Assessment sheets for Area 29c. The LUC assessment for Area 29c is contained 
in appendix 1 of this report.  

Table 1 Review of landscape sensitivity assessment for area 29c 
Element TOR comment on LUC report content 
Subdivision 
rationale 

29c includes land south of Bradmore Lane (including site HS22) which has a strong 
influence from the adjacent development at Brookmans Park and from the RVC 
campus.  It is bundled together with land north of Bradmore Lane, which is 
predominantly rural, resulting in two areas with different characteristics being 
assessed as one.   

Sensitivity 
assessment 
rigour 

The sensitivity assessment extends to a seven line paragraph that is inadequate in 
terms of fully explaining the reasoning behind the sensitivity scoring and inaccurate 
in terms of its description.   

The criteria for assessment are set out in Table 2.3 of the LUC report, but that 
appears not to have been referenced.  The description of 29c as containing no 
development except for the house and garden at Potterells is misleading as if the 
gap includes part of Brookmans Park railway station and a Scout Hut on Station 
Road, and it fails to mention the visibility and influence of adjacent development at 
Brookmans Park and the influence of the RVC campus, that are both important 
contextual characteristics of the HS22 area.   

The LUC description contradicts the summary description of the Mimmshall Valley 
Character Area contained in the Welwyn Hatfield Landscape Character Assessment 
2005: 

“Mimmshall Brook valley slopes and floor have a wooded farmland character, with 
rectangular field compartments along the valley slopes. It is strongly influenced by 
the major transport routes and the surrounding settlement, which give it an urban-
edge rather than a rural character.  The Royal Veterinary College is located centrally 
and has a local impact. The roads down the slopes coincide with a series of high 
points and the meandering streams that feed the brook also mark the shallow valleys 
between.” (our emphasis) 

The LUC description ignores the urban edge character, which due to additional 
amount and scale of development since 2005 is now of greater influence than at the 
time of writing. 

Sensitivity 
scoring 

The assessment sensitivity score for 29c is Moderate-High.  This assessment score 
does not reflect the scoring obtained following the LUC scoring (table 2.3 in the 
assessment methodology).  Table 2 below suggests a scoring of low to moderate or 
at most moderate sensitivity would be more appropriate, particularly for the HS22 
component. 
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TOR assessment of Area HS22 using the LUC’s methodology 

2.10 In paragraph 2.20, the assessment states that:  

“The landscape of each area and its surroundings has been appraised against the 
individual criteria set out above to provide an indication of the relative sensitivity of 
the landscape to development.’  

2.11 The seven line assessment provided for 29c does not appear to reflect the 
method of appraisal outlined above and so as part of this review, area HS22 has 
been assessed against each of the LUC criteria.  This is set out in Table 2. 

 

Table 2 – sensitivity scoring based on LUC Table 2.3 criteria for assessing 
landscape sensitivity 
Criteria HS22 characteristics TOR assessment 
Landform Some gentle undulation 

and some minor 
topographical features 

Medium 

Landscape pattern and 
Time Depth 

Mix of simple and complex 
fields 

Medium 

Natural Character Mostly intensively farmed 
land but with smaller areas 
of more natural habitat 

Medium 

Built character Presence of adjacent 
development (Brookmans 
Park and RVC campus and 
presence of infrastructure 
(adjacent railway) 

Low 

Recreational value Two public rights of way Medium 
Perceptual aspects Some sense of  rural 

character but also close to 
visible and audible human 
activity and modern 
development including the 
East Coast main line  

Low-medium 

Settlement setting Provides some contribution 
to the setting of the 
adjacent settlement 
(Brookmans Park)  

Medium 

Visual prominence Semi enclosed with some 
openness 

Medium 

 

2.12 The conclusion of this section of the review, drawn from table 2, is that in carrying 
out the assessment of HS22 based on the LUC methodology, the results clearly 
show that HS22 is at most Moderate, though more probably Low to Moderate 
sensitivity based on the LUC criteria and therefore LUC’s scoring of Moderate to 
High is not supported by the evidence. 
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3.0 Review of the LUC Green Gap Assessment 

Purposes P1, P4 and P5  

3.1 The LUC Green Gap Assessment takes each gap area in turn and assesses it in 
terms of : 

• Existing Settlement Pattern and Identity 

• Gap Size, Character and Strength 

• Landscape Sensitivity 

• Analysis of Gap Value and Opportunities: Ecological, Cultural Heritage and Habitat 
Networks 

• Analysis of Gap Value and Opportunities: Recreation 

• Pressure on the Gap and Potential impact of promoted sites on the Gap 

• Summary and recommendations. 

