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Hunsdon Eastwick and Gilston Neighbourhood Plan Group 
https://hegnp.org.uk/ 

Planning Policy 
East Herts Council 
Wallfields 
Pegs Lane  
Hertford SG13 8EQ 

14 January 2022 
By email only 

Nikki Dawney,  Nikki.Dawney@eastherts.gov.uk  
Kevin Steptoe,  Kevin.Steptoe@eastherts.gov.uk 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Gilston Area Applications – Revised Outline Planning Application for Village 7 
East Herts Council Application Reference 3/19/2124/OUT 
 
The Hunsdon, Eastwick and Gilston Neighbourhood Plan Group (HEGNPG), on 
behalf of the Parish Councils of Hunsdon and Eastwick & Gilston, has concluded that 
the revisions to the planning application for Village 7 in the Gilston Area raise 
serious cause for concern, especially as it appears that none of our previous 
comments have been addressed and new planning policy documents (the 
award winning Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan and the NPPF (July 2021)) 
have been disregarded. As a community group widely praised for our spirit of 
collaboration in the interest of good development, we must note the applicant’s 
apparent unwillingness to consider what will make the Gilston Area a development 
known for quality and sustainability for the years to come.  
In our previous representation (17th March 2021) we stated that the application was 
not fit for determination without changes and integrations: there has been ample time 
for the applicant to address our concerns and it would appear that none of the 
suggested changes and integrations have been considered. For this reason, the 
HEGNPG and the Parish Councils maintain their strong objection to this 
application and the approach to development it represents. 

https://hegnp.org.uk/
mailto:Nikki.Dawney@eastherts.gov.uk
mailto:Kevin.Steptoe@eastherts.gov.uk
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Key Concerns of Principle 
1. Insufficient attention to policy and guidance 
The Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan (GANP) was passed at a referendum on 27th 
May 2021 and formally 'adopted' in July 2021 and now forms part of the East Herts 
Development Plan. It has since won three national awards for planning and 
landscape and has been hailed as ‘the best and possibly only way to develop in 
areas of growth’. Our Neighbourhood Plan Group was widely praised for being 
constructive and forward looking. 
The Government and DLUHC keep stressing the importance of Neighbourhood 
Planning as a key component of planning and development decision making. This is 
reflected in the revised NPPF published in July 2021 and in the recent House of 
Lords report on Housing, which also commends proper community consultation and 
supports the importance of Neighbourhood Planning all of which the applicants 
appear to be deaf to. 
 
