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Dear  
 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (Section 62A Applications) 
 
Application Number: S62A/2026/0159 

 

Location of Works: Maple House, Nos 8-16 (even) & 30-32 High Street and nos 1-7 

Princes Parade, EN6 5BA 

 

Description: Partial demolition of existing buildings (with retention of existing two-storey 

car park and substation) and redevelopment of the site to provide a mixed-use 

development comprising residential apartments (class C3) and flexible commercial 

floorspace (class E) across 4 blocks and associated internal roads, parking, drainage, 

landscaping, amenity space and associated works. 

 
This letter contains the Council’s response to the applicant’s ‘Response to 

Consultation Comments’ letter, dated 30 September 2026. Thank you for allowing us 

the opportunity to comment.  

I refer to the applicant’s document titled ‘Consultee response table’, which was 

appended with their above letter. I seek to address the applicant response to the 

comments of Hertsmere Borough Council, including the role of the heritage 

assessment in the planning balance; the comments of our Principal Urban Design 

Officer; and the applicant’s view on whether various requested planning obligations 

meet the CIL tests.  

Principle of Development 

The applicant refers to the status of the Council’s emerging local plan and the weight 

that can be afforded to it. I can advise that at the Full Council meeting of 7th October 



2026, the Council voted to publish the Regulation 19 Local Plan for a 6-week period 

of consultation starting from 8th October 2026, and to submit that plan and its key 

supporting documents, on the basis that it is legally sound and legally compliant, to 

the Planning Inspectorate on or before 31st December 2026.  

Whilst the Council would not suggest that the plan is at an ‘advanced stage’ for the 

purposes of NPPF policy DM4, the plan has progressed since the submission of this 

S62A application. Therefore, the Council would suggest that the plan is capable of 

carrying more than very limited weight as a material consideration. An extract of the 

site’s draft allocation is provided at Appendix A of this letter. It is worth drawing 

attention to the emphasis on a comprehensively delivered development, with the 

extant consent fully integrated into the rest of the site. Furthermore, the requirement 

for the development to be design-led with new and improved public realm and open 

space, and with at least 20% affordable housing in line with emerging policy HE3. 

Development of the site is expected to enable transformative public realm 

enhancements, with the opportunity to support the comprehensive regeneration of 

Potter Bar High Street District Centre.  

Weight afforded to the provision of housing 

It is for the decision maker to decide what weight is to be afforded to the harms and 

benefits of the scheme. Even if the inspector is minded to agree with the applicant 

that the provision of market homes should carry substantial weight, the Council’s 

view is that the harms to the character and appearance of the area, including the 

wider townscape, also carries substantial weight.  

Urban Design Comments 

Brief comments are made below in response to the applicant’s rebuttal.  

The applicant suggests that the Design Review Panel supported the provision of a 

spine road along the western boundary of the site, with reference to paragraph 3.5 of 

the DRP report. The Council suggests that this is taken out of context. The panel 

suggested that any route along the western boundary should be high quality, not car 

dominated, and should reduce conflict between pedestrians and vehicles. The Urban 

Design Officer’s comments are that whilst the principle of the spine road in this 

location is acceptable, the quality of the route fails to achieve this.  

With regards to the landscaped space between blocks A, B, and Canada Life Place, 

the applicant suggests that this will be only semi-private because it will not be gated 

to prevent public access. However, if public access is permitted across this space for 

permeability through to/from Mutton Lane, it is unclear how this will be 

communicated to the public in the absence of intentional design to draw footfall in 

this direction. It is unclear from the Movement and Access diagram in the Design and 



Access Statement whether this space is for public or private access as there is no 

dashed blue line provided within the associated key:  

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Council maintains its view that the public square off High Street is a terminating 
space and that onwards pedestrian movement is not actively encouraged. The east-
west service road, whilst only temporarily used for service and maintenance access, 
is nonetheless set out as a road with pedestrians segregated to the northern side of 
the route where the road is most infrastructure-dominated. By this, the Council refers 
to the route being lined by the retained sub-station, the side elevation of the retained 
car park, and the retained access ramp and its associated hard boundaries such as 
fall protection (1, 2, and 3 respectively below). Onwards travel to the north also then 
requires crossing the ramp entrance (4): 
 



The above provides some illustration for the Urban Designer’s view that the scheme 
fails to comply with NPPF policy TR4.  
 