Review of the methodology 

3.2 In reviewing the methodology, this report’s only concern relates back to the 
serious flaws and inconsistencies contained in the Landscape Sensitivity Report 
as described in section 2 of this report.  This is of concern as the sensitivity 
assessment score is an overriding factor in determining the extent of the Green 
Gap Policy areas. 

Review of the Green Gap Assessment results  

3.3 Table 3 provides a review of the LUC assessment for the gap between Welham 
Green and Brookmans Park.  The LUC assessment for the 29c area is 
reproduced in Appendix 2. 

 

Table 3 – Review of LUC Green Gap Assessment 
Assessment 
Criteria 

TOR review and commentary 

Existing 
Settlement 
Pattern and 
Identity 

TOR broadly agree with LUC’s description. 

Gap Size, 
Character and 
Strength 

 

The LUC description is correct in that it states that the gap 
between the Welham Green and Brookmans Park is 600m.  As 
illustrated in Figure 2, HS22 is not located within that gap as it lies 
west of Brookmans Park.   

The LUC report is correct that there is no intervisibility between the 
two settlements, due to intervening vegetation.   



 

Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2019 2 

The LUC statement that the railway line forms a physical barrier 
between the two is not correct, as it runs parallel with Station Road 
that connects the two settlements.  The LUC description of Station 
Road as ‘rural’ omits the fact that the 250m section of Station 
Road on the edge of Brookmans Park runs adjacent to an 
industrial palisade fence with clear views of the railway and existing 
adjacent residential development.   

Figure 2 illustrates the relationship between development and the 
adjacent land and suggests a robust gap that retains those areas 
of rural landscape, which are core areas in providing the gap role 
and are not significantly influenced by development.  Figure 3 
shows the wider suggested gap context, limiting gaps to areas of 
landscape that have a predominantly rural character. 

Landscape 
Sensitivity 

 

Section 2 of this report deals with the issues identified in LUC’s 
assessment of sensitivity. It also questions the reason why land 
parcels with quite different characteristics have been bundled 
together as sub area 29c.  

Table 2 of this report demonstrates that in following LUC’s 
methodology, they  ought to have resulted in a sensitivity score for 
the area as moderate or moderate-low, taking into account the  
influence on its character exerted by adjacent development), rather 
than moderate-high (LUC’s reason: ‘due to its rural and wooded 
character’  

Figure 4 includes photographic views illustrating the influence of 
adjacent development on the character of HS22. 

Analysis of Gap 
Value and 
Opportunities: 
Ecological, 
Cultural Heritage 
and Habitat 
Networks 

The majority of HS22 is intensively farmed open field and therefore 
does not contribute significantly to LUC’s description of ‘quite a 
good coverage of ecological designations in this area...’ 

There are no cultural heritage designations on HS22. 

Analysis of Gap 
Value and 
Opportunities: 
Recreation 

Broadly agree with LUC description. 

Pressure on the 
Gap and 
Potential impact 
of promoted sites 
on the Gap 

 

TOR agree with LUC’s statement:   

‘There is a draft allocation west of Brookmans Park HS22) and a 
draft allocation (split into two areas) to the east of Welham Green. 
Development of these sites would extend these settlements west 
(Brookmans Park) and east (Welham Green), but would not reduce 
the existing size of the gap between the two settlements.’   

The LUC report does not explain why it is necessary to include 
them in the gap policy area., if in their words, these allocations 
“would not reduce the existing size gap”, If they do not reduce the 
gap, how can they actually be in the gap? 
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Summary and 
recommendations 

The LUC recommendation to adopt the proposed Gap Policy area 
contains several aims but analysing each of these, the conclusion 
is that development of the HS22 area would not compromise the 
aims of the proposed gap policy. 

LUC state that the gap would “Avoid the coalescence of Welham 
Green and Brookmans Park, and ensure each retains its own 
separate identity“.  However, this contradicts the previous LUC 
statement that development of HS22 “would not reduce the 
existing size of the gap between the two settlements” , which is 
clearly a valid conclusion to reach based on the evidence. 

