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Chapter 4 – Green Belt and Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 1 

 

GBR1 Green Belt.  I have already set out in matters and issues for part 1 that a 

Neighbourhood Plan cannot alter the boundary of the Green Belt.  Criterion II 

will therefore need to be changed to be sound. 

 

 

1. Criterion II – it is proposed that criterion II is amended as follows: 

 

II The villages of Hertford Heath, Stanstead Abbotts & St Margarets, and 

Watton-at-Stone will be encouraged to consider whether it is appropriate to 

amend their Green Belt boundary through the formulation of a 

Neighbourhood Plan to accommodate additional development especially 

where it contributes to wider sustainability objectives and the delivery of 

community benefits. accommodating development in their Neighbourhood 

Plans, especially where it contributes to wider sustainability objectives and 

the delivery of community benefits.  Where such proposals would involve 

changes to Green Belt boundaries, the District Council will consider making 

these amendments in the next review of the District Plan for delivery in the 

period to 2033. 

 

Question 2 

 

GBR2 has not been positively prepared and the wording is not consistent with 

the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  It appears to incorrectly 

apply Green Belt considerations of ‘inappropriate development’ and 

‘exceptions’, and provides unjustified limitations on development, such as 

criterion I, (e) – not materially larger.  What is the justification for ‘the rural area 

beyond the green belt’ designation when settlement boundaries are defined? 

The policy should be reworded to be sound and conform to national guidance.  

It should not be phrased in a way that would prevent sustainable development 

coming forward. 

 

 

1. Green Belt in East Herts covers approximately one-third of the District. The 

remaining two-thirds of the District are located in the ‘Rural Area Beyond the 

Green Belt’. This Rural Area is highly valued by the district’s residents and 

visitors alike, particularly for its open and largely undeveloped nature. As such it 

forms an important part of the character of the District. It is a considerable and 
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significant countryside resource, which Policy GBR2 seeks to maintain by 

concentrating development within existing urban areas. The general approach 

contained within Policy GBR2 has formed a fundamental part of the planning 

policy framework for the District for over thirty years. In effect Policy GBR2 acts 

as the ‘countryside’ policy for East Herts, and given its success in directing 

development to sustainable locations in the rural area, the Council considers it 

important that this approach is maintained within the District Plan.  

 

2. However, it is proposed that Policy GBR2 is reworded as follows to ensure that it 

is positively prepared and consistent with the NPPF: 

 

Policy GBR2 Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt 

 

I.  Within the Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt, as defined on the 

Policies Map, the construction of new buildings will be considered 

inappropriate. Exceptions to this include: the following types of 

development will be considered appropriate: 

 

(a) buildings for agriculture and forestry; 

 

(b) the provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor 

recreation, including equine development in accordance with 

CFLR6 (Equine Development),  and for cemeteries; 

 

(c) new employment generating uses where they are appropriately 

and sustainably located, in accordance with Policy ED2 (Rural 

Economy); 

 

(d) extensions and alterations to buildings, dwellings, residential 

outbuildings or extensions to existing outbuildings, and works 

within residential curtilages provided that development does not 

result in an unacceptable impact on the rural character and 

appearance of the site and its surroundings; 

 

(ed)  the replacement, extension or alteration of a building, provided 

the new building is in the same use and not materially larger 

than the one it replaces provided the size, scale, mass, form, 

siting, design and materials of construction are appropriate to 

the character, appearance and setting of the existing building 

and/or the surrounding area; 

 

(fe)  limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of 

previously developed sites (brownfield land) in sustainable 

locations, whether redundant or in continuing use (excluding 
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temporary buildings), which would not have a greater impact 

than the existing development on the rural character and 

appearance of the site and its surroundings; 

 

(gf)  rural exception housing in accordance with Policy HOU4 (Rural 

Exception Affordable Housing Sites); 

 

(hg) the provision of accommodation for Gypsies and Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeople in accordance with Policy HOU9 

(Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople); 

 

(ih)  development identified in an adopted Neighbourhood Plan.; 

 

(i) mineral extraction; 

 

  (j) engineering operations; 

 

 (k) local transport infrastructure. 

 

II.  Certain other forms of development are also not inappropriate in the 

Rural Area Beyond Green Belt. These are: 

(a)  mineral extraction; 

(b)  engineering operations; 

(c)  local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a 

requirement for a location in the Rural Area Beyond the Green 

Belt; 

(d)  the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of 

permanent and substantial construction in accordance with 

Policy ED2 (Rural Economy); and 

(e)  development brought forward under a Community Right to Build 

Order in accordance with Policy DPS6 (Neighbourhood 

Planning). 

 

Chapter 14 – Housing 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 3 

 

HOU8 self-build housing – Criterion I, would the 200 unit site threshold and 5% 

proportion of dwelling plots for sale to self–builders be justified and 

appropriate? How would this apply to developments for flats? 
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1. Criterion I – since submission of the District Plan the Council has been updating 

its self-build register. The register provides valuable information on need for self-

build and custom housing in East Herts and forms a key part of the Council’s 

evidence base of demand for this type of housing.  

 

2. Current numbers, however, do not suggest that the demand for self-build plots in 

East Herts will be high enough to justify the criteria currently set out in Policy 

HOU8. Previously, without having applied any qualifying criteria, there were fewer 

than 100 people on the register. The Council is now seeking to update the 

register by applying criteria in accordance with the relevant legislation, including a 

request for evidence that interested parties have sufficient financial resources to 

undertake such a project. As a result of this work, it is highly likely that the 

number of people on the register will reduce. Nonetheless the Council is 

committed to supporting people wishing to build their own homes and as such 

considers that a small requirement is justified. If there is no take up of the plots, 

the policy already includes a criterion (criterion IV) which sets out that where plots 

have been made available and marketed for at least 12 months and have not 

sold out, then the plots can be built out by the developer. 

 

3. It is therefore proposed that criterion I is amended as follows: 

 

I. To support prospective self-builders, on sites of more than 200 dwellings, 

developers will be expected to supply 5% at least 1% of dwelling plots for 

sale to self-builders, having regard to the need identified on the Council’s 

Self-Build and Custom Build Register. 

