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Roebuck 
Farm

The vision for the land at Roebuck Farm is a contextual
response that establishes a high quality village 

extension in which quality design, landscape and 
neighbourhood are placed top of the agenda.

The proposals bring improved public realm and 
deliver family homes in line

with the housing needs of the area.
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1. Introduction

1.1 Shortgrove Developments a family-owned and operated, 
specialist local property developer with a proven track record 
for delivering architect-designed, high-quality housing. 

1.2 In response to Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council’s 
2019 Call for Sites, Shortgrove Developments put forward the 
‘Land at Roebuck Farm’ now also referred to as StL13 as being 
available, suitable and deliverable for a sensitively-designed 
extension to the village of Lemsford. 

1.3 Shortgrove’s proposed scheme is respectful of 
Lemsford’s local vernacular, with homes designed in detailed 
brick, timber weatherboarding, low-level render and with strong 
chimney forms and slate and rosemary roof coverings. 

1.4 This submission is made further to the Inspector’s 
invitation to comment on the Green Gap Assessment August 
2019, prepared by LUC for Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council. 
We are providing some comment in general terms, but more 
specifically insofar as the report is relevant to site StL13 
(Land at Roebuck Farm) and the gap policy area between the 
settlements of Lemsford, Stanborough and Welwyn Garden City

Dwellings looking onto the new village green with natural play area.
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2. Purpose of the Green Gap Assessment 

2.1 The aim of the green gap study is understood to have 
been 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.

2.2 It is understood that the report is not intended 
to prevent development, but to inform the planning of 
development (including informing the site allocations for the 
Local Plan), and to provide guidance to minimise the impact of 
future development on gaps between settlements.

2.3 On this basis, Shortgrove Developments has considered 
the impact of its proposed village extension at Lemsford, a 
scheme devised to maintain the broad form and character 
of the village by infilling space between already developed 
land with sympathetically designed housing in a style that 
represents and respects the existing historic village. We believe 
that such development will not detract from the space between 
Lemsford and Stanborough (of which is within Shortgrove 
ownership/control) but recognise that we can facilitate 
improvements to that landscape and have commissioned 
further work accordingly. 

Masterplan vision
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3. Principle of a Green Gap Policy

3.1 LUC’s review of other authorities’ Local Plan policies 
in relation to ‘Strategic Gaps’, ‘Settlement Gaps’, ‘Meaningful 
Gaps’, ‘Green Wedges’ and ‘Green Gaps’ (Appendices 2 and 3 of 
the Green Gap Assessment) is noted. It is also noted that “none 
of the example gaps reviewed overlap with Green Belt”. 

3.2 Shortgrove questions whether a green gap policy is 
strictly necessary in Welwyn Hatfield given the designation of 
the entire Borough (outside developed areas) as Green Belt – a 
policy which is tried, tested and understood by the public and 
those who interact with it. Even if some villages are inset, the 
Green Belt would continue to be effective around them.

3.3 Notwithstanding the above, we are not opposed to the 
principle of a green gap policy provided it is used as intended, 
that is to say to inform and assist the planning of development, 
and to reduce the impact of development on adjoining green 
spaces. Perhaps such a policy should strive to do better and 
encourage the positive impacts development can bring by way 
of improvements to such spaces by reference to the aims of the 
gap policy area.

3.4 Para A2.12 (Appendix 2, p134) of the report reinforces 
the point in a way that we would urge the Council to take note 
of if making a policy:
 
“it is recommended that the Local Plan policy does not seek to 
prevent all development or development of a particular type 
or scale within the settlement gaps. Rather, Local Plan policy 
could be expressed in terms of preventing development that 
would harm the physical or perceived separation between 
the settlements. This should be judged with reference to the 
likely effects of development on the features within these 
gaps that maintain settlement separation. Similarly, individual 
development proposals should be judged by reference to their 
likely effects on these elements. As noted above, the fact that 
a potential site is located within a defined gap policy area does 
not automatically indicate that development will in principle be 
deemed unacceptable.”

3.5 There is a danger that a poorly worded policy could, over 
time, lose its purpose or become misused, at which stage it 
would simply become a repetition of Green Belt controls.
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4. Area between Welwyn Garden City, 
Stanborough & Lemsford
4.1 Ecology, Habitat and Heritage

4.1.1 The report highlights ecologically important areas in the 
gap including Local Wildlife Sites. Of particular importance to 
Shortgrove are Lemsford Mead (all of which land is within its 
control) and Lemsford Springs (which immediately adjoins).

4.1.2 It notes the presence of Biodiversity Action Plan Priority 
Habitats including an area of purple moor grass and rush 
pastures at Lemsford Mead, and that the area is within one 
of Natural England’s Habitats Network Enhancement Zones. 
The report then refers to the Herts Ecological Network data 
which indicates a diverse network of habitats including semi-
improved neutral grassland, semi-improved poor grassland, 
mixed plantation woodlands, broadleaved plantation 
woodlands, coniferous plantation woodlands, standing water 
and scrub areas. 