LUC also state that the Green Gap would: “Ensure that there is an 
experience of travelling through rural countryside after leaving one 
settlement and before entering the next, when travelling along 
Station Road or on the railway;”   

The section of Station Road and railway adjacent to HS22 is not 
rural countryside as the eastern side of the lane is developed land. 

LUC advise that the valley feature that divides the settlements 
should remain a strong feature of the gap. The valley feature is 
several hundred metres north of HS22 and so would not be 
affected by development of this area. 

Likewise, none of the other aims of the gap policy area, namely:  

-retaining a rural setting to the settlements;  

-ensuring that there remains no intervisibility;  

-protecting habitat interest and  

-maintaining public access to the area.  

would be affected by development of HS22. 

This review concludes that all of the aims of the proposed gap 
policy could be served without a need for the HS22 area to be 
included within the gap and the LUC report does not include any 
demonstrable evidence that there is a need to include HS22.  On 
the contrary, by stating that the allocated areas (including HS22) 
would not reduce the existing size of the gap, LUC’s conclusions 
appear to support this review’s conclusion that HS22 is not a 
necessary or appropriate component of the gap. 

3.4 This section of the review concludes that all of the aims of the proposed gap 
policy could be served without a need for the HS22 area to be included within the 
gap and that the LUC report does not include any demonstrable evidence that 
there is a need to include HS22 within the gap.  On the contrary, by stating that 
the allocated areas (including HS22) would not reduce the existing size of the gap, 
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LUC’s conclusions appear to support this review’s conclusion that HS22 is not a 
necessary or appropriate component of the gap. 
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4.0 Summary and conclusion 

4.1 The LUC recommendation to adopt the proposed Gap Policy area contains 
several aims but in reviewing each of these, the conclusion is that development of 
the HS22 area would not compromise the aims of the proposed gap policy.   

4.2 LUC state that the gap would “Avoid the coalescence of Welham Green and 
Brookmans Park, and ensure each retains its own separate identity.”  However, 
this contradicts the previous LUC statement that development of HS22 “would 
not reduce the existing size of the gap between the two settlements”. 

4.3 Having reached this conclusion, LUC should also have determined that the Green 
Gap should be located to the north of HS22. 

4.4 LUC also state that the Green gap would: “Ensure that there is an experience of 
travelling through rural countryside after leaving one settlement and before 
entering the next, when travelling along Station Road or on the railway;”   The 
section of Station Road and railway adjacent to HS22 is not rural countryside as 
the eastern side of the lane is existing developed residential land.  There does 
need to be clarity in the role of Green Belt and that of any ‘Gap Policy’ provision 
introduced. 

4.5 LUC advise that the valley feature that divides the settlements should remain a 
strong feature of the gap. The valley feature is several hundred metres north of 
HS22 and so would not be affected by development of this area.  This point 
reinforces the view that HS22 is not located within the gap. 

4.6 Likewise, none of the other aims of the gap policy area namely retaining a rural 
setting to the settlements, ensuring that there remains no intervisibility, protecting 
habitat interest and maintaining public access to the area would be affected by 
development at HS22. 

4.7 The LUC report does not include any demonstrable evidence that there is a need 
to include HS22 within the gap between Welham Green and Brookmans Park.  
On the contrary, by stating that the allocated areas (including HS22) “would not 
reduce the existing size of the gap”, LUC’s conclusions appear to support this 
review’s conclusion that HS22 is not actually in the gap and therefore is not a 
necessary or appropriate component of the gap.  

4.8 In addition, the flaws and inaccuracies contained in the LUC Landscape Sensitivity 
Report and highlighted in section 2 have resulted in a skewed scoring for 
sensitivity that is at odds with LUC’s own methodology.  

4.9 This review concludes that all of the aims of the proposed gap policy could be 
served without a need for the HS22 area to be included within it. 
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Appendix 1.  
Character Area 29 extract from LUC Landscape 
Sensitivity Report 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Landscape Character Area 29: Mimmshall Valley   

Mimmshall Valley  

 

 

 

 

Location and Landscape Character Summary 

The assessment area encompasses the majority of the Mimmshall Valley 
LCA and is situated in the south west of the District. The north of the 
area forms a gap between Hatfield and Welham Green, and the south 
east forms a gap between Welham Green and Brookmans Park. This 
area is confined by the A1(M) and railway in the west and east, and the 
District boundary in the north west and south. 