 

4. It is acknowledged that a proportion of residential development coming forward is 

likely to be flatted schemes, where serviced plots may not be possible. In this 

instance, the Council will encourage the provision of ‘complete shell’ or ‘self-

finish’ units where the purchaser can then define internal layouts, finishes and 

fixings as well as any exterior landscaping for flats with private gardens. 

 

 

Question 4 

 

HOU9 Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople – Criterion I, would 

the additional pitches and plots shown in the table attached to the policy be in 

the right place to meet the needs of the travelling community? 

 

 

1. As discussed in the Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople Topic 

Paper (TPA/007), the accommodation needs of travelling communities have been 

assessed and locations to meet identified needs have been allocated in the 
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Strategy.  These locations are considered to meet the needs of the travelling 

community, for the reasons set out below. 

 

2. In the case of Gypsies and Travellers, the needs emanating from the authorised 

site at The Stables, Bayfordbury, would be met via the expansion of the existing 

site curtilage.  The Council has been in regular dialogue with the site owner1 and 

the Plan’s position is supported by a ‘Call for Sites’ submission to extend the site.  

The site boundary for this allocation is identified on the Policies Map (Sheet C). 

 

3. For the other authorised Gypsy and Traveller sites in the district, no further 

accommodation need has been identified, beyond that for which the Council has 

granted planning permission in recent years. 

 

4. Other pitch provision in the Plan, within the larger proposed site allocations at 

East of Welwyn Garden City (EWEL1) (to be shared with Welwyn Hatfield), and 

in the Gilston Area (GA1) has been planned in order to facilitate the 

accommodation needs of travellers meeting the ‘Planning policy for traveller sites’ 

definition a) from unauthorised development at the Esbies site in 

Sawbridgeworth; and, b) to accommodate any future need that may be identified 

from regular updates of the Council’s Accommodation Needs Assessment, both 

during and beyond the Plan period.  

 

5. In the case of Esbies, since the publication of the Pre-Submission District Plan, 

the former unauthorised occupants have left the site and the Council is unaware 

of their current location.  No formal approach has been made to the Council from 

any of these persons to seek alternative accommodation and the last two 

Caravan Counts in January and July 2017 failed to identify anyone meeting the 

‘Planning policy for traveller sites’ definition at the site.   

 

6. Therefore, the pitches provided through the allocations at East of Welwyn Garden 

City (to be jointly provided with Welwyn Hatfield to meet identified needs of both 

authorities) and the Gilston Area will be used to meet future needs that have yet 

to be identified.  However, while it is not possible to speculate over currently 

unidentified individual preferences, it is considered that the provision of pitches in 

these locations would serve to meet the needs of the travelling community.   

 

7. Firstly, they will have been included from the outset as part of the Masterplanning 

process for each of the site areas, to ensure that the delivery of fully serviced 

pitches is achieved in appropriate locations through the application of the criteria 

in both the site specific policies and Policy HOU9.  Secondly, this approach 

towards overall planned areas would ensure that the successful coexistence of 

both settled and travelling communities can be achieved through sustainable 

                                                           
1
 Contact details can be made available to the Inspector on request. 
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development.  Each traveller site area would be located in good proximity to the 

Primary Road Network, to facilitate access and be of a standard compatible with 

travelling needs, while also being well located to local facilities, including health 

and education, to enable community integration. 

 

8. For Travelling Showpeople, accommodation needs would be met through new 

site provision at development to the East of Stevenage (EOS1); at the North and 

East of Ware (WARE2); and, in the Gilston Area (GA1).  The Council has been in 

regular dialogue with occupants of the existing authorised site at Rye House, 

(within East Herts, close to Hoddesdon), from where the accommodation need 

emanates, and which has no expansion opportunities.   

 

9. All three site allocations would provide plots for Showpeople’s Yards as part of 

Masterplanned sustainable development, as in the case of Gypsies and 

Travellers, described above.  However, for Travelling Showpeople, site provision 

has to be made not only in the context of accommodation purposes with the 

potential for some associated business operations, but also the need to be able 

to manoeuvre, store and maintain large equipment and transportation vehicles.  

Therefore, good access to the Primary Road Network is essential.  In this 

respect, all sites are considered to offer excellent access opportunities. 

 

10. It should be noted that immediate need has been identified for accommodation 

from some of the existing occupants at the Rye House site.  Addressing that 

need through the provision of five plots at the Gresley Park development, which 

will be delivered in the first five years of the Plan, is supported by potential 

occupants2, who are keen to engage in the delivery process as soon as possible.  

The development to the North and East of Ware would accommodate further 

identified short term need (the Statement of Common Ground details that delivery 

of the site will now begin to occur within the first five years of the Plan, which 

could allow for the delivery of some plots within this timescale) and longer term 

need, both within and beyond the Plan period.  The Gilston Area would be 

expected to provide in the medium to longer term to address needs subsequently 

identified through future Accommodation Needs Assessment/s. 

 

11. It should also be noted that the above approaches towards delivery of pitches 

and plots to meet the accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeople conform with the PBA Gypsies and Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeople Identification of Potential Sites Study, 2014 (HOP/007).  

This sets out a hierarchy of priority (paragraph 6.12.1) which includes utilisation 

of strategic sites as suitable locations for delivery (see paragraph 6.10.2 in this 

respect). 

 

                                                           
2
 Contact details can be made available to the Inspector on request. 
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Chapter 15 – Economic Development 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 5 

 

ED1 Employment – How will changes to the GPDO affect the implementation of 

policies ED1 and ED2? 

 

 

1. Schedule 2, Part 3, Class I of the GPDO (2015 as amended) permits changes of 

use from B2 and B8 to B1 uses.  However, this is subject to a size threshold of 

500sq.m of floorspace.  Schedule 2, Parts 3, Classes O, P, PA, permit changes 

of use from B1(a) offices, B8 and B1(c) light industrial to residential development, 

subject to the prior approval process.  However, these Classes do not apply to 

buildings over 500sq.m or to Listed Buildings and are time limited.  Classes Q, R 

and S permit changes from agricultural buildings to residential, commercial and 

educational uses.  Class T permits changes of use from business uses to 

educational uses.  Again, these changes are also time limited and subject to a 

number of limitations.   

