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Development of Evidence for Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan: Green Gap Assessment –
Representations on behalf of Northaw and Cuffley Parish Council

4th November 2019

Dear Louise,
Troy Planning + Design (Troy Hayes Planning Limited) has been instructed by Northaw and
Cuffley Parish Council to prepare representations on their behalf to the Green Gaps
Assessment Consultation, as per the Inspector’s request, prior to the hearing session due to
take place in early December 2019.
Please find attached our client’s representations. In summary, the Parish Council considers
that the Assessment contains a number of inconsistencies in relation to the way that green
gaps have been assessed in areas relevant to Northaw and Cuffley. We also raise concerns
on their behalf regarding gap selection and subdivision, and inaccuracies within the analysis
of gap value throughout the Assessment. As detailed below, our client’s primary concern
relates to the assessment of the green gap situated between Cuffley and Crews Hill, Enfield.

Yours sincerely,

TROY HAYES BSc, MSc, MRTPI, AICP
Managing Director
TROY PLANNING + DESIGN
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Introduction

1. In 2017, Stages 1 and 2 Hearing Sessions: Green Belt Review were held for the
Welwyn Hatfield Local Plan Examination and the Inspector requested additional
studies to define ‘essential areas [of the Green Belt] to be retained’ (Examination
Library document EX39, December 2017).
2. Examination sessions in November 2018 considered representations on the Welwyn
Hatfield Borough Council-commissioned ‘Green Belt Study Stage 3’ published in
August of that year, (Examination Library Documents EX88A to D); the publication of
LUC’s Green Belt Report Final followed in March this year (Examination Library
documents EX99A to D), with an Addendum published in June in response to
representations.
3. With reference to the Green Gap Assessment report that is now being consulted on, it
was prepared by LUC to add to the Council’s evidence base; their ‘Final Draft Report’
and a two-part appendix of supporting maps (dated August 2019) were published on
17 September.
4. The introduction of the LUC Report states that the aim of the assessment is to “review
land between settlements and provide an evidence base on the role gaps play by
providing a sense of separation in maintaining settlement pattern and character, and
the impact development might have on that role”.
5. The Local Plan Inspector has invited representations on several additional examination
documents including the Green Gap Assessment, all of which have been submitted to
the examination since 20 July 2019. The Inspector requests that all representations
should not repeat previously submitted comments. In addition, representors are to
make no further representations on other earlier examination documents.
6. The Parish Council is concerned that the additional evidence documents, including the
Green Gaps Assessment report, will not be subject to further consideration in the
upcoming Hearing Session 6 (10th-12th December 2019). The Parish Council therefore
trusts that these comments submitted in writing will continue to be considered as the
Local Plan Examination progresses, as per the email received from the Programme
Officer on 6 October 2019.
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7. The representations submitted below consider the immediate impact on Northaw and
Cuffley of the Green Gap Assessment, on the basis of its findings and inconsistencies.
The representations include consideration of the degree of consistency of green gap
selection and discrepancies between the resultant green gap policy areas. The
representations also consider the selection process for the sub-divided green gap
areas.

Context
8. The overall purpose of the Assessment is described (in para. 1.8) as “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”.
9. The Parish Council considers the following ‘green gaps’ to be of relevance to Northaw
and Cuffley, of which four out of five are selected in the Assessment (Appendix 2, A
potential policy approach for Welwyn Hatfield, para. A2.13) to be suitable to have a
‘gap policy area’ implemented - :
•
•
•
•
•

Between Cuffley and Goffs Oak (Broxbourne);
Between Cuffley and Crews Hill (Enfield) – not selected;
Between Cuffley and Newgate Street;
Between Northaw and Cuffley;
Between Little Heath and Northaw

10. The Parish Council is aware of the delay to the Local Plan Examination caused by
local elections earlier this year. In addition, the Parish Council acknowledges the
Council’s seeking to provide additional housing to meet the objectively assessed
housing need (OAHN) for the Borough, as the Local Plan (2013-2032) submitted for
examination did not set out housing figures which met the required OAHN. In a letter
dated 9 October 20191 from Colin Haigh (Director of Planning at Welwyn Hatfield) to
Planning Inspector Melvyn Middleton, Welwyn Hatfield stated that 70+ new sites and
70+ re-promoted sites came forward through the 2019 Call for Sites process. Within
the same letter, Welwyn Hatfield DC stated that “officers are working incredibly hard
1
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to summarise all of the representations, complete new evidence studies (including
landscape sensitivity and green gap study […]) and then use this information to inform
individual and cumulative site analysis work.” The Parish Council therefore deems the
undertaking of these additional evidence documents that are now being consulted on
to be a retrospective exercise which essentially seeks to address and ameliorate
previous inconsistencies, omissions and inaccuracies within the plan-making process
for the Local Plan – particularly with reference to its (to date, unsound) evidence base.
11. It should be noted that the Parish Council is disappointed with Welwyn Hatfield’s
haphazard approach to appraising additional sites that has resulted from the emerging
Local Plan’s deficient evidence base; the hope is that now, careful and full
consideration will be given to all of the representations received regarding the
additional post-July 2019 evidence documents submitted.