The area has a wooded farmland character, but with significant 
influence from settlement and the transport network. 

Assessment Areas 

The assessment area has been divided into the following sub-areas: 

• Area away from settlement edge (29) 

• Settlement edges of Hatfield and north of Welham Green (29a) 

• Southern settlement edge of Welham Green (29b) 

• Settlement edge of Brookmans Park (29c) 

The A1(M) has been used to define the outer edge of the sub-area 
encompassing the settlement edges of Hatfield and the northern side of 
Welham Green (29a). This assessment area also incorporates land 
which lies outside both the LCA and the specified settlements: the park 
and ride and adjacent scrub (former playing fields) and the school and 
adjacent redundant building at Barnfield. Bush Wood creates separation 
between this area and the settlement edge south of Welham Green 
(29b). The area alongside the urban edge at Brookmans Park (29c) is 
contained to the north and south by watercourses.   

The assessment area away from settlement edges (29) incorporates a 
fragment of LCA 30 (Colney Heath Farmland) alongside North Mymms 
Park to the east of Tollgate Farm. 

Welwyn Hatfield Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 29 July 2019



Landscape Character Area 29: Mimmshall Valley   

Absolute Constraints and Designations 

The following absolute constraints apply to LCA 
29: 

• Water End Swallow Holes SSSI. 

• Local Wildlife Sites at: Brick Kiln Wood, 
Potterells Wood, Bush Wood, Tollgate Wood, 
Grasslands north of Parsonage Road, South – 
southern road verge, Grasslands by Abdale 
House and Grassland north of Potterells Wood. 

Other designations that apply to LCA 29 of 
relevance to landscape are: 

• Flood Zone of the Mimmshall Brook. 

• Grade II Listed buildings. 

Welwyn Hatfield Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 30 July 2019



Landscape Character Area 29: Mimmshall Valley   
Analysis of Landscape Sensitivity in the Character Area 

Landscape Sensitivity Assessment Criteria 

Landform 

This considers the shape of the landscape. Smooth, gently undulating or flat landforms are likely to be less sensitive to development than a landscape with distinct landform 
features, such as hills and valleys, as development may mask distinctive topographical features that contribute to landscape character. 

Low  Medium High 

 A ridge of higher ground runs north-south through the 
centre of the area, with land typically falling gently away 
to the east and west although more distinctly down 
towards Mimmshall Brook to the west of Pilvage Wood 
and New Cottages. The shallow valley of Ray Brook, a 
tributary of Mimmshall Brook, bisects the ridge to the 
south of Brick Kiln Wood, alongside the Wise’s Lane 
track. 

 

Landscape pattern and time depth 

This considers the field pattern and historic origin of the landscape area. Landscapes with more irregular field patterns, particularly those of historic origin, are likely to more 
sensitive to the introduction of modern development than landscape with regular scale field patterns because of the risk of losing characteristic landscape patterns. 

Low  Medium High 

The construction of the A1(M) has removed any 
relationship between the area to the east of the road 
and North Mymms Park to the west. 

A variety of field scales, with smaller fields in the south 
and larger fields north of Wise’s Lane and west of the 
A1(M). Some field patterns survive from the 1898 OS 
map, however these have been interrupted by the 
expansion of Hatfield and Welham Green. 

 

‘Natural’ character 

This considers the ‘naturalistic’ qualities of the landscape area in terms of the coverage of semi-natural habitats and valued natural features (e.g. trees and hedgerows) which 
contribute to landscape character and could be vulnerable to loss from development. Areas with frequent natural features (including large areas of designated habitats) result 
in increased sensitivity to development, while landscape with limited natural features will be less sensitive. 

Low  Medium High 

 There are small areas of priority habitat traditional 
orchard and priority habitat floodplain grazing marsh. 
Away from the woodland this is a predominantly arable 
area, with hedgerows largely still intact. 

Water End Swallow Holes SSSI, which runs through the 
centre of this area, is an unusual landscape feature 
comprising more than 15 sinkholes. A lake forms in the 
sinkhole basin in times of flood and eventually drains 
back into the natural sinks. The willow carr/swamp 
community is also of biological importance. 