 

2. The prior approval process enables the authority to undertake a series of 

consultations and assessments.  If these indicate that there are issues arising, 

the authority can require further details or can refuse the application in the same 

way as a full planning application.  Therefore it is considered prudent to retain a 

criteria based assessment to manage proposals that are not captured by the 

GPDO and to provide clear guidance on the expectations of the authority.  The 

GPDO is also frequently amended, while the Plan needs to make provision for 

the longer term, and seek to retain opportunities to create sustainable forms of 

developments supported by local employment opportunities where possible.  In 

order to reflect the provisions of the GPDO, it is proposed that a Main 

Modification is made to clarify where the provisions of policies ED1 and ED2 will 

apply:  

 

Policy ED1 Employment 

 

III. In cases where the provisions of the General Permitted Development 

(England) Order 2015 (as amended) do not apply, dDevelopment which would 

cause the loss… 

 

 

 

 



Matters and Issues, Part 2: Detailed Policies 

8 
 

Policy ED2 Rural Economy 

 

II.  In cases where the provisions of the General Permitted Development 

(England) Order 2015 (as amended) do not apply, pProposals that consist of 

a change of use.. 

 

III. In cases where the provisions of the General Permitted Development 

(England) Order 2015 (as amended) do not apply, wWhere the proposal 

results in the loss of an agricultural… 

 

 

Chapter 16 – Retail and Town Centres 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 6 

 

RTC1 – Retail Development - Criterion III, would thresholds down to 500sq.m 

be proportionate, having regard to paragraph 26 of the National Planning 

Policy Framework where the default threshold is 2,500sq.m? 

 

 

1. Paragraph 26 of the NPPF indicates that local authorities can require an impact 

assessment if the development is over a proportionate, locally set floorspace 

threshold.  It is not considered appropriate to apply the default threshold of 

2,500sq.m in East Herts, where the average unit size of retail premises in each of 

the towns is below 100sq.m.  The proposed thresholds are designed to ensure 

that large retail proposals are tested in terms of their potential impact on the 

existing, committed and planned investments and on the impact on town centre 

vitality and viability, including consumer choice and trade.  If the NPPF threshold 

was adopted, then a single proposal could exceed the entire short to medium 

term floorspace projections for the District without the need for a retail impact 

assessment.  By way of example, in Hertford, the biggest town centre store is the 

former Waitrose building which has a retail floorspace of 1,170sq.m, while the 

two edge of town supermarkets of Tesco and Sainsbury’s have 2,224sq.m and 

2,328sq.m respectively.  To apply the default threshold would mean that an 

application for a single supermarket larger than the two current stores would not 

be required to undertake an impact assessment, yet would have a significant 

adverse impact on the viability of the existing businesses.   

 

2. A large proportion of premises within the district’s town centres are within 

Conservation Areas or are listed buildings, which restricts the ability to enlarge or 

modify units.  Therefore, the majority of applications comprise changes of use of 
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existing premises, which would not be required to undertake a retail impact 

assessment.  The proposed thresholds, while smaller than the default threshold 

are considered proportionate to the particular characteristics of the East Herts 

market towns.  Recognising the different roles the towns of Bishop’s Stortford and 

Hertford have in the retail hierarchy and that there is greater scope for new retail 

developments in Bishop’s Stortford in particular, a greater size threshold is 

proposed. 

 

Question 7 

 

How will changes to the GPDO affect the implementation of policies RTC3, 

RTC4 and RTC5? 

 

 

1. The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) 

Order 2015 permits a number of changes which apply to retail and office 

premises.  Schedule 2, Part 3, Classes A and B permit changes from A3, A4 and 

A5 to A1 or A2 uses and from A4 or A5 to A3.  Schedule 2, Part 3, Classes D to 

H permit changes from within A1 and A2 uses to a mixture of A1 and A2 uses 

with residential.  Schedule 2, Part 3, Class I permits changes from B2 and B8 

uses to B1 uses.  Policies RTC3 and RTC4 are considered to be compatible with 

the GPDO as they do not seek to restrict changes of use provided there remains 

an active frontage and an adequate provision of A1 and A2 uses.  

 

2. Schedule 2, Part 3, Class C permits changes from A1 or A2 uses to A3 

restaurants.  Such changes are not permitted if the land or building is a listed 

building or is within the curtilage of a listed building.  There is also a limit to the 

size of change permitted as well as a process for considering the impact of such 

changes in the context of the sustainability of the key shopping area.  There are 

three Primary Shopping Areas in East Herts which contain Primary Shopping 

Frontages.  These are considered to perform the role of a ‘key shopping area’ as 

described in the GPDO.  Policy RTC3 supports a variety of changes provided 

there remains an adequate provision of A1 and A2 uses to support the role of the 

Primary Shopping Frontage.  Given that there is a size limit beyond which the 

GPDO does not permit changes, it is considered necessary to set an approach 

which embraces the ambition of the GPDO and requires a similar process of 

appraisal on the impact on the sustainability of the shopping area. 

 

3. Schedule 2, Part 3, Class I permits changes of use from B2 and B8 to B1 uses.  

There is only one unit in B2 use in Ware, which is in a Secondary Shopping 

frontage.  Policy RTC4 supports such changes to uses which are considered to 

be main town centre uses or those that support the vitality and viability of the 
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frontage or town centre as a whole.  Therefore it is considered that there is no 

conflict between Policy RTC4 and this part of the GPDO. 

 

4. Schedule 2, Part 3, Classes J to P do not permit changes if the premises are 

within a Conservation Area (Class J and M) or within a Listed Building (Classes J 

to P).  Each of the District’s towns contain a Conservation Area, which apart from 

Bishop’s Stortford, envelopes the entirety of the Town Centres (a small part of the 

southern end of the Bishop’s Stortford Town Centre lies beyond the Conservation 

Area).  There are also many Listed Buildings within the town centres.  Therefore 

the majority of the provisions of Classes J to P will not apply.  Notwithstanding 

this, it is considered that Policies RTC3 and RTC4 are flexible enough that should 

applications be made within the Conservation Area or Listed Building, provided 

there are active frontages, mixed use development of town centre uses and 

residential uses could still be considered suitable in principle. 

 

5. In order to reflect the increased scope of changes of use permitted by the GPDO 

(2015 as amended), it is proposed to amend Policy RTC5:  

 

I. Within District Centres, Neighbourhood Centres and Local Parades, 

development or change of use to main town centre uses will be supported in 

principle, unless this results in more than 50% of units in Non-A1 Use in a 

continuous frontage to secure the vitality and viability of the district or 

neighbourhood centre or local parade. 