Savills, who submitted the Village 7 second set of amendments on behalf of the 
applicant, have been well aware of the GANP throughout its preparation. They 
appeared at the Neighbourhood Plan Examination Hearing (Nov 2020) and 
participated in the discussions which led to the agreement of modifications. Savills 
have had access to the Referendum Copy of the GANP since April 2021 and would 
have been well aware of it having been to referendum and its subsequent adoption 
at the time the amendments to the application were submitted. 
Not only do the amendments make no attempt to respond to the policies of the 
GANP, the GANP is not even acknowledged in the list of relevant planning policies in 
Section 2 of the updated Housing and Infrastructure Delivery Strategy. Yet, a 
thorough review of the proposals against the GANP Policies would have provided 
valuable guidance to the applicants and potentially would have prevented many of 
the ‘non-conformities’ identified in the assessment contained in Appendix 1 of 
this letter. 
This omission displays an unacceptable disregard for statutory planning policy. It 
also undermines development as a plan-led activity with the engagement of the 
community as intended by law and by Government policy and guidance. It would set 
a terrible precedent for communities across England, should East Herts Council 
choose not to uphold Neighbourhood Planning in determining planning applications - 
particularly where the community has adopted a steadfast approach of collaboration 
and the plan has been so widely commended.  
The applicants additionally continue to be dismissive of other guidance, such as the 
Concept Framework and the HGGT Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
For these reasons, we urge the Council to require the applicant to submit an updated 
Planning Statement which addresses the requirements of Policy GA1 of the District 
Plan and compliance with the relevant policies of the GANP, including appropriate 
revisions to the Parameter Plans and Specifications as indicated in the attached 
Appendix 1. 
2. Poor collaboration with the community 
The Gilston Area has a well organised community, strongly represented by the 
HEGNPG as demonstrated by the high turn-out at the GANP referendum and the 
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eminent support for its work. The HEGNPG has been mandated by the Parish 
Councils to represent the community in matters pertaining to the development since 
its constitution in 2016. The Group has since been a key focal point for 
communication, has been part of the Gilston Steering Group within the Council and 
has been proactive on various fronts.  
It has also promoted and led the preparation of the GANP and has always been 
constructive in its engagement with the promoters of development in the area: 
offering local insights, backing up observations with evidence, contributing to the 
Concept Development Plan and being open to dialogue. 
The HEGNPG therefore has a pivotal role as an effective and credible community 
organisation which deserves to be treated and considered a key consultee. It 
should have a clear framework for better access to Council’s officers and greater 
representation in the Council’s processes, particularly at the Development 
Management Committee meetings, so that it and the Parish Councils it represents  
are enabled to represent the full community effectively and constructively, which is 
essential for a development of this scale and complexity. 
We have to note, in addition, that the applicants for Village 7 have made no efforts to 
meet the community and explain their amendments or offer a response to our 
previous extensive representation and concerns. This is a far cry from the duty to 
“fully, meaningfully and collaboratively engage with the community” as required by 
GANP Policy D1.1, the Garden City Principles of Policy GA1 and the Gilston Area 
Charter SPD. 
The current and previous developers promoting Village 7 have never effectively 
engaged with the Community; their consultation via leafleting and their open efforts 
to direct what the community responses should be are the reason for very poor 
confidence on our side and that of the community. This approach to development is 
therefore clearly contrary to policy requirements.  
 
3. Determination to develop a ‘standard housing scheme’ 
It appears that the main purpose of the amendments submitted by the applicant is to 
demonstrate that Village 7 can be approved in advance or even regardless of the 
rest of development in the Gilston Area on the grounds that it will enable the early 
delivery of housing. The Housing and Infrastructure Delivery Strategy gives great 
emphasis to early delivery and completion of Village 7 by 2030 (pg.7). On pg. 8, para 
3.6 it is stated: “there is therefore no logical reason to hold up bringing forward 
development in the Gilston Area that can be developed, unless some form of 
identifiable planning harm were to result from such early delivery. None has been 
identified.” This conclusion is breath-taking in its assumptions. It ignores the many 
representations that have been made in previous consultations by ourselves, other 
councils, landowners, statutory undertakers and national Environmental and 
Heritage organisations.   
The approach is clearly contrary to Policy GA1 and the GANP which require a 
comprehensive approach to be adopted to development in the Gilston Area.  
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But it now appears that the proposed development is being openly presented (and 
illustrated) as a suburban housing estate disjointed from the rest of the Gilston area, 
existing communities and future development: 

• The application makes no reference to the HGGT area and how V7’s early 
development will contribute to the wider aspirations of Garden Town and the 
Gilston Area as a whole. This is contrary to Policy GA1 of the District Plan. 

• There is no study of context and landscape integration as required by GANP 
Policy AG1 (see Appendix 1 for details) and no outline of the necessary 
contribution to the wider Green Infrastructure Network required by GANP Policy 
AG2 in anticipation of a Strategic Landscape Master Plan- yet to be approved. 
Despite early workshops on the Strategic Landscape Master Plan, little has 
emerged about integration of land owned by the applicants despite many 
requests from the NPG. There seems to be little appetite for coordination with the 
wider development or Garden City Principles or landscape led development of the 
Gilston area. 

• The main benefit of the development put forward in the application documents is 
the number of houses which could potentially be delivered in a District that could 
fall behind its delivery targets. This is offered as the one and only inducement for 
approval, with no mention of quality, sustainability or future well-being.  

We again challenge the assertion that no planning harm will be derived by the 
early and independent development of Village 7. Should this application be 
allowed to proceed as a stand-alone development, all efforts to provide exceptional 
quality and high standards of sustainability (including sustainable transport 
ambitions) will be futile. The potential to respond to the Climate Change Action 
declared by the Council (July 2019) and the Sustainable Hertfordshire Strategy 
(2020) will be impossible.  