General Limitations of the Green Gaps Assessment
12. First, and whilst the Parish Council acknowledges that there is no specific emerging
Local Plan policy on ‘green gaps’, it appears that LUC have given a disproportionate
weighting to the need to maintain the existing settlement pattern. As highlighted by
LUC’s report (in para. 1.5), the draft Local Plan states that a strategic objective is, “to
provide for the borough’s development needs over the plan period, in a form which
maintains the existing settlement patterns, protects areas of highest environmental
value, prevents coalescence of our towns and villages and releases a limited amount
of land from the Green Belt to ensure that its boundaries will not need reviewing before
2032”. The Parish Council therefore argues that the need to protect areas of highest
environmental value has been overshadowed by matters concerning retaining the
existing settlement pattern.
13. Secondly, the Parish Council is concerned that the methodology used to define a green
gap is based on arbitrary interpretations of gaps. Of the aforementioned gaps which
are relevant to Northaw and Cuffley, gap sizes between settlements range from those
which are already joined (0m) to 4.3km. Generally speaking, gaps can be defined as
‘breaks in continuity’. With this in mind, there is a need to reconsider whether gaps
outlined within this Assessment are in fact gaps, or, conversely, whether the existing
settlements take the form of ‘breaks’ in the Green Belt.
14. Further consideration should therefore be given to defining and applying the scale/ size
of gaps. LUC did not set any criteria for what constitutes a gap, and, more importantly,
what the upper size extent for a gap should be.
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15. It is also difficult to compare the green gaps in the Assessment, as some incorporate
multiple landscape characters, whereas others appear more uniform. It may be the
case that LUC purposefully ensured that the gaps vary greatly in size, in effect to dilute
their own findings and guarantee that their gap policy areas are relatively incomparable
– the Parish Council has reached these conclusions with particular reference to the
vastly differing gap scales and consistent lack of individuality within the accompanying
gap policies that is in clear contradiction of the process of identifying each gap in the
first place.
16. A serious flaw in the methodology concerns the lack of clarity on weighting applied to
features assessed through the ‘analysis of gap value and opportunities’ process,
involving culture, habitat, ecology and ecological networks, and recreation parameters.
Put simply, it is unclear whether any of the above factors are weighted more than
others. However, through assessing the findings for each gap area, it is evident that in
larger gaps, the distance between settlements often dictates that a gap policy
designation is not perceived as necessary, despite the gap containing a high number
of environmental designations and the associated landscape sensitivity area within the
gap (LCA33) scoring moderate-high – as is the case, for example, for the gap between
Welwyn Garden City and Wheathampstead.
17. LUC has also undertaken a Landscape Sensitivity Assessment for Welwyn Hatfield
Borough Council that likewise is currently being consulted on. Despite each gap having
a section dedicated to the landscape sensitivity findings by sub-area, LUC have made
limited effort in applying their own landscape sensitivity findings and/ or tailoring these
findings to form individualised, specific gap area policies.

Assessment of Green Gaps
18. The Parish Council is not aware of the reasons as to why green gap assessments of
the area between Northaw and Potters Bar/Little Heath/Swanley Heath and the area
between Northaw and Brookmans Park have not been undertaken. We urge LUC to
rectify these omissions. LUC instead seek to address this cross-boundary issue by
simply stating that the assessment applies to the adopted Local Plan’s ‘specified
settlements’ and villages washed over by the Green Belt, adding the comment (para.
1.11) that “the study also considers areas between settlements within the Borough and
those located outside the Borough boundary, as far as it is able (acknowledging the
lack of data beyond the Borough boundary”. Despite this incomplete approach, LUC’s
mapping outputs clearly show that the entire gap between the urban edge of Potters
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Bar and Northaw is within the Welwyn Hatfield Borough boundary, therefore it remains
unclear why these gaps have been left unassessed.
19. The following paragraphs present detailed assessments of LUC’s approach to
assessing the aforementioned five green gaps which are relevant to Northaw and
Cuffley.
Between Cuffley and Goff’s Oak (Broxbourne)

20. LUC’s inclusion of aural parameters (it is stated that aural intrusion from the railway
line limits landscape sensitivity – as a result, the overall sensitivity of this area [no. 56]
has only been classified as low-moderate [see page 72 of the Assessment]) is
inconsistent with the other criteria for assessing landscape sensitivity within the
Assessment. It is clear that other criteria focus on physical landscape elements, such
as environmental designations within the gap itself. It therefore seems illogical to apply
criteria which relies upon non-visual senses as a means of assessing only the physical
elements of a landscape.
21. The Parish Council questions whether the ‘gap policy area’ between Cuffley and Goff’s
Oak takes into account the important role of the railway track, which serves as a strong,
defensible development boundary for the northernmost and southernmost eastern
edges of Cuffley.