 

Chapter 17 – Design and Landscape 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 8 

 

DES1, Landscape character and DES2 landscaping. The reference to 

exceptional circumstances in both policies should be removed as it is unclear 

and unlikely to be effective.  The policies should be reworded to explain that 

other material considerations including appropriate mitigation measures will 

be taken into account when considering the effect on landscape 

character/landscaping.  

 

DES1, Criterion III – the wording should be ‘has regard to’ rather than ‘will be 

used to inform’. The Plan should not seek compliance with other untested or 

unexamined documents. 

 

 

1. Policy DES1 – it is proposed that the policy is reworded as follows: 
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I. Development proposals must demonstrate how they conserve, enhance 

or strengthen the character and distinctive features of the district’s 

landscape.  

 

II. For major applications, or applications where there is a potential adverse 

impact on landscape character, a Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment and/or Landscape Sensitivity and Capacity Assessment 

should be provided to ensure that impacts, mitigation and enhancement 

opportunities are appropriately addressed. 

 

IIIII. In exceptional circumstances, where damage to landscape character is 

unavoidable and justified by other material considerations, appropriate 

mitigation measures will be sought. Material considerations including 

appropriate mitigation measures will be taken into account when 

considering the effect of development on landscape character/landscaping.

  

 

III.IV. Where an area is identified in the Council’s latest Landscape Character 

Assessment SPD this will be used to inform consideration of development 

proposals. Where relevant, development proposals will have regard to the 

District Council’s currently adopted Landscape Character Assessment 

Supplementary Planning Document. 

 

2. Policy DES2, Criterion II – it is agreed that reference to ‘exceptional 

circumstances’ should be deleted.  It is further agreed that additional  

 

II. In exceptional circumstances, where Where losses are unavoidable and 

justified by other material considerations, compensatory planting or 

habitat creation will be sought within or outside the development site.  

 

Question 9 

 

DES2 does not reflect the preceding explanatory text.  For example paragraph 

17.7.11 appears to set parameters that are not carried through into the policy. 

 

 

1. It is agreed that additional criteria should be added to Policy DES2 to reflect the 

supporting paragraph 17.7.11: 

 

I. Development proposals must demonstrate how they will retain, protect and 

enhance existing landscape features which are of amenity and/or 

biodiversity value, in order to ensure that there is no net loss of such 

features.  
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II. In exceptional circumstances, where Where losses are unavoidable and 

justified by other material considerations, compensatory planting or habitat 

creation will be sought within or outside the development site. Replacement 

planting schemes should comprise mature, native species appropriate to 

the local conditions and landscape character, supported by a monitoring 

and replacement programme. 
 

Chapter 18 – Transport 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 10 

 

TRA1 - Sustainable Transport. Criterion I (b) should be reworded to ‘take 

account of’ instead of ‘comply’ as it is not clear what is being required.  The 

Plan should not seek compliance with other untested or unexamined 

documents. 

 

 

1. Criterion I (b) – it is agreed that criterion I (b) should be reworded as follows: 

 

I (b) Comply with Where relevant, take account of the provisions of the Local 

Transport Plan and/or Hertfordshire Transport Plan; 

 

2. The words ‘where relevant’ have been added in response to an issue raised by 

Silver Spoon (848436) to reflect the fact that not all development proposals will 

relate to the provisions of the Transport Plan and Vision. 

 

 

Question 11 

 

TRA3 – Vehicle Parking Provision. Criterion I, The parking standards should be 

examined as part of the Plan, otherwise you should not be seek compliance for 

the same reason as TRA1.  

 

Criterion V, Further guidance should be given on the amount of charging 

points rather than ‘on a site specific basis’ otherwise how will a planning 

applicant know what to provide.    

 

 

1. Criterion I – it is agreed that criterion I should be reworded as follows: 
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I. Vehicle parking provision associated with development proposals will be 

assessed on a site-specific basis in accordance with and should take into 

account the provisions of the District Council’s currently adopted 

Supplementary Planning Document ‘Vehicle Parking Provision at New 

Development.’ 

 

2. Criterion V – it is agreed that further guidance should be given on the amount of 

charging points to be provided through development; however, it is considered 

that, as with Vehicle Parking Standards, such requirements should be set out 

within a separate Supplementary Planning Document.  It is further considered 

that the policy should make clear that the requirement would also encompass 

residential provision, it is therefore proposed that Criterion V should be reworded 

as follows: 

 

V  For proposals involving residential development; Where public car parks 

(including those for Park and Ride facilities) are proposed, or, where car 

parks are to be provided associated with major development involving 

educational, health, leisure, retail, employment and business uses, 

provision should be made for charging points for low and zero carbon 

vehicles (to be determined which will be assessed on a site-specific basis) 

taking into account the provisions of the District Council’s currently adopted 

Supplementary Planning Document ‘Vehicle Parking Provision at New 

Development’. 

 

Chapter 19 – Leisure and Recreation 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 12 

 

CFLR2 – Local Green Space. Further guidance may be helpful on what 

constitutes very special circumstances. Are the designations justified? 

 

 

1. Green Belt policy in the NPPF defines a wide range of categories of development 

which is ‘not inappropriate’ and it is only development outside these categories 

which should be allowed in ‘very special circumstances’. It is acknowledged that 

local green spaces can differ from Green Belts greatly in terms of scale and it is 

therefore not necessarily appropriate to simply translate Green Belt policy but 

instead should recognise that some development that is consistent with the 

character and use of the Local Green Spaces may be appropriate. To provide 

clarity to the reader it is proposed that the policy is amended as follows: 
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Policy CFLR2 Local Green Space 

 

Development will not be allowed within that is inconsistent with the function, 

character and use of Local Green Spaces, as defined on the Policies Map, 

other than is will not be allowed except in very special circumstances. 

 

2. The Council considers that both of the Local Green Space designations (the 

‘green fingers’ in Hertford and Bishop’s Stortford) are both justified and meet the 

criteria for designation in paragraph 77 of the NPPF.  