• When considered in isolation, Village 7 does not provide nor adequately 
contribute to the creation of natural greenspace and a continuous network of high 
biodiversity and wildlife areas (GANP Policy AG2). 

• It does not include the variety of uses, employment and community facilities 
required to reduce the need to travel (as required by the HGGT and by the 
government decarbonisation strategies) and achieve the sustainable transport 
targets required by GANP Policy TRA1. This is confirmed by the Transport 
Assessment Addendum (pg. 6) which clearly presents a commuter estate with 90-
100% of all trips taking people off-site (local trips being limited to use of the local 
café, the primary school and community activities). 

• There is reliance on transport infrastructure to be delivered off-site and by others: 
the necessity of the widening of the Central Stort Crossing (which is in itself 
dependent on development elsewhere in the Gilston Area and an application 
which is being separately promoted) and a variety of other junction improvements 
to be delivered by Essex County Council within Harlow. 

• There is an assumption that many of the residents will walk, cycle or use the bus 
(aiming for 50/60% targets), yet cycle routes and bridge upgrades essential to the 
deliverability of the scheme have not been secured, many rely on third party 
private land with no indication of any discussions as to deliverability with those 
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landowners. This gives no confidence that the policy requirements will be met and 
proposals will not result in an extensive car-dominated housing estate. 

• As a stand-alone development, it seems unlikely that the proposed bus routes 
and Sustainable Transport Hubs will ever be viable or even an attractive 
alternative to car use. 

• Village 7 is entirely dependent on other development in the Gilston Area for a 
variety of social infrastructure. There are no available facilities within walking or 
cycling distance for: healthcare, secondary and vocational education, public 
leisure centre/ gym or outdoor sports (other than provision for community football 
pitches). 

• Social and green infrastructure - including essential water management and noise 
attenuation (Table 3, pg. 3 of Housing and Infrastructure Delivery Strategy) - is 
dependent on a community organisation which has not yet been identified. The 
viability of the Football Hub is dependent on the identification of a commercial 
operator or club for its operation.  

This is not the vision which underpins the District Plan and the Gilston Area 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
This application as a stand-alone development puts the future of Village 7 and the 
sustainable development of the Gilston Area as a whole in serious jeopardy. It 
leaves essential matters unresolved and paves the way for conventional 
unsustainable development, creating a legacy of additional costs and challenges and 
leaving existing and future communities vulnerable. The achievement of the 
Council’s carbon targets will be made more difficult and development elsewhere will 
need to compensate for the opportunities lost here. 
Even when considered as part of the GA project, the timing of the proposed 
development is completely out of step with transport and social infrastructure 
provision. Even in the most optimistic scenario, Village 7, if approved now, will be an 
unsustainable standalone commuter suburb for the next 10-15 years. It will then be 
impossible to retrofit it into the Garden Town Vision and aspirations. Consenting the 
creation of a separate estate is clearly poor planning, driven by numbers rather than 
quality and sustainability: it is contrary to everything that was said at Examination for 
a carefully planned Garden Town project of the utmost quality.    

Other Concerns  
Inaccurate information 
It appears the submission was prepared in the summer but not validated until 25th 
November. The covering letter and revised Development Specification are both 
dated 9th August 2021 and the Open Space, Landscape and Public Realm Strategy 
Assessment is dated December 2020 which pre-dates the last amendments and 
round of consultation. As a result, we would question whether the information 
provided is up to date.  
There are inconsistencies in the Housing Delivery Strategy which was updated in 
August 2021. The indicative milestones set out in para 3.8 do not accord with the 
milestones set out in para 7.1 which have not been updated and still suggest a start 
on site in January 2022. The document needs to be revised as the information 
presented is inaccurate and misleading. 
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No reference has been made to the revised NPPF (July 2021) and how the 
proposals respond to its requirements. The NPPF (2019) is still used for reference, 
which is obviously inappropriate and again needs to be updated.  
Lack of clarity about the changes made and their impact 
The covering letter states that changes are mainly in response to comments from 
East Herts Strategic Masterplanning and Urban Design Officers and Hertfordshire 
Landscape Officer but no specific information is provided of actual changes within 
the Parameter Plans. 