4.1.3 It is worth pointing out that woodland is not currently 
a significant feature in this landscape, but it could make a 
considerable contribution to the separation of settlements and 
amenity of local residents. Our knowledge of the land suggests 
that it has been poached by equestrian grazing and damaged 
by modern farming methods, and the habitat leaves much to be 
desired.

4.1.4 We believe that a correctly designed and focussed gap 
policy could be a force for good insofar as habitat creation and 
improvement can be fostered, but only if the policy is not used 
to constrain the very development that would logically be used 

to fund the required works and ongoing management. 

4.1.5 The presence of listed buildings within Lemsford are 
noted, but the topography, landscape and existing development 
is such that the majority of the gap policy area (and particularly 
StL13) gains a sense of enclosure from any potential residential 
development within the space; in reverse, the area is not highly 
visible from the historic heart of the village.

4.1.6 We would suggest that the identity of an area is not 
just defined by an arbitrary green space that separates it from 
the next settlement. Stanborough and Lemsford, to take an 
example, have entirely different architectural styles, and with 
the correct approach to design (control of, and guidance on, 
which already within the gift of the Local Planning Authority) 
their separate identities will remain intact. 

4.1.7 An improvement of the environment between the two 
by planting and habitat creation would positively contribute 
to the experience of leaving one settlement, travelling through 
a rural space, and arriving at the other, regardless of their 
physical distance becoming slightly closer by virtue of any new 
development.

4.2  Recreation

4.2.1 The report briefly mentions the public footpath between 
Lemsford and Stanborough, and outdoor sports facilities 
(associated with Lemsford Playing Field St John’s JMI School). 

4.2.2 In practice, the play area at Lemsford Village Hall 
is not adequately linked to the village - accessed along a 
narrow pavement beside a busy road - whereas a facility 
could be provided within a village extension project that is 
directly accessible to the village. Again, we urge the Council 
to recognise the recreational benefits that properly designed 
development within a gap policy area could bring.

4.2.3 Shortgrove is passionate about improving the use and 
experience of the pedestrian link between Lemsford and 
Stanborough, which we would be pleased to achieve by making 
proactive and sympathetic improvements to the landscape 
between the settlements alongside the delivery of its scheme. 

4.2.4 We are pleased to note LUC’s comment that the 
allocation of promoted sites would not affect the sense of 
separation between the villages and Welwyn Garden City, not 
least as a result of the absolute constraint of the A1(M) and Lea 
Valley. We agree that the allocation of the ‘Land at and adjacent 
to the Holding’ would potentially join the settlements and 
therefore would be harmful towards the aims of the gap policy 
area (as well as being inappropriate for a number of other 
reasons). 

4.2.5 In our view, sensitive development adjacent to the 
existing settlements could provide significant benefits to the 
gap policy area as described above.
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5. Country Park Proposal

5.1 We have had regard to para 4.9 (p123) of LUC’s report, 
which states:

“… the guidance for development within the gap areas (set out 
in the individual gap area assessments) should be followed and 
implemented for any development in these areas.”

5.2 As part of our consideration of LUC’s report, we have 
reviewed the contribution that Shortgrove could make to the 
gap policy area if StL13 was allocated for development. We 
commissioned Re-Form Landscape Architecture to produce a 
framework approach to the creation of a new country park on 
the land available to Shortgrove to the south of StL13, attached 
at Appendix B.

5.3 It would be our intention, by way of planning condition 
or planning agreement, to commit to Welwyn Hatfield Borough 
Council, local residents and the wider public to design with 
expert ecological and architectural assistance a high-quality 
amenity space to enhance the area between Lemsford and 
Stanborough. 

5.4 The land forming the country park would be designated 
for community benefit and owned, managed and maintained as 
such. This would ensure its protection to carry out the function 
of separation and prevention of inter-visibility of settlements, 
enhancing biodiversity and habitats whilst increasing public 
access to recreation space.

5.5 Through engagement with Hertfordshire & Middlesex 
Wildlife Trust and local residents, we understand that the 
fragile ecosystem of Lemsford Springs (nature reserve) 
requires protection, and whilst it makes a contribution to the 
landscape, setting and amenity of Lemsford and Stanborough, 
it could be harmed if public access was increased or 
encouraged. We acknowledge the part that carefully designed 
landscaping has to play in influencing public access.  
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6. Conclusions

6.1 Shortgrove’s view is that a Green Gap policy is not 
strictly necessary in Welwyn Hatfield, where the Green Belt is 
already, and will continue to be, effective in delivering the aims 
identified by LUC in their report. We flag concern that it would 
become a further barrier to development in areas where the 
purposes of the Green Belt are not satisfied, and sustainable 
development might be appropriate.