There are several priority habitat deciduous woodlands, 
including two ancient woodlands, and Local Wildlife Sites 
representing both woodland and grassland habitats. 
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Built character 

This considers the built character of the landscape area with particular reference to the presence of heritage assets that contribute to landscape character (i.e. valued features 
that may be designated as Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments, listed buildings, archaeological features or remains or other features). Landscapes with a high density 
of historic features important to the character of the area are likely to be more sensitive to the introduction of modern development than areas where such development 
already exists. 

Low  Medium High 

The area is bound by the A1(M) to the west and 
railway line to the east, although these are largely 
contained by vegetation.  

Isolated rows of 20th century housing (e.g. at Dixons 
Hill Close and along Hawkshead Lane) and the Royal 
Veterinary College detract from landscape character 
locally, but are contained within the wider landscape. 

The area is largely undeveloped although contained by 
surrounding residential development at Hatfield, 
Welham Green and Brookmans Park.  The linear 
settlement at Water End has a number of listed 
buildings, otherwise there are only isolated listed 
buildings which do not give any areas a distinctive 
historic character. 

 

Recreational value  

This criterion considers the presence of features and facilities which enable enjoyment of the landscape, and the importance of these. This may include public rights of way, 
bridleways, open access land and outdoor tourist/ visitor attractions with facilities. Recreation activities such as walking, cycling, horse riding or more formal recreation 
activities where enjoyment of the landscape is important to the experience. Importance of features may be indicated by designation such as long distance footpaths or 
recreation routes, national cycle routes, proximity to areas of local population (such as local parks) and outdoor tourist attractions often marked on Ordinance Survey maps. 

Low  Medium High 

 There are a number of public rights of way throughout 
the area, which are accessible from the settlements 
within and outside of the area. This includes the 
National Cycle Route 12, which runs along the edge of 
Welham Green and its industrial estate. 

 

Perceptual aspects 

This considers qualities such as rurality (traditional land uses with few modern, human influences), sense of remoteness or tranquility. High scenic value, freedom from human 
activity/ disturbance and ‘dark skies’ would add to sensitivity in this criterion. This is because development will introduce new and uncharacteristic features which may detract 
from a sense of tranquility and or remoteness. 

Low  Medium High 

The A1(M) detracts from tranquillity, although it is 
largely screened by vegetation along its route. There 
are power lines and pylons in the north of the area. The 
industrial estate between Hatfield and Welham Green is 
largely screened from public view by vegetation.  

The centre of the area, away from transport corridors 
and settlement edges, has a relatively rural character, 
with enclosure created by hedgerows and woodland. 

 

Settlement setting 

The extent to which the landscape area i) contributes to the identity and distinctiveness of a settlement by way of its character and/ or scenic quality, for example by 
providing an attractive backdrop or setting, or playing an important part in views from a settlement; and ii) relates to the form and pattern of the existing adjacent settlement 
and the character of the adjacent settlement edge, including the role of significant landscape elements in either separating an undeveloped area from a settled area or linking 
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it to it. 

Low  Medium High 

There is little relationship between the area and 
Brookmans Park as the properties are inward-facing 
and there is screening by vegetation and separation by 
the railway line. 

Fields and tree cover to the west of the A1(M) form a 
setting to Bullen’s Green and Roestock, but the modern 
character of these settlements does not reflect any 
particular relationship with landscape. 

The area provides a strong edge to the south of 
Hatfield, as defined by the A1001, associated planting 
and slope from the settlement edge.  

The settlement edges of Welham Green are partially 
screened by vegetation. Where views are available 
the area provides an open backdrop to the 
settlement, with areas of woodland, e.g. Bush Wood, 
visible and providing containment. 

The north-south ridge through the LCA supplements 
separation between Hatfield and Welham Green, 
other than where the two settlements already almost 
merge at the A1001/Travellers Lane roundabout. 

 

Visual prominence 

This considers the visual prominence of the landscape area, reflecting the extent of openness or enclosure in the landscape (due to landform and land cover), and extent to 
which potential development would be visible. It also considers the skyline character of the area – for instance whether it has features that form a visually distinctive skyline – 
and any role the landscape area plays in contributing to valued views, such as from promoted viewpoints, routes or recreational areas. 

Low  Medium High 

A large proportion of the area is visually enclosed by 
woodland and hedgerows. There is little or no inter-
visibility with promoted viewpoints or recreational 
routes. 