 

3. The Hertford Town Study, 1986, was the first planning document adopted by the 

Council that recognised the importance of Hertford’s ‘green fingers’ as a valuable 

local asset. The term ‘green finger’ is described in the document as ‘an open area 

of undeveloped land which penetrates towards the centre of a town or city and is 

bounded on either side by the radiating urban development of that settlement. 

Each represents a priceless environmental asset for the benefit of local people 

and visitors alike’. 

 

4. This definition was carried forward into the East Hertfordshire Local Plan, 1993, 

under Policy HERT14 and the boundaries of the four ‘green fingers’ were shown 

on the Proposals Map. Subsequent Local Plans since this time have all 

acknowledged the importance of the ‘green fingers’ – they are demonstrably 

special to the local community and hold a particular local significance because of 

their landscape and amenity characteristics and the opportunities they afford for 

access and recreation. 

 

5. The ‘green fingers’ in Bishop’s Stortford perform a similar role to the Hertford 

‘green fingers’. They are integral to the character of the settlement, providing 

leisure opportunities, access to the countryside, as well as supporting a wide 

variety of wildlife. Both of the Bishop’s Stortford Neighbourhood Plans set out 

strong local support for the future use and protection of green spaces in and 

around the town. 
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Question 13 

 

CFLR4 – Water based recreation. Criterion (b) should be reworded to ‘take 

account of’ instead of ‘not conflict with’ as it is not clear what is being 

required.  The Plan should not seek compliance with other untested or 

unexamined documents. 

 

 

1. Criterion (b) – it is agreed that criterion (b) should be reworded as follows:  

 

(b) The proposal does not conflict with takes account of the relevant River 

Catchment Management Plan; and 

 

 

Question 14 

 

CFLR6 – Equine development. The policy does not seem to reflect the 

preceding explanatory text.  For example paragraph 19.7.3 sets out criteria for 

equine development but this is not followed through into the policy. The policy 

only relates to small scale equine development and does not seem to provide 

for larger scale equine development. 

 

 

1. Criterion I – in order to address this issue it is proposed that criterion I is 

amended as follows: 

 

I Proposals for small-scale equine development (up to 10 stables), whether 

domestic or commercial, will be permitted when the following criteria are 

met: … 

 

Question 15 

 

CFLR7 – Community Facilities. Is criterion V necessary? It does not appear to 

reflect Paragraph 89 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

 

 

1. Criterion V – in order to address this issue it is proposed that criterion V is 

deleted as follows: 

 

V Limited extensions/alterations to existing community facilities in the Green 

Belt and Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt may be supported in principle, 

where they do not conflict with other policies within this Plan. 
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Chapter 20 – Natural Environment 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 16 

 

NE1 – International, National and Locally Designated Nature Conservation 

Sites. There should be a distinction between the hierarchy of sites in the policy 

and this should reflect their legal status and weight.  

 

Criterion III - is the requirement for a net gain in ecological units justified and 

proportionate for all development, particularly as Paragraph 20.2.9 seeks net 

gains as the starting position? 

 

 

1. It is agreed that there should be a greater distinction made between the hierarchy 

of sites in Policy NE1.  It is therefore proposed to add clarity to Policy NE1 as set 

out below.  

 

2. Criterion III – the Council considers that the requirement for a net gain in 

ecological units is justified and proportionate for all development as a starting 

point.  It is noted that Natural England in their Hearing Statement considers that 

seeking ‘net gains for nature’ is in accordance with the NPPF and is pleased to 

see this enshrined in policy.  Neither the NPPF nor Planning Practice Guidance 

distinguishes between the scale of development proposals in terms of its aims of 

creating net gains to, and halting the overall decline in biodiversity.  Defining a 

threshold is clearly difficult as this will be dependent upon the location of the 

proposal and the scale of potential harm, particularly where protected species are 

involved.  However, it is recognised that it would not be appropriate to require 

householder extensions to undertake an Ecological Impact Assessment, but it still 

might be appropriate to undertake an ecological survey.  It is therefore proposed 

to amend Policy NE1 to this effect.  

 

Policy NE1 International, National and Locally Designated Nature 

Conservation Sites 

 

I. Development proposals, land use or activity (either individually or in 

combination with other developments) which are likely to have a 

detrimental impact which adversely affects the integrity of a designated site, 

will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that there are reasons 

material considerations which clearly outweigh the need to safeguard the 

nature conservation value of the site, and any broader impacts on the 

international, national, or local network of nature conservation assets.  
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II. Evidence will be required in the form of up-to-date ecological surveys 

undertaken by a competent ecologist prior to the submission of an 

application. The type of evidence required will be commensurate to the 

scale and location of the development and the likely impact on biodiversity, 

the legal protection or other status of a site. Where insufficient data is 

provided, permission will be refused. 

 

III. Where a site of International or National designation for nature 

conservation importance is adversely affected by the proposals, permission 

will be refused unless only be permitted where the District Council is 

satisfied that: 

 

(a) There are imperative reasons of overriding public interest, which 

could be of a social or economic nature, sufficient to override the 

harm to the site; 

(b) There are imperative reasons of overriding public interest relating 

to human health, public safety or benefits of primary importance to 

the environment;. 

(c) There are no satisfactory alternatives to the proposal. 

 

IIIIV. Proposals should avoid impacts on sites of nature conservation value 

and wherever possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such 

impacts should be pursued. Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, 

measures to mitigate the impact should be considered will be sought, 

commensurate to the importance of the site in terms of their status in the 

hierarchy and the contribution they make to wider ecological networks.   

 

V. Where adequate mitigation measures are not possible, compensatory 

measures may be appropriate.  Such compensatory schemes should seek 

to achieve a net gain for nature and the Council will consider the use of 

conditions and/or planning obligations to secure appropriate 

mitigation/compensation commensurate to the type and scale of 

development. Compensatory measures can be situated on or off the 

development site.  The availability of compensatory measures will be a 

material consideration in the determination of development proposals.  

 

IVI. Ecological impacts will be quantified by utilising and taking into account a 

locally approved Biodiversity Metric where appropriate. the Biodiversity 

Impact Assessment Calculator (BIAC). Development must demonstrate a 

net gain in ecological units. Ecological information must be supplied in 

accordance with BS 42020 2013. 
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Question 17 

 

NE2 - Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (non-designated). The reader 

should be directed to the NPPF paragraph which sets out the hierarchy.   Is the 

requirement for a net gain in ecological units justified and proportionate for all 

development? 