• The Design and Access Statement Addendum only relates to the Greenway and 
impact of the bund on Brickhouse Cottages. It concludes by stating that this can 
be dealt with at the detailed design stage. This provides us with no confidence 
that the impacts can be appropriately mitigated. It fails to assess the impact of the 
acoustic bund on homes and natural  open space south of the A414.  

• There is no justification for the omission of the temporary education provision 
which was to be by occupation of 100 houses, and how needs are to be met prior 
to occupation of 250th dwelling - or by 500th as indicated in section 7 of the HIDS 
. There is no identification of potential secondary schools which could be 
expanded to receive students from the development.   

• The revised Drainage Strategy and Flood Risk Assessment appear to have been 
commissioned in response to comments from the Environment Agency. However 
other comments from the EA relating to biodiversity- buffer zones and 
requirement for net biodiversity gain do not appear to have been addressed. 

• The impact of the changes to surface drainage on Scheduled Ancient Monuments 
such as the Fishponds and Hunsdon Brook has not been addressed (Historic 
England letter 24th December 2021). 

• The only other design reference is to an amendment to the height of development 
along the northern boundary from 2- 3 storeys, but this is referred to as a 
typographical error on the Parameter Plan and not an amendment to masterplan. 

• There is no reference to the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town Sustainability 
Guidance & Checklist (March 2021) and whether any amendments have been 
made in response.  

No apparent changes in response to our previous concerns 
In January 2021, the HEGNPG expressed a number of concerns and proposed a 
constructive and practical way forward. This was a way for the developer to 
positively engage with the community and respond with a proposal that would be 
more appropriate to the local context. The applicant has made no attempt to discuss 
these concerns with us and appears to have totally ignored our previous comments 
without any justification. The schedule of changes provided at our request by the 
applicant merely serves to confirm the very limited nature of the amendments which 
have been made to the application and their failure to address the concerns raised 
by ourselves, other key stakeholders and the community. 
We attach our March 2021 representation as Appendix 2 to this letter and 
restate the concerns set out in that submission in full. We believe that the 
unwillingness of the applicant to address local issues is sufficient cause for 
rejection of the application.  
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Our previously identified concerns relate to:  

• Standalone application contrary to the principles of comprehensive development.  

• The proposals for infrastructure provision are vague and ambiguous with a lack of 
commitment to delivery.  

• Unclear provisions for stewardship and transfer of assets to the community. 

• Main access junction: lack of comprehensive assessment of the multiple new 
junctions on the A414 and / or impact of effective single point of access in case of 
stand-alone development.    

• Transport dependency of V7 for offsite infrastructure. 

• Traffic through the village centre. 

• Green Infrastructure Network and Adequate Separation between Villages. 

• Sensitive Development Areas and Sites especially on Hunsdon House and St 
Dunstan’s Church. 

• Design, Heights and Built Form. 

• Football Hub.  

• Provision for Gypsies and Travellers.  

• Biodiversity Net Gain. 

Conclusion 
The HEGNPG remains of the view that the application still departs from policy 
objectives and the vision for the Gilston Area in too many aspects to be 
considered acceptable. The reluctance of the applicants to address recently 
adopted planning policy points to conventional and unsustainable development, 
driven solely by housing numbers and early profit lines and not by quality, values and 
responsibility. A failure to get this right now will jeopardise delivery of the vision for 
the Gilston Area and Garden City principles. Our assessment of the lack of 
compliance with several of the policy requirements of the DP and GANP are set out 
in the Appendices, which are to be considered an integral part of our representation.   
We regret that this application still cannot be supported. Our community remain 
ready to continue to engage with all parties to see development in the Gilston Area 
emerge as an exceptional development of quality in accordance with the vision and 
objectives in the District Plan and Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Yours faithfully 
 
D A Bickmore, Chairman  
CC Cllr Linda Haysey, EHC Leader 
 Cllr Eric Buckmaster EHC and HCC 
 
 
Enc.  Table of assessment against the GANP policies 

HEGNPG representation already made 17th March 2021 



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 A1 – pg. 1 
 

POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
1. Accommodating Growth   (Standalone application) 

AG1 Promoting Sustainable 
Development 

A general policy which supplements Policy 
GA1 to ensure future development is 
comprehensively planned as a single 
allocation, landscape-led and informed by 
local character and distinctiveness.  