There are some longer views from footpaths to the west 
to the woodland of North Mymms Park and beyond. 
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Landscape assessment area (29)  

 

 

 

Key sensitivities and mitigation potential away from settlement 
edges (29) 
To minimise adverse impact on landscape and visual character, 
development proposals should: 

• Minimise impact on woodland and intact hedgerows, and promote 
woodland planting where appropriate to screen detracting features 
including roads and development 

• Preserve the stronger rural character that exists away from 
modern settlement edges.  

Sensitivity to development away from settlement edges (29) 

The area to the west of the A1(M), with relatively flat arable farmland  
and plantation woodland around the A1(M)/A1001 junction, has no 
particularly distinctive landscape characteristics. In the vicinity of 
Roestock the association with modern development means that 
landscape sensitivity to residential development is low-moderate but     
adjacent to the more sensitive North Mymms Park this rises to 
moderate despite proximity to the A1(M).  

Woodlands, sloping terrain down to the Mimmshall Brook and the 
more historic, rural character of Water End increase sensitivity to 
moderate-high in the vicinity of Warrengate Road and Bradmore 
Lane, but this reduces to moderate to the south, where modern 
development in the vicinity of Hawkshead Lane, and visibility of 
Brookmans Park, have an influence on rural character.  

Low Low-
Moderate Moderate Moderate-

High High 

* Rating variations are mapped on the last page of the LCA 29 assessment 
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Representative views (29) 

 

 
View east from Bullen’s Green Lane 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
View north across field to the north of Bradmore Lane 
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Landscape assessment area (29a) 

 

 

 

 

Key sensitivities and mitigation potential on the edge of Hatfield and 
Welham Green (29a) 
 
To minimise adverse impact on landscape and visual character, development 
proposals should: 

• Retain the role of the A1001 and associated landform and vegetation in 
providing a strong settlement edge to Hatfield. 

• Preserve visual and physical separation between Hatfield and Welham 
Green, retaining tree cover but also maintaining rights of way that 
permit an intervening experience of openness and rurality.  

• Preserve the role of Bush Wood as marking an edge to the urban area. 
• Conserve and manage the strong hedgerow field boundaries. 

Sensitivity to development on the edge of Hatfield and Welham Green 
(29a) 

There is a strong settlement edge to Hatfield, marked by the A1001 in the 
north of the area, but rural character is weakened by the presence of 
urbanising influences to the south of the main road: the park and ride, 
cemetery and development at Barnfield. However the higher ground and 
associated tree cover is important in maintaining separate settings for 
Hatfield and the residential area of Welham Green, and the area contains a 
number of public rights of way and an area of priority habitat deciduous 
woodland. Fields are well defined by intact hedgerows, although any sense of 
rural isolation is diminished by proximity to main roads and by the overhead 
pylon line which runs east-west through the centre of the area. For these 
reasons the landscape sensitivity of this area to residential development is 
moderate. 

Low Low-
Moderate Moderate Moderate-

High High 

* Rating variations are mapped on the last page of the LCA 29 assessment 
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Representative views (29a)

 

  

 
Looking north towards trees along the A1001 South Way 

 
Looking southeast towards Bush Wood and the edge of Welham Green 
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Landscape assessment area (29b)  

 

Key sensitivities and mitigation potential on the edge of Welham 
Green (29b) 

 To minimise adverse impact on landscape and visual character, 
development proposals should: 

• Maintain a transition from settlement to open fields to wooded 
backdrop. 

• Maintain and enhance hedgerow boundaries. 

Sensitivity to development on the edge of Welham Green (29b) 

Arable fields and woodland elements provide a rural setting to Welham 
Green, and form part of a wider rural landscape extending southwards, 
although the settlement in turn has some urbanising influence on the 
adjacent countryside. The A1(M) to the west of the area reduces the 
tranquility, although it is well screened by vegetation. These factors 
result in a moderate sensitivity to residential development.  
 

Low Low-
Moderate Moderate Moderate-

High High 

* Rating variations are mapped on the last page of the LCA 29 assessment 
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Representative views (29b)

  

 

 
Looking northeast towards the southern edge of Welham Green on Station Road 

 
Looking north towards the western edge of Welham Green at Welham Manor 

 

Welwyn Hatfield Landscape Sensitivity Assessment 39 July 2019



Landscape Character Area 29: Mimmshall Valley   
 

Landscape assessment area (29c)  

 

Key sensitivities and mitigation potential on the edge of 
Brookmans Park (29c) 

 To minimise adverse impact on landscape and visual character, 
development proposals should: 

• Maintain the enclosed, rural character of the area. 
• Conserve and manage the strong hedgerow boundaries.  