 

 

1. It is agreed that Policy NE2 should reference the mitigation hierarchy as set out in 

Paragraph 118 of the NPPF: 

 

Policy NE2 Sites of Nature Conservation Interest (Non-Designated)  

 

I.  All proposals should achieve a net gain in biodiversity where it is 

feasible and proportionate to do so, as measured by using and taking 

into account a locally approved Biodiversity Metric the BIAC, and avoid 

harm to, or the loss of features that contribute to the local and wider 

ecological network. 

 

II.  Proposals will be expected to apply the mitigation hierarchy of 

avoidance, mitigation and compensation, as set out in paragraph 118 

of the NPPF, and integrate ecologically beneficial planting and 

landscaping into the overall design. 

 

2. As with question 16 above, the Council considers that the requirement for a net 

gain in ecological units is justified and proportionate for all development as a 

starting point.  Biodiversity does not occur only on protected sites, indeed the 

vast majority of biodiversity occurs on non-protected sites. The Hertfordshire 

Ecological Network identifies the contribution that non-designated sites make 

towards the overall biodiversity of the county.3  It is this biodiversity that it is most 

critical that local plans address if the core aim of improving biodiversity is to be 

meaningfully addressed. However it is recognised that in some instances, for 

instance a change of use in a town centre, a net gain in biodiversity may not be 

possible. As such, the policy has been amended to require a net gain, where it is 

feasible and proportionate to do so.    

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
3
 http://www.hertswildlifetrust.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/Mapping%20project%20report%20-

%20Final.pdf 
 

http://www.hertswildlifetrust.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/Mapping%20project%20report%20-%20Final.pdf
http://www.hertswildlifetrust.org.uk/sites/default/files/files/Mapping%20project%20report%20-%20Final.pdf
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Question 18 

 

NE3 – Species and Habitats. Criterion VI, the reference to exceptional 

circumstances should be removed as it is unclear and unlikely to be effective, 

unless they are defined.  The policies should be reworded to explain that other 

material considerations including appropriate mitigation measures will be 

taken into account when considering the effect on species and habitats.  

 

Criterion VII, where is the evidence justifying a 10 metre buffer? The Council’s 

suggested modification to 8 metres should be a main modification. This also 

requires justification as to why the modification is necessary in the interests of 

soundness. 

 

 

1. Criterion VI – the principle of considering whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ 

exist in the context of the natural environment is referred to in paragraphs 116 

and 118 of the NPPF.  Therefore the Council considers it is appropriate to retain 

this approach.  However, it is proposed that for clarity, an amendment to this 

criterion should be made: 

 

VI.  In line with paragraph 118 of the NPPF, proposals should avoid harm 

to species and habitats.  Where a species or habitat is adversely 

affected by the proposal, permission will only be given where the 

Council is satisfied that: 

  

(a) There are reasons of overriding public interest, which could be of a 

social or economic nature, sufficient to override the harm; 

 

(b) There are reasons of overriding public interest relating to human 

health, public safety or benefits of primary importance to the 

environment; 

 

(c) There are no satisfactory alternatives to the proposal. 

 

VII.  Where adverse impacts are unavoidable, exceptional circumstances 

exist that outweighs any harm or damage to a species or habitat 

appropriate mitigation and compensation measures must be employed, 

commensurate to the legal protection or other status of the species or 

habitat. The District Council will impose conditions / planning 

obligations which seek to: … 

 

2. Criterion VII – The Environment Agency recommend that for ecological and 

conservation purposes, the requirement for a buffer should be a minimum 
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distance of 10 metres for all new development set back from the top of a 

riverbank.  In all circumstances Land Drainage Byelaws dictate that an 8 metre 

buffer zone is maintained, and the Environment Agency will oppose development 

within 8 metres of a main watercourse which compromises their ability to carry 

out their statutory duties of flood defence. This ensures adequate access for river 

maintenance and it is therefore the width within which Land Drainage Consent is 

required. In addition, the Environment Agency requires permits to any activity 

within 8m of the top of the river bank.  

 

3. However, the amendment to 8 metres is necessary to ensure a consistent policy 

approach with Policy WAT3 (Water Quality and the Water Environment). The 8 

metre buffer strip reflects advice that the Council has received from the 

Environment Agency.  

 

Chapter 21 – Heritage Assets 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 19 

 

HA1 – Heritage Assets. This should be reworded using the correct statutory 

tests. Criterion I is not technically correct.  Criterion II is too simplistic as it 

misses out the guidance in NPPF paragraphs 132 and 133.  There is no need 

for criterion III to be set out in a policy.  The NPPF paragraph 130 covers this 

and is sufficient for the purposes of development management. Putting it into 

the explanatory text would be acceptable. In any event, is policy HA1 

necessary as the remaining policies set out criteria for heritage assets? 

 

 

1. The Council considers that it is appropriate to continue to include a policy on 

Heritage Assets in its District Plan. In response to the queries raised in question 

19 the Council is proposing the following re-worded policy: 

 

Policy HA1 Designated Heritage Assets 

I.  Development proposals should preserve and enhance the historic 

environment of East Herts. 

II.  Development proposals that would harm the significance of a 

designated heritage asset will not be permitted unless it can be 

demonstrated that the harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial 

public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss. 

III.  Where there is evidence of neglect of, or damage to, a heritage asset, 

the deteriorated state of the heritage asset will not be taken into account 

in any decision. 
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I. There will be a presumption in favour of development proposals which 

seek to protect, preserve and wherever possible enhance the historic 

interest, cultural value, architectural character, visual appearance and 

setting of the District’s heritage assets and historic environment. 

 

II. Only where the public benefits of a proposal significantly outweigh the 

harm to, or loss of a designated heritage asset or its setting, will 

planning consent be granted. These benefits will be proportional to the 

significance of the asset and to the level of harm or loss proposed. 

 

III. Where a proposal is likely to result in substantial harm to, or loss of, a 

designated heritage asset of the highest significance (i.e. scheduled 

monuments, grade I and grade II* listed buildings, and grade I and 

grade II* registered parks and gardens), granting of permission or 

consent will be wholly exceptional. 