6.2 However, we recognise the ability of such a policy 
to create positive outcomes for ecology, habitat, heritage, 
recreation and landscape. It will be important for the Council to 
follow LUC’s advice closely on the purposes of a policy, if it is to 
be adopted.

6.3 In respect of the proposed gap policy area between 
Welwyn Garden City, Lemsford and Stanborough (which is not 
considered one of the more vulnerable gaps in the borough), 
we recognise the contribution that some of
the land makes to the separation of the settlements but we 
endorse LUC’s effective conclusion that the potential release 
of StL13 would actually have very limited harm in relation 
to coalescence. Furthermore, given the extent of our land 
ownership, we feel strongly that Shortgrove has the power 
to enhance the area with an expertly designed country park, 
dedicated for the use of the local and wider community; whilst 
being sympathetic to the specific needs of the adjacent wildlife 
habitat as this response and appendices refers. 

Shortgrove Developments Ltd. 
October 2019

Dwellings set within the landscape setting. 
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Developments Ltd





Appendix B_Country Park Framework Approach – 
Re-Form Landscape Architecture



Lemsford, Country Park at Roebuck Farm 

Introduction 
The following statement sets out a framework approach to the 
creation of a new country park on and adjacent to Roebuck 
Farm, Lemsford, Hertfordshire.  
The creation of a new Country Park would provide a suitable 
and protected defensible boundary to the village and in doing 
so meeting the aims and requirements of the LUC gap analysis, 
specifically by protecting the historic character of the two 
settlements, preventing coalescence between them,  retaining 
the rural landscape character of the strategic gap,  improving 
biodiversity, and by promoting public access and recreation.

Understanding the baseline
There are two essential component parts to the baseline – 
firstly, the planning context and the objectives of greenbelt, 
and secondly, the physical attributes of the site, in terms of 
landscape character and the natural processes at play.

In developing proposals for a country park, we would 
undertake desk study of existing reports and surveys making 
recommendations for any further studies if required.  We would 
also review any statutory or planning designations in relation to 
landscape/townscape issues that impact the site – particularly 
those emerging through the local plans process and address 
any issues and or implications that arise.

In terms of the physical attributes of the site we would 
begin by carrying out an analysis to identify these on and 
around the site – such as topography, vegetation patterns, 
ownership boundaries, valuable ecological systems, land 
drainage, environmental and physical connections, aspect 
and microclimate. Survey work will include input from other 
specialists such as ecologists, arboricuturalists, and such like. 
We note the presence of priority habitats including purple moor 
grass and rush pastures. 

We have engaged and will engage further with local interest 
groups including Hertfordshire & Middlesex Wildlife Trust

who manage Lemsford Springs. This will enable us to best 
understand site specific practicalities and how best to improve 
and protect Lemsford Mead and Lemsford Springs. 

The landscape baseline will also identify the key intrinsic 
qualities that contribute to the landscape character of the 
setting of the adjacent settlements and the rural gap between 
– this will inform the process of integrating any new features 
within this receiving landscape.

Opportunities and community requirements
Once the baseline is identified and understood we would 
then identify what opportunities existed through a two stage 
approach -  firstly, through experience we would identify 
key factors such as the PROW network and how links and 
improvements can be made,  opportunities for enhancements 
to vegetation patterns – infill where absent, augmentation 
where required and management where needed, and 
opportunities for ecological enhancements (conserving 
existing habitats and creating new, complimentary ones where 
appropriate). 

Hand in hand with the identification and understanding 
of the key environmental opportunities will be a process 
of understanding the needs and aspirations of the local 
community who will use and benefit from a new country 
park.  This will be achieved through a process of community 
engagement, with local people involved throughout the design 
process feeding in ideas and guidance.

Once the opportunities afforded by the site and the needs 
and requirements of the community are worked through, a 
landscape strategy plan can then be created – this will form the 
basis of the development of the country park.

Detailed Design and implementation
It is assumed that the park would be subject to planning 
consent, and as such, more detailed proposals would be 
prepared in order to communicate proposed character, uses, 
materiality, planting and vegetation, and management.

The implementation of these proposals could be phased, 
incrementally, as and when land becomes available and when 
the strategic gap requires enhanced protection but we will take 
guidance from the planning authority.

Management & Maintenance
The proposals would be subject to a detailed management 
plan identifying periodic work to the planting communities and 
habitat types etc. on a cyclical basis- whether that be weekly 
operations such as litter picking, or more periodic activities 
such as woodland thinning and hedge laying.

The exact structure/responsibility for management will be 
settled with the various stakeholders at the appropriate time.