Sensitivity to development on the edge of Brookmans Park (29c) 

The area contains no development except for the Grade II house and 
walled gardens at Potterells. Although close to two urban settlements 
the area has a rural, wooded, enclosed character and therefore an 
important role in maintaining distinct settlement settings. Any 
development crossing the railway line would mark a significant change 
in the form of Brookmans Park. These factors result in moderate-high 
sensitivity to residential development.  
 

Low Low-
Moderate Moderate Moderate-

High High 

* Rating variations are mapped on the last page of the LCA 29 assessment 
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Representative views (29c)

  

 

 
View south from Bradmore Lane 

 
View east from north of Bradmore Lane 
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Sensitivity ratings across assessment area  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Sensitivity ratings key 
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Appendix 2.  
Welham Green/Brookmans Park Green Gap 
Assessment extract from  
LUC Green Gap Assessment Report. 
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Area between Welham Green and Brookmans Park 

Map 1: Study area 
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Representative Photos 

 

Existing Settlement Pattern and Identity 

Welham Green is a rural village focused around a village green, that has expanded substantially during 
the 20th century. 

Brookmans Park is a large village built in the inter-war years in response to the arrival of a new railway 
station (in 1926) on the London & North Eastern Railway with direct links to Kings Cross. It is located on 
the site of the former Brookmans Manor and Park. There has been some infill and expansion in the mid-
late 20th century, but the village is essentially a linear settlement (extending along Brookmans Avenue), 
and located between the mainline railway line (to the west) and the A1000 to the east. 

 
Gap Size, Character and Strength 

The gap between the south-eastern corner of Welham Green and the north-western corner of 
Brookmans Park is just over 600m.  Welham Green lies to the west of the railway line and Brookmans 
Park to the east, with the railway line providing a physical barrier between the two. The gap at this 
narrowest point comprises small blocks of woodland set in mixed farmland – the hedgerows and copses 
prevent inter-visibility between the two settlements and ensure a robust gap. The land immediately 
north of Brookmans Park is a golf course, which provides an open setting to the majority of the village. 

Station Road allows for direct travel between the two settlements. It passes through a rural landscape 
which provides a sense of separation when travelling along this road. There is no direct footpath 
between the nearest parts of the settlements but there are a number of footpaths in the area from 
which the gap can be appreciated. 

There are no major planning permissions in the gap (permissions relate mainly to refurbishments and 
extensions to existing buildings).  

 

Landscape Sensitivity 
The Welwyn Hatfield Landscape Character Assessment (2015) shows that the area between the two 
settlements is occupied by Landscape Character Area (LCA) 29 'Mimmshall Valley’, LCA 54 ‘Potters Bar 
Parkland’ and a very small area of LCA 46 ‘Hatfield Park’. The evaluation, as set out in the Landscape 
Character Assessment, is to ‘improve and conserve’ the Mimmshall Valley landscape and ‘improve and 
restore’ the Potters Bar Parkland. 

The landscape sensitivity assessment divides these LCAs into sub areas. The relevant sub-areas to this 
assessment are sub-areas 29b, 29c, 54a and 54b (see landscape sensitivity map in Appendix 1).  

The landscape sensitivity of sub-area 29b is described as moderate. This is due to the arable fields 
and woodland elements providing a rural setting to Welham Green, and form part of a wider rural 
landscape.  The key sensitivities of this area, relevant to this gap, are: 

x The arable and wooded setting to Welham Green. 
x The hedgerow boundary network. 

The landscape sensitivity of sub-area 29c is described as moderate-high due to its rural and wooded 
character, providing an important role in maintaining distinct settlement settings. The key sensitivities, 
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relevant to this gap, are: 

x The enclosed and rural character of the area. 
x The strong hedgerow boundaries. 
x The railway line forming a distinct boundary to Brookmans Park. 

The landscape sensitivity of sub-area 54a is considered to be low-moderate to the east of the railway 
line due to being disturbed by urban influences, and moderate to the west of the railway line due to 
its valley slopes and role in retaining the distinction between Welham Green and Brookmans Park. The 
key sensitivities relevant to this gap are: 

x Visually prominent sloping land. 
x Strong hedgerow network with mature hedgerow trees. 