 

IV.  The Council will, as part of a positive strategy, pursue opportunities for 

the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment recognising 

its role and contribution in achieving sustainable development. 

 

 

Question 20 

 

HA4 - Conservation Areas.  Criterion I (e) should say ‘have regard to’ rather 

than ‘conform to’ Conservation Area Character Appraisals. (f) preserve or 

enhance not ‘and’. 

 

 

1. Criterion I (e) - it is agreed that criterion I (e) should be reworded as follows:  

 

I (e) Conform Have regard to any ‘Conservation Area Character Appraisals’ 

prepared by the District Council and safeguard all aspects which 

contribute to the area’s special interest and significance, including 

important views and green spaces. 

 

2. Criterion I (f) – it is agreed that criterion I (f) should be reworded as follows: 

 

I (f) Where development proposals derive from Conservation Area 

Management Proposals the duty to preserve and or enhance will be 

applied… 
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Question 21 

 

HA7 – Listed Buildings. Criterion III should say preserve (delete and enhance). 

 

 

1. Criterion III – it is agreed that criterion III should be reworded as follows: 

 

III. Proposals that affect the setting of a Listed Building will only be 

permitted where the setting of the building is preserved and enhanced. 

 

 

Question 22 

 

HA8 - Historic Parks and Gardens.  This policy is not positively prepared and 

should be reworded. Criterion I – the words ‘materially harmful’ should be 

removed as they are unlikely to be effective. 

 

 

1. It is proposed that the policy should be reworded as follows: 

 

I. Development proposals that materially harm the special historic 

character, appearance or setting of those sites listed on the Historic 

England ‘Register of Historic Parks and Gardens’ will not be permitted. 

The same level of protection will be afforded to other locally important 

sites. Development proposals should conserve the special historic 

interest, character or setting of a park or garden listed in Historic 

England’s ‘Register of Historic Parks and Gardens’. 

 

II. Sites of local importance should also be protected from harm, and 

enhanced where possible. 

 

III. Where appropriate, the District Council will actively encourage 

proposals for the repair, restoration and management of Historic Parks 

or Gardens. 
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Question 23 

 

HA9 – Enabling Development. Criterion I should say ‘having regard to’ rather 

that ‘in accordance with’. Criterion II (b) is not positively prepared.  It should 

be reworded removing the words ‘materially detract’ for the same reason as 

set out above. 

 

 

1. Criterion I – it is agreed that criterion I should be reworded as follows: 

 

I Proposals for enabling development will be assessed in accordance with 

having regard to Historic England’s latest guide on enabling 

development. ‘Enabling Development and the Conservation of 

Significant Places’. 

 

2. Criterion II – it is proposed that criterion II should be deleted in its entirety:  

 

II.  Enabling development which would secure the future of a significant 

place, but would be contrary to other planning policy objectives, should 

be unacceptable unless: 

 

(a) The benefits of a proposal for enabling development, which 

would secure the future conservation of a significant place, 

outweigh any public harm or loss consequent upon conflicts with 

and the departure from other District Plan polices; 

(b)  The proposal does not materially detract from the 

archaeological, architectural, historic, artistic, landscape or 

nature conservation of the site or its setting; 

(c)  The proposal avoids detrimental fragmentation of management 

of the place; 

(d)  The proposal is necessary to resolve problems arising from the 

inherent needs of the place; 

(e)  Sufficient subsidy is not available from any other source; and 

(f)  It is clearly demonstrated that the proposal is the minimum 

necessary to ensure the future of the site. 

 

3. The proposed amendments to criterion 1 and deletion of criterion 2 reflect advice 

from Historic England. This position will be reflected within the Statement of 

Common Ground due to be signed shortly with Historic England. 
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Chapter 22 and 23 – Climate Change and Water 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 24 

 

WAT3 - Water Quality and the Water Environment, Criterion II, where is the 

justification for the 8 metre buffer strip? 

 

 

1. Criterion II – the 8 metre buffer strip reflects advice the Council has received from 

the Environment Agency.  

 

2. The Environment Agency recommend that for ecological and conservation 

purposes, the requirement for a buffer should be a minimum distance of 10 

metres for all new development set back from the top of a riverbank.  In all 

circumstances Land Drainage Byelaws dictate that an 8 metre buffer zone is 

maintained, and the Environment Agency will oppose development within 8 

metres of a main watercourse which compromises their ability to carry out their 

statutory duties of flood defence. This ensures adequate access for river 

maintenance and it is therefore the width within which Land Drainage Consent is 

required. In addition, the Environment Agency require permits to any activity 

within 8m of the top of the river bank https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-

activities-environmental-permits. 

 

Chapter 24 – Environmental Quality 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 25 

 

EQ4 – Air Quality. Criterion II, could the strategy and action plan have an effect 

on delivery of the development proposed in the Plan as a whole? How have the 

strategic sites been assessed against this policy? 

 

 

1.  The Air Quality Action Plan 2017/18 – 2019/20 focuses on mitigation measures 

such as encouraging walking and cycling and education programmes.  As such 

the strategy and action plan will not have an effect on the delivery of the 

development proposed in the District Plan; rather it will ensure that there is 

appropriate mitigation in place. 

 

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-activities-environmental-permits
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2. All the proposed strategic allocations have been appraised not only in terms of 

location and proximity to existing services, but in relation to the benefits arising 

from development of significant scale.  Each of the strategic allocations will be 

required to undertake an air pollution assessment having regard to the strategy 

and action plan and taking account of the Council’s Air Quality Planning 

Guidance document. The strategic allocations can contribute to the creation of 

new or enhanced passenger transport networks and can create new walking and 

cycling routes connecting both new and existing homes to key infrastructure.  

New community infrastructure can also be delivered through these 

developments, further reducing the need to travel to meet day-to-day needs.  

Such mitigation measures will form an integral part of the masterplanning of each 

strategic site.  The use of planning conditions will also require regular monitoring 

and review of mitigation strategies. 

 

Chapter 25 – Delivery and Monitoring 

 

Issues: 

 

Question 26 

 

Is the Plan flexible enough to cope with delayed changes to the expected rate 

of delivery of development to achieve the strategic aims? 