The applicant also suggests that the access gate to the semi-private area between 
blocks  D and E will not be locked, and that it is instead intended to indicate to the 
public that they are entering a semi-private area. This is also unclear and does not 
align with the above extract of the Movement and Access diagram, which suggests 
that this route is ‘residents only’. If this landscaped route is not available for public 
use, pedestrians have no other option than to walk along the service access road on 
the route illustrated by the red arrow above.  
 
The applicant states that the area to the rear of Block D will be overlooked by the 
upper residential floors and that it would be secure from the public due to the access 
gate at High Street.  As shown on the extract of the General Arrangement Ground 
Floor Plan below, this space appears to be accessible from the north unless this 
area will be made inaccessible by other boundary treatment. Due to the width of the 
space between the rear of Block A and the retained car park, there would be no 
meaningful overlooking from the upper residential floors as the angle of view would 
be too steep. The perception of this space as unwelcoming with dead-end conditions 
would not encourage use of the cycle stores and by extension, active travel.  
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In terms of Block A, Officers have been clear that the principle of a tall building is 
acceptable but that the design of the building is critical. The applicant suggests that 
Block A is a townscape marker, but the Council’s questions what the building is 
marking and how this potential landmark building is contributing positively to the 
skyline. The building does not mark an important area of the site nor does it welcome 
people into the site from Mutton Lane. It is bounded by highway infrastructure and 
semi-private space. The proposed brick detailing is timid and would not read in 
longer range views. The top of the building similarly lacks an appropriate crown and 
the type of detailing shown will be lost in views from ground level.  
 
Further with regards to design detailing, the architectural response to the 1930s 
Princes Parade to be replaced by Block D is very limited. Some balcony set-backs 
have been incorporated with limited height reductions. The resulting design is a 
weak response to the 1930s form, which is a missed opportunity where the scheme 
is otherwise taking inspiration from Potters Bar as an inter-war settlement with art 
deco influences.  
 
Community Infrastructure Levy and Planning Obligations 
 
In their response letter dated 30 September 2026, the applicant sets out various 
planning obligations sought and their view on whether these meet the CIL tests. The 
Council wishes to point out that obligations sought from Hertfordshire County Council 
in relation to highways, education, and waste infrastructure are typical of 
developments of this scale in the borough, and the Council has agreed numerous 
s.106 agreements with other applicants to secure these obligations. They are 
required mitigations to infrastructure to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms. It is noted that Hertfordshire County Council have provided their own 
justifications as to how their obligations meet the CIL tests and the Council would 
refer the Inspector to these.  
 



It is also worth noting that the below which forms part of the site’s draft allocation in 
the Regulation 19 Local Plan:  
 
The delivery of the site allocation will enable transformative public realm  
enhancements to improve connections throughout the wider town centre area. This  
provides an opportunity to support the comprehensive regeneration of Potters Bar  
High Street District Centre. The potential improvements that could be enabled and  
delivered through the comprehensive redevelopment of the site are set out as part  
of the Vision for Potters Bar.  These will be funded through a combination of  
developer contributions (inclusive of CIL) and other sources of funding secured in  
support of Potters Bar’s regeneration. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The Council thanks the Inspector for the opportunity to submit the above comments 
and would be happy to answer any related questions at the upcoming Hearing.  
  



Appendix A: Extract from the Hertsmere Regulation 19 Local Plan 2026 

 
 



 



 
 
 



 
 
 



 