The landscape sensitivity of sub-area 54b is described as varying from moderate to moderate-high. 
The area between Station Road and the railway line is considered as moderate-high due to its role as a 
rural setting for the two settlements and maintain their separation. The area at Bell Bar and around the 
golf course is considered to be moderate as it provides some rural setting to Brookmans Park and 
contains parkland characteristics and some ecological value. The key sensitivities relevant to this gap 
are: 

x Visually prominent slopes. 
x Parkland character and deciduous woodland. 
x Connectivity between natural landscape elements. 

*Please find a map of Landscape Sensitivity Ratings (with absolute constraints) in Appendix 1. 

 
Analysis of Gap Value and Opportunities: Ecological, Cultural Heritage and Habitat Networks 

There is quite a good coverage of ecological designations in this area, including a SSSI (Water End 
Swallow Holes) south west of Welham Green which contains priority habitat deciduous woodland and 
semi-improved grassland, and Local Wildlife Sites at Potterells Wood, Peplin’s Wood, The Legg, 
Meadow North of Peplins Wood and Grassland North of Potterells Wood. There are also small areas of 
ancient woodland within these Local Wildlife Sites, and priority habitat deciduous woodland east of 
Station Road. 

There are no specific network enhancement zones mapped by Natural England. The Herts Ecological 
Network data indicates some areas that have potential for habitat creation, particularly west of Station 
Road and north of Bulls Lane. There could be an opportunity to enhance the hedgerow network 
through replanting missing hedgerows, and to plant additional copses and link these to the deciduous 
woodland network. Areas of semi-improved grassland could be restored, and areas of standing water 
maintained. 

There are three Grade II listed buildings within the area, at Potterells and Skimpans Farm. There are 
no other cultural heritage designations. 
*Please find a map of Environmental Designations and Priority habitats and habitat networks in Appendix 1.  
 
 

Analysis of Gap Value and Opportunities: Recreation 

There are a number of recreational features in the study area including footpaths (from which a sense 
of separation between the settlements can be appreciated), a local cycle way along Bulls Lane and the 
golf course at Brookmans Park. 
*Please find a map of Recreation in Appendix 1. 

 
Pressure on the Gap and Potential impact of promoted sites on the Gap 

There is a draft allocation west of Brookmans Park and a draft allocation (split into two areas) to the 
east of Welham Green.  Development of these sites would extend these settlements west (Brookmans 
Park) and east (Welham Green), but would not reduce the existing size of the gap between the two 
settlements. 

In addition, there are a number of promoted sites put forward in response to the Council’s 2019 Call 
for Sites. These include land ‘North of Hawkshead Road’, ‘Peplins Wood’ and ‘Skimpans Farm’, all of 
which would erode (but not completely close) the gap. 
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Summary and Recommendations 

There is a physical gap in this location that is currently robust (in that it effectively provides a sense of 
separation between the two settlements), but could be vulnerable to erosion as demonstrated by the 
promoted sites.  It is therefore recommended that a gap policy area is identified in this area to protect 
the settlement pattern and prevent the future coalescence of these two settlements. 

The case for keeping this land open is strengthened by the moderate-high landscape sensitivity west of 
the railway line, the presence of ecologically valuable sites (a SSSI and Local Wildlife Sites with 
associated priority habitat deciduous woodland and ancient woodland) and the recreational value 
provided by a network of footpaths.  

The area illustrated on Map 2 could form part of a ‘gap policy area’, within which the aims should be to: 

x Avoid the coalescence of Welham Green and Brookmans Park, and ensure each retains its own 
separate identity; 

x Ensure that there is an experience of travelling through rural countryside after leaving one 
settlement and before entering the next, when travelling along Station Road or on the railway; 

x Ensure development does not mask the valley feature that divides the settlements – this should 
remain a strong feature of the gap; 

x Ensure the area within the gap continues to provide a rural setting to both settlements;  
x Ensure there is no inter-visibility between one settlement edge and the other (making sure to 

consider the winter situation without leaves on trees) – topography and vegetation can provide a 
screening function;  

x Protect existing features of ecological interest including reedbeds and willow carr (in the valley) and 
hedgerows and deciduous woodland in the farmland, and seek opportunities to extend and link these 
habitats; 

x Maintain public access to and across the area, seeking opportunities for further connections where 
possible. 
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Map 2: Area in which impact of development on settlement separation should be a consideration 

 

 