 

 

Question 27 

 

Measures should be put in place to set out what actions the Council will take 

and when if development is slower than predicted. These should set out how 

development, particularly both housing and critical infrastructure, will be 

monitored and at what point the Council will take action and look for more 

sites to maintain supply.     

 

 

The Council considers that these two issues are linked and can therefore be covered 

by a single response. 

 

1. The District Plan contains flexibility through the projected over provision of 

housing in the first five years of the Plan-period, when considered against the 

identified target. This five year period also includes a 20% buffer, brought forward 

from later in the Plan period. In addition, there could be potential to accelerate 

delivery of housing within the Gilston Area by 2033.  
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2. Following the Part 1 Hearing sessions, the Council has given careful 

consideration to the monitoring framework within the District Plan. At present 

Appendix C ‘Monitoring Framework’ contains a variety of contextual indicators 

that do not contain specific targets or triggers. While many of these indicators will 

continue to be monitored through the Authority Monitoring Report, it is not 

considered necessary to identify them within the District Plan. As a result, it is 

proposed that Appendix C ‘Monitoring Framework’ be deleted.  

 

3. In order to ensure an effective monitoring process, it is proposed that new 

policies and supporting text be added to Chapter 25 Delivery and Monitoring. The 

policies propose to monitor total housing completions, as well as affordable 

housing and provision of Gypsy and Traveller pitches and Travelling Showpeople 

plots. 

 

4. The Council acknowledges that provision of necessary infrastructure schemes 

should also be kept under review. However, given that housing will not be 

delivered without the required infrastructure, it is a consistent deficit in housing 

completions that would provide the necessary trigger to undertake a review or 

partial review of the District Plan.  

 

5. In the same way, the District Plan proposes delivery of employment land as part 

of strategic residential led development allocations. Given this policy requirement, 

delivery of employment land would only be prevented if housing completions are 

not delivered in line with the trajectory.  

 

6. The following amendments are proposed to Section 25.4 of the District Plan:  

 

25.4.1 Regular monitoring of actual development outcomes against the plan is 

an essential part of ensuring that the plan is effective. Monitoring can indicate 

areas where interventions may be needed to achieve the objectives of the plan, 

and may also demonstrate the need for a review or partial review of the plan. 

The indicators contained within Policies DEL3 and DEL4 will be monitored on an 

annual basis through the Authority Monitoring Report, alongside a range of other 

contextual indicators. Where necessary site specific monitoring may be 

undertaken. 

 

25.4.2 A Monitoring Framework has been prepared as part of the District Plan. 

Monitoring will be proportionate to the needs of an effective plan, and will be 

targeted at those areas where it can add value to the development process. The 

proposed Framework is located at Appendix C. Progress made against each of 

the indicators contained in the Monitoring Framework will be reported on an 

annual basis as part of the Authority Monitoring Report. 

 

 



Matters and Issues, Part 2: Detailed Policies 

27 
 

Policy DEL3 Monitoring Framework 

 

I. The NPPF requires plans to be flexible and responsive to change. If 

delivery of housing in any given monitoring year falls below 110% of the 

trajectory, the Council will consider implementing all or some of the 

following measures to bring forward development: 

 

 Working with developers and infrastructure providers to remove 

obstacles to the delivery of sites; 

 Seeking alternative sources of funding if problems with infrastructure 

provision is delaying development of key strategic sites; 

 Consideration of the potential to increase density on allocated sites; 

 Consideration of the ability to deliver strategic sites earlier in the Plan 

period; and 

 Working with other authorities under the Duty to Co-operate to address 

any unmet needs.  

 

II. Where total delivery of housing is less than 75% of that identified in the 

trajectory for three consecutive monitoring years, this will trigger the need 

for the consideration of a review or partial review of the District Plan.  

 

III. The target for Affordable Housing is calculated annually based on average 

completions over the preceding three-year period. Where delivery is less 

than 75% of the annual target for three consecutive monitoring years, the 

Council will consider all or some of the following measures:     

 

 Consideration of the potential to increase density on allocated sites; 

 Consideration of the ability to deliver strategic sites earlier in the Plan 

period; and 

 Working with other authorities under the Duty to Co-operate to address 

any unmet needs.  

 

IV. Where delivery of pitches and plots to meet currently identified 

accommodation needs of Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling 

Showpeople does not accord with the provisions of HOU9, the Council will 

work with site owners and developers to expedite delivery and ensure that 

need is met in the specified locations. 

 

25.4.2 Given the size and complexity of the Gilston Area development, and the 

fact that it is expected to make a significant contribution towards housing needs 

within the Plan period, it is considered important to closely monitor its 

implementation on an annual basis in accordance with Policy DEL4.  
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Policy DEL4 Monitoring of the Gilston Area 

 

I. In order to ensure timely delivery of the Gilston Area, the Council will draw 

up an action plan setting out key milestones for the delivery the site, 

including masterplanning, phasing of infrastructure and submission of 

planning applications, and monitor its progress on an annual basis. 

 

II. The annual rate of housing completions at the Gilston Area will be 

considered as part of District wide monitoring, in accordance with the 

provisions of Policy DEL3.   

 

 

Inspector’s Notes: 

 

1. Policies and text should not rely on standards or requirements set out in 

untested documents 

 

1. Noted, proposed modifications to relevant policies are set out above. 

 

2. Can I have the latest correspondence with Natural England? Do they have 

any outstanding objections? Is there a MOU with the Environment Agency 

which includes the latest position on air quality? 

 

1. The latest correspondence with Natural England comprises their response to the 

Regulation 19 consultation. Further correspondence has also taken place with 

Aecom in relation to the HRA.  Both of these letters are included in Natural 

England’s Matter 2 Hearing Statement at Appendix I and II respectively.  

 

2. Furthermore, Natural England has commented in their Hearing Statement on the 

updated HRA (ED133). The Council believes that this requires further 

consideration and rebuttal. A response has been prepared by AECOM and is 

attached at Appendix A. 

 

3. The Council does not have a MOU with the Environment Agency. The 

Environment Agency did not raise any specific concerns about air quality. 

 

4. As part of the Council’s statement, can I have a list of critical infrastructure 

for the Gilston Are, its likely progress, means of funding and possible risks 

to delivery 

 

1. This information is included under Question 3 of the Council’s statement on The 

Gilston Area. 

 