Non-conformity. The application for 
development at Village 7 fails to demonstrate 
how the proposals are an integral and integrated 
part of a comprehensive development which also 
takes into positive consideration the setting of 
Hunsdon (including St Dunstan's and Hunsdon 
House), Eastwick and potential future villages (V6 
in particular) (AG1.1.i,  AG1.1.ii. and AG1.1.iii) 
The design approach has been clearly that of 
ring-fencing the V7 boundary and working in 
isolation.  No reference is made to the identity of 
V7 in respect to other villages (AG1.3) and no 
integrated approach is proposed for the phasing 
of comprehensive infrastructure needs of the 
area and the creation of an integrated network of 
green spaces (AG1.4). The delivery of V7 as a 
standalone development is still dependent on 
works outside the OPA boundary- widened CSC 
and a walking and cycling commuter route. No 
clarity about how these will be secured without 
wider development. 

  



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 A1 – pg. 2 
 

POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
AG2 Creating a Connected Green 

Infrastructure Network 
Seeks to promote the creation of a 
continuous network of natural 
greenspaces and to protect the water 
environment in the Gilston Area. 

Non conformity. The application identifies green 
buffers and green infrastructure within its 
boundaries, but fails to identify how these ensure 
the integrity of the landscape setting and 
contribute to the creation of a comprehensive 
Green Infrastructure Network (AG2.2). Moreover, 
Parameter Plan PP3, which identifies a Strategic 
Green Corridor also indicates that this definition 
includes allotments, formal sport pitches, and 
ancillary structures: the application fails therefore 
to identify correctly the Green Infrastructure 
Network, which is composed of Natural 
Greenspace.  It is also unclear how the 
development enhances and, where possible, 
extends existing wildlife sites and woodland at an 
early stage of the design process (AG2.1.ii and 
AG2.1.iii). The landscape proposals are 
illustrative and insufficiently developed to give 
confidence that the proposed landscape structure 
in PP2 and PP3 which have been submitted for 
approval satisfies the requirements of 
connectivity, integration and Natural Greenspace 
placed by Policy AG2. 

  



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 A1 – pg. 3 
 

POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
AG3 Protecting and Enhancing the 

Countryside Setting of New and 
Existing Villages  

Identifies the measures required to 
mitigate the urbanising effect of 
development and protect the countryside 
setting of villages (existing and new) in 
order to retain the character of the area. 

Non-conformity. The proposed development at 
V7 makes no effort to respond to Policy AG3. It 
has no clear approach to the protection or 
enhancement of the countryside setting of the 
development. It does not maintain the open land 
outside the village boundary (PP3) as Natural 
Green Space (AG3.1.iii), does not integrate paths 
and bridleways (PP4) as required in AG3.1.v and 
locates a very urban Football Hub (with artificial 
pitches, floodlighting, large car park, buildings, 
etc) towards the open countryside and within the 
setting of Grade 1 Listed Hunsdon House without 
any detailed assessment of the impact on the 
countryside and heritage setting (AG3.2). 
No assessment is made of the visual 
encroachment and noise impact created by the 
development and proposed noise barriers on the 
tranquillity of the Stort Valley (AG3.3).  

AG4 Maintaining the Individuality and 
Separation of all Villages 

Aims to ensure that the open space 
separating new and existing villages is 
meaningful and designed to emphasise 
the individuality of each settlement within 
a cohesive whole. 