22. The above analysis highlights the Parish Council’s concern that LUC’s approach to
developing ‘gap policy areas’ is piecemeal and relies on the use of administrative
boundaries. The ‘gap policy areas’ therefore lack wider, cross-boundary consideration.
As a result, the Assessment significantly underplays the undermined impact the
proposed gap policy areas will have on maintaining the existing settlement patterns,
where gaps cover more than one, or multiple local authority areas.
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Figure 1) The Gap Policy Area between Cuffley and Goff’s Oak

Between Cuffley and Crews Hill (Enfield)

23. The Parish Council is dissatisfied with the decision to include Crews Hill in this
Assessment, as Crews Hill is not formally recognised as a settlement or strategic
growth area in Enfield’s adopted Core Strategy (2010)2. Instead, Crews Hill is
described in the Core Strategy as a “distinctive area of nurseries and garden centres”
(para 8.59), which exists as a washed-over settlement south of the M25.
24. However, in Enfield’s Issues and Options Paper3 (2018), reference is made to the
“strong sustainability arguments in favour of developing some green belt land, for
example, the existing settlement around Crews Hill station has the greatest potential
to act as a hub for sustainable growth”. The Parish Council therefore argues that LUC’s
summary that “any issues likely to arise in relation to proposed development over the
next Local Plan period are likely to be related to effects on landscape character and
the setting of Cuffley” is inaccurate, as it is clear that development is likely to be
proposed in the Crews Hill area; and therefore a gap policy area within Welwyn
2

https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/area-action-plans/planning-policy-information-theenfield-plan-core-strategy-november-2010.pdf
3
https://new.enfield.gov.uk/services/planning/enfield-draft-local-plan-2036-planning.pdf
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Hatfield’s boundaries is of paramount importance in order to prevent any further
alterations to the existing settlement pattern between Cuffley and Crews Hill.
25. With the above points in mind, it is clear that LUC’s decision to not develop a green
gap policy area between Cuffley and Crews Hill stems from a subjective and
inconsistent methodology. For instance, landscape sensitivity area 55 (which forms
the larger area of the Cuffley and Crews Hill gap) is described as moderate, whereas
a small landscape sensitivity area (56a) adjacent to the urban edge of Cuffley scores
low-moderate; and yet it was subsequently deemed that the respective Cuffley and
Goff’s Oak gap did warrant a gap policy designation.
26. The Parish Council disagrees that draft residential allocations on the southern edge
of Cuffley, particularly the planned development at Wells Farm, would not pose any
threat to the gap between Cuffley and Crews Hill. The Parish Council does not consider
that the justification given, namely that the gap “would still almost be 2km” is a robust
reason, given that the proposed development would significantly reduce the green gap
between Cuffley and Crews Hill.
27. Similarly, contrary to LUC’s summary, the Parish Council contends that the promoted
sites immediately to the west and south of Cuffley, (including Northaw Road East
[Cuf12], Colesdale Farm [Cuf13], Land East of Colesdale Farm [Cuf14], King George
V [Cuf15] and Land at Hill View Farm [Nor2] would undoubtedly threaten the gap
between Cuffley and Crews Hill. As highlighted in para. 2.19 of the Green Gap
Assessment, LUC state their intention having been to analyse each gap to “determine
whether a policy area was warranted in order to achieve the primary objective (i.e. to
maintain the Borough’s settlement pattern)”. Given the concentration of promoted sites
within this gap, the Parish Council concludes that a designated policy area is entirely
necessary for this gap, as the concentrated coalescence of development/ decrease in
gap between promoted sites would substantially alter the Borough’s existing
settlement pattern.
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Figure 2) The green gap between Cuffley and Crews Hill

Area Between Cuffley and Newgate Street Village

28. The Parish Council agrees with LUC’s recommendation to create a Green Gap Policy
Area between Cuffley and Newgate Street Village, due to the relatively narrow distance
between the two settlements (approximately 700m).
29. However in doing so, there are clear inconsistencies in selected boundaries. The
western boundary is seemingly arbitrary, in consisting of the Chain Walk. The Parish
Council questions whether this is an accurate depiction of the gap, as the western
boundary omits Home Wood, and as a result the suggested Gap Policy Area only
includes up to Carbone Hill on the southern extent of Newgate Street Village. This is a
serious flaw, as the ribbon development which forms the western half of Newgate
Street Village is not included, despite the land falling within the study area for the gap
between Cuffley and Newgate Street Village.
30. To highlight these inconsistencies further, the Cuffley and Northaw Gap Policy Area is
formed between the gap, with boundaries being drawn along the entire extent of the
urban edges of Northaw and Cuffley. It therefore has to be asked why the Newgate

troyplanning.com
14-18 Emerald Street
London
WC1N 3QA

LONDON
AMSTERDAM
HAMPSHIRE
MANCHESTER
PORTLAND

T: 0207 0961 329

Street Village and Cuffley gap does not follow the same method for drawing up each
of the gap policy areas.