Non-conformity. The village buffers identified in 
PP2 are not assessed and justified to prove that 
a landscape-led approach has been adopted to 
define the boundaries of the areas to be built and 
that the separation is meaningful (AG4.1.i). Also 
in PP3, the separation is described natural and 
semi-natural open space but excluded from the 
Strategic Green Corridor contrary to what is 
required by AG4.1.ii. It is not clear whether these 
buffers and separation are of sufficient width, as 
required by AG4.4. 

AG5 Respecting Areas of Local 
Significance 

Seeks to respect the integrity of the setting 
of existing settlements, heritage assets 
and landscape features of the area by 
identifying Local Green Spaces, 
community identity and locally cherished 
views.  

More details required. The V7 proposals make 
no reference and fail to explore the impacts on 
Cherished Views D, E, K, L and long-distance 
view C. This is a requirement of VMPs (Policy 
AG5.4) 



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 A1 – pg. 4 
 

POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
AG6 Creating New Garden Villages 

with a Distinctive and Locally 
Inspired Character 

Seeks to promote new villages with a 
distinctive character, appropriate to 
context and inspired by the typical 
characteristics of Hertfordshire 
settlements. The design of each village 
should draw from the appreciation of the 
existing landscape, topography, local 
village form and heritage assets and 
should aim to achieve the best possible 
balance between landscape, height and 
density. 

Non-conformity. The V7 proposals make no 
reference to Policy AG6 nor to locally inspired 
character. PP6 includes taller buildings along the 
main spine and at the edges of the villages, in 
contrast with the specific requirement for no 
visually prominent buildings at the edges made 
by AG6.2.ii  The applicants propose in alternative 
a Strategic Design Guide with generic principles, 
which do not incorporate or respond to the 
requirements of this Policy. 

AG7 Creating New Countryside Parks 
at Hunsdon Airfield and Eastwick 
Woodlands 

Establishes the Airfield and Eastwick 
Woodlands as a combined area of 
significant natural greenspace which can 
provide substantial benefits to new and 
existing communities, making a positive 
contribution to the natural environment 
and the countryside setting of the villages. 

Non-conformity. PP3 and PP4 ignore the 
landscape continuity and footpath/ bridleway 
connections from V7 to the proposed countryside 
parks. 

AG8 Minimising the Impact of Traffic 
and New Transport Infrastructure 
on Existing Communities 

Seeks to ensure that new transport 
infrastructure is planned and delivered in a 
way which minimises adverse impacts on 
existing communities in terms of safety, 
noise, pollution and local character. The 
interrelationship with the A414 and with 
east-west strategic movement will also 
need to carefully address any severance 
issue and be considered in the context of 
the Garden Town’s sustainable mobility 
strategy.  

More details required. The proposals for V7 
alter significantly the access from Hunsdon 
towards Harlow, as Church Lane is realigned to 
go through the core of V7. The TA submitted with 
the application does not satisfy the requirements 
of AG8.1 which includes demonstration that 
impacts are minimised. This should include 
delays to access the A414 from Hunsdon, 
additional traffic generated by the development 
on Church Lane (AG8.1.vii) and potential safety 
implications on the narrower part of Church Lane 
north of St Dunstan's Church.  

  



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
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POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
AG9 Phasing of Infrastructure Delivery Places great importance on making sure 

that infrastructure provision is phased to 
provide adequate capacity to meet the 
comprehensive needs of new and existing 
communities.  

Non-conformity. The application for 
development at Village 7 fails to demonstrate 
how infrastructure will be delivered to meet the 
cumulative needs of existing and new 
communities: 
 - Standalone development at V7 still relies on 
essential transport and social infrastructure 
provided elsewhere on a timescale independent 
of the needs generated by V7. 
- Cycling and pedestrian connectivity to essential 
destinations (stations, Harlow town centre, etc) 
are not secured. 
- Primary healthcare facilities cannot be provided 
within reasonable distance. 
- The first 500 families will have no access to 
primary school places and secondary places will 
not be funded until 1,000 families have moved to 
the area, and may never be provided within 
reasonable distance.  

2. Delivering Quality Places     
LA1 Landscape within the New Village 

Boundaries 
Aims to ensure that the overall landscape-
led approach  in a countryside setting will 
be reflected within the villages 
themselves, which should draw inspiration 
from the landscape within existing 
settlements in the Gilston Area and 
elsewhere in Hertfordshire. 

Risk of pre-empting Village Masterplan. Whilst 
this policy relates to the VMPs it is necessary to 
ensure the principles in the approved Parameter 
Plans are acceptable. This is a matter for the 
VMP- need to ensure these matters are 
conditioned and not fixed as part of the OPA 

  



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
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POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
BU1 Housing and Residential 

Neighbourhoods 
Aims to provide direction for the 
preparation of Village Masterplans and the 
design of each village to encourage 
community life and minimise travel for 
shopping, leisure, education and other 
activities.  

Risk of pre-empting Village Masterplan. The 
policy requires that height and density respond to 
the creation of character areas appropriate to 
create village character. PP5 (Land Use) and 
PP6 (Heights) will potentially fix important 
elements of character without a clear definition of 
character areas. This is a matter for the VMP- 
need to ensure these matters are conditioned 
and not fixed as part of the OPA.  

BU2 Village Cores / Centres Focuses on the creation of mixed-use 
village centres offering a range of services 
and community facilities, critical to the 
promotion of sustainable development and 
village identity. 

Risk of pre-empting Village Masterplan. The 
policy requires that the village centre provides a 
clear identity and a mix of uses. PP5 (Land Use) 
and PP6 (Heights) will potentially fix important 
elements of the centre without a clear definition of 
its character or identity. This is a matter for the 
VMP- need to ensure these matters are 
conditioned and not fixed as part of the OPA 

BU3 Employment Areas Supports the provision of employment 
space , as long as employment uses are 
designed and integrated in a way that 
makes a contribution to the character and 
life of the villages.  

Risk of pre-empting Village Masterplan. The 
policy encourages the location of employment 
areas as part of the village centre to provide a 
clear identity and a mix of uses. PP5 (Land Use) 
identifies the employment area 'at the back' of the 
centre rather than integral to it. This will reduce 
the potential for a varied and well integrated 
employment space that contributes to the life of 
the village. It appears a provision ready to be 
'designed out' at more detailed stages. This is a 
matter for the VMP- need to ensure these matters 
are conditioned and not fixed as part of the OPA 

  



 Appendix 1 – Assessment of the proposals in light of the Gilston Area Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 A1 – pg. 7 
 

POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
BU4 Village Streets and Lanes Identifies village streets and lanes  as 

essential elements of villages character 
and the public realm. Their treatment 
should include features typical of villages: 
big trees, hedgerows, mixed shrubs and 
verges with a clearly defined relationship 
with adjoining buildings and open views 
onto the landscape where possible  

Risk of pre-empting Village Masterplan. The 
V7 proposals include a Strategic Design Guide 
with generic principles for streets and lanes within 
the development, which do not incorporate or 
respond to the requirements of this Policy. This is 
a matter for the VMP- need to ensure these 
matters are conditioned and not fixed as part of 
the OPA 

H1 Celebrating Existing Heritage 
Assets  

Requires that heritage assets, an 
irreplaceable resource intrinsic to the 
character of the Gilston Area, should be 
protected and, where possible, enhanced 
to retain significance in the life of the 
future communities and guide the design 
of the new villages.  

Non-conformity. The proposals for V7 do 
include a specific assessment of their impact on 
the heritage of the area, particularly on the setting 
of St Dunston's Church, Hunsdon House (both 
Grade 1 Listed) and on the Fishponds (H1.1). 
Historic England considers that the harm to the 
archaeology caused by water discharge / SuDS 
on the Fishponds will be very significant. The 
development of the Football Hub at the proposed 
location is contrary to the requirement to provide 
open space in this location order to preserve the 
setting and key views of heritage assets (H1.2.iii). 
No real options have been provided to justify the 
football development and no effort is made for 
adequate mitigation of impacts (change of 
setting, lighting, noise, etc). Opportunities to 
increase public appreciation and enhancement of 
historic setting (H1.3.i) have not been addressed.  
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POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
C1 Community Facility Provision Requires development of strong and 

sustainable communities through the 
provision, in close proximity to home, of 
necessary community facilities which will 
meet the needs of new and existing 
residents over the lifetime of the 
development. 