Figure 3) The Gap Policy Area between Cuffley and Newgate Street Village

Area Between Northaw and Cuffley

31. The Parish Council agrees in principle with LUC’s decision to create a Green Gap
Policy Area between Northaw and Cuffley, due to the relatively narrow distance
between the two settlements (approximately 1.6 km) and the openness of land
between the settlements.
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32. There are however inaccuracies regarding the analysis of gap value and opportunities.
For example, within the Northaw and Cuffley gap, there is an area of unimproved
pasture at Northaw Pastures which includes Northaw Community Orchard. This area
is of high ecological and recreational value yet has seemingly been overlooked as an
area of high value within the landscape sensitivity summary.
33. There is concern that LUC’s ‘development with planning permission’ map layer is
incorrect. A review of the mapped sites marked for proposed development on the
eastern settlement edge of Northaw (land sandwiched by ribbon development along
Vineyard Road and Northaw Road West – see circled area in figure 4) found that no
planning application had been submitted for either of these sites. Specifically, the
review found that the most recent planning application for the Scout Hut was dated
2001. No planning application was found for the Northaw Pastures site. The Parish
Council therefore urges LUC to review all ‘development with planning permission’ sites
to ensure no further inaccuracies exist within the report.

Figure 4) Inaccurate ‘development with planning permission’ mapping
outputs (see circled)
34. Similarly, LUC’s summary of pressure on the gap is severely flawed. LUC have
summarised how land promoted through the Council’s 2019 Call for Sites, including
land at Northaw Road East ,“[…] is likely to be visually prominent from Northaw and
would intrude into the area between these settlements, although it would not close the
gap, which would remain over 1km wide”. The Parish Council would like to question
why proposed/ committed development sites have been blatantly ignored, and why
LUC has drawn the Gap Policy Area adjacent to the existing urban edge of Cuffley,
when this boundary is soon to be breached by development. This outcome in turn,
does not align with the Gap Policy Area aim to “preserve the sense of separation
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between the two settlement […]”, as the new development would reduce the sense and actuality - of separation through increasing inter-visibility between Northaw and
Cuffley.

Figure 5) The Gap Policy Area between Northaw and Cuffley

Area Between Little Heath and Northaw

35. The Parish Council agrees in principle with LUC’s decision to create a Green Gap
Policy Area between Little Heath and Northaw, due to the need for both built-up areas
to retain separate identities.
36. The Parish Council is dissatisfied with LUC’s decision to not include the north eastern
edge of Potters Bar within this gap analysis. The choice to only asses the gap between
Little Heath and Northaw seems illogical, given that Little Heath is considered a suburb
of Potters Bar; and where the narrowest section of the wider gap concerns the northeastern area of Potters Bar (along The Causeway) and Northaw.
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37. Similarly, the Parish Council contends that the northern boundary of the Gap Policy
Area should extend northwards in line with the western boundary of Nyn Park. The
Parish Council deems the proposed western boundary of Nyn Park to be similar in
terms of defensibility as Judge’s Hill, and, furthermore, this change would ensure that
land to the north of Judge’s Hill/Vineyards Road would be protected from development.
38. On the basis that Morven Park is relatively contained by development to the west, and
the A1000 and B156 to the south and east, the Parish Council disagrees with LUC’s
decision to omit Morven Park from the policy gap area. It is clear that including Morven
Park within the policy gap area would ensure that the land is protected from
encroaching development.
39. Furthermore, we urge LUC to conduct a more thorough review of recent planning
applications within the gaps. For instance, LUC failed to recognise the planning
application of a major development proposal at Northaw House, off Coopers Lane,
which is currently being considered by the Council (planning ref. 6/2019/0217/MAJ). If
approved, this development will increase the presence of development within the gap.

Figure 6) The Gap Policy Area between Little Heath and Northaw
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Conclusion
40. This representation demonstrates the concerns the Parish Council has with the degree
of consistency of green gap selection. In addition, the Parish Council is disappointed
with LUC’s decisions regarding the resultant Green Gap Policy Areas, including
decisions relating to the boundaries and scale of Gap Policy Areas.
41. The Parish Council wishes there to be a thorough review of the points raised above,
including a detailed re-assessment of the Cuffley and Crews Hill (Enfield) Green Gap
Assessment, which takes into account the emerging Green Belt policy direction of
Enfield Council.