Non-conformity. The application  fails to 
demonstrate how community facilities will be 
located to provide easy and convenient access 
by walking, cycling and public transport (C1.1.ii) 
in event of standalone development at V7:  
- There will be inadequate community sport 
facilities within the village (only a football hub for 
formal play). No justification for this facility at the 
exclusion of a more rounded provision is made. 
- There will be no primary healthcare facilities 
within reasonable distance or accessible by 
sustainable modes. 
- The first 500 families will have no convenient 
access to primary school places.  
- Secondary places may never be provided within 
reach of sustainable travel modes.  
No specific provision is made for the long-term 
stewardship of the proposed community hall, 
football club and playgrounds. 

EX1 Existing Settlements Aims to ensure the impacts on existing 
settlements created by the scale of the 
proposed development are mitigated and 
existing settlements may benefit in terms 
of access to improved infrastructure and 
facilities 

Non-conformity. The application for V7 makes 
no provision for mitigation and long-term 
protection of the character of the existing streets 
and lanes such as Church Lane (north of the 
site), which will potentially require a significant 
change in character to improve safety as a result 
of the proposals. 
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POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
TRA1 Sustainable Mobility Requires development in the Gilston Area 

to make an essential contribution to 
sustainable transport choices advocated 
for the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 
through provision of a comprehensive 
sustainable mobility strategy and design 
choices for the new villages and the 
existing communities. 

Non-conformity. The application for V7 fails to 
demonstrate how it will, as a standalone 
development, achieve the sustainable mobility 
targets of the Gilston and Harlow Garden Town 
(TRA1.1) and reduce overall need to travel, as it 
does not include  variety of uses, employment 
and community facilities and (in the TA submitted 
with the application) predicts that 90-100% of all 
trips will take people off-site.  The application fails 
to demonstrate how these medium-long distance 
trips will be natural candidates for active travel, 
when no off-site cycle or pedestrian link are 
delivered, or for public transport use in absence 
of the Central Crossing and of the scale of 
passengers required to make public transport 
viable.  However, a standalone development 
would still be dependent on works outside the 
OPA boundary- widened CSC and a walking and 
cycling commuter route. No clarity about how 
these will be secured without wider development. 

TRA2 Access to the Countryside  Seeks to ensure that new development 
delivers an extended network of footpaths, 
rights of way, cycleways and bridleways 
which will link existing and new villages to 
each other and the wider countryside. 

Non-conformity. The application for V7 fails to 
identify in PP4 and through the development 
specifications a comprehensive plan for a safe 
network of footpaths, cycleways and bridleways.  

3. Implementation and Delivery     
D1 Establishing a Partnership with the 

Community 
Aims to put community engagement at the 
heart of delivering growth in the Gilston 
Area in accordance with Garden City 
Principles. Accordingly, the community 
must be fully engaged at each stage of the 
planning and development and in future 
governance arrangements. 

Non-conformity. No meaningful interaction with 
the developers has taken place, with no 
interaction at all since the site has changed 
ownership. The community's previously 
submitted representations and requests for 
details or small alterations have been ignored.  
No meaningful engagement has taken place for 
the development of V7. 
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POLICY No. TITLE MAIN OBJECTIVE Village 7 (V7) 
D1 Community Ownership and 

Stewardship 
Establishes criteria for future governance 
and stewardship of greenspaces and 
community assets so that arrangements 
are in place in a timely manner and in the 
interest of the whole community, including 
the existing one. It also requires a clear 
understanding of how future assets will be 
managed in perpetuity and identification of 
appropriate sustainable funding. 

Non-conformity. No meaningful discussion with 
the developers has taken place on future 
stewardship and governance. No details have 
been included with the planning application. 
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Ref: 3_19_2124_OUT-
98Z_HUNSDON__EASTWICK_AND_GILSTON_NEIGHBOURHOOD_PLAN_GROUP-17.03.2021-
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