
Gilston Area Meeting – 11th June 2015. East Herts Council Offices, Wallfields, Hertford. 

Present: 

Phil Murphy, Quod (PM) 
Mark Sommerville, Savills (MS) 
Jane Barnett, Savills (JB) 
Martin Paine, East Herts Council (MP) 
Chris Butcher, East Herts Council (CB) 
Isabelle Haddow, East Herts Council (IH) 
Rob Smith, ATLAS (RS) 
 
Minutes: 
 
 
1.1 CB introduced himself and indicated that he would be replacing MP as the Council’s lead 

Officer on matters relating to the Gilston Area.  
 
1.2 PM sought clarification on the timeline for completion of the Delivery Study. CB indicated 

that it was currently unclear when the study would be published. There have been delays to 
transport modelling work which is a key element in terms of demonstrating the deliverability 
of the strategic sites. The Council needs to come to a view on whether to sign off the 
Delivery Study before the modelling work is complete. MP suggested that it is currently 
unclear when the VISUM modelling, which is being undertaken by Jacobs on behalf of Essex 
County Council, will be completed. Hertfordshire County Council is also undertaking 
modelling, known as COMET, for the A414 corridor. HCC has indicated that it could take up 
to a year for this modelling to be completed. CB suggested that this could have an impact on 
District Plan timescales.  
 

1.3 PM asked whether the VISUM model could be made available at a cost in order to run 
different scenarios. RS suggested that this had been raised previously with Essex County 
Council but that it was currently unclear whether this would be possible. ECC had made a 
presentation to the Co-operation for Sustainable Development Group on interim findings 
which had not suggested that there would be many issues on the road network beyond the 
various pressure points that were identified previously. PM queried what assumptions had 
fed into the initial testing. MP/CB were unclear and agreed to liaise with ECC.  Vectos are 
undertaking Paramics modelling for the development, but PM explained that this could not 
be progressed until outputs from the VISUM modelling were available.  
 
ACTION: CB to chase ECC for a summary of the information presented.  
 
ACTION: PM to send CB an update regarding progress on Paramics modelling.  
 
MP indicated that a key challenge for the Council was to identify sufficient sites to be able to 
demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable sites. JB stated that, in her view, the District Plan 
needs to be proven sound in allocating housing sites such as Gilston in contributing towards 
the housing land supply during the full plan period where Broad Locations subject to further 
testing through a DPD process doesn’t achieve this objective.   Greater certainty on allocated 
land to include Gilston as a preferred housing allocation would be required at Examination 
to ensure full objectively assessed housing needs are met through identified housing land/ 
sites.  In respect of the DPD, PM explained that the approach was not justified given the 
technical work undertaken to date and the current work ongoing, and as a result a carefully 



worded policy containing appropriate criteria was sufficient.  MP responded to indicate that 
notwithstanding the technical matters, a DPD may still be required to undertake joint work 
with Harlow and community engagement. PM did not agree that this was a sound basis for 
requiring a DPD to be completed, having regard to Government guidance.    
 

1.4 MP suggested that Harlow Council’s position on Gilston was currently unclear. PM indicated 
that they had previously been positive about the proposals, and in particular in 
representations to the EHDC Preferred Options.    
 

1.5 MP asked whether progress had been made on the design of road junctions which would 
form part of the mitigation package. PM indicated that progress was limited by data 
required from the delayed VISUM modelling, but he suggested that he would speak to 
VECTOS about this issue.  

 
ACTION: PM to send CB information on junction designs and costings as per MP’s email of 
17th March.  
 

1.6 The timescales for the District Plan were discussed. CB indicated that the Council currently 
intends to undertake a Regulation 19 consultation in early 2016, moving forward to 
Examination later that year. PM stated that proposed responses to Preferred Options 
consultation representations had been prepared and that these can be shared with the 
Council shortly.  
 
ACTION: PM and MS to send CB responses to Preferred Options consultation 
representations . 
 

1.7 MP suggested that through the emerging Delivery Study, PBA had raised concerns regarding 
the approach to sewage treatment and the need to gain approval from Thames Water and 
the Environment Agency. PM indicated that engagement was ongoing with Thames Water 
and noted that the Environment Agency had supported two potential options, on-site and 
off-site, for the proposed Elsenham development in Uttlesford District and that a similar 
approach could be taken with Gilston.  PM agreed to produce a short position statement on 
the matter. 
 
ACTION: PM to prepare a position statement  
 

1.8 PBA had also been concerned about the ability to provide a second Stort crossing. PM 
indicated that Places for People and CPP are in agreement that an eastern crossing is 
preferred along with an upgrade to the existing central crossing.  JB agreed and indicated 
that the western crossing could also work, and had been initially tested although it is not the 
preferred solution.  The eastern crossing has been agreed as a preferred crossing following 
detailed engagement with ECC. The process of reaching agreements with landowners for the 
eastern crossing is ongoing. RS suggested that the Council needs to demonstrate to an 
Inspector that the District Plan is deliverable but that it is not necessarily a problem if the 
land required to provide an eastern crossing isn’t available immediately.  It was agreed that 
the position was not uncommon for large scale projects. 
 

1.9 CB indicated that education was also a potential issue. In order to provide certainty 
regarding school places, HCC has suggested that there is a need for 1FE of both primary and 
secondary provision for every 500 new homes. A scheme of around 10,000 dwellings would 
therefore require around 20FE of primary and secondary capacity. It is not clear whether 



HCC could support the level of education provision currently proposed. There are also 
concerns regarding the size of the proposed secondary school, and it is again unclear 
whether HCC could support such a proposal. PM suggested that the secondary education 
provision didn’t necessarily have to be in the form of just one school but that a position 
statement would be prepared to address the issue of total primary and secondary provision.  
 
ACTION: PM and MS to send CB a position statement regarding  
the proposed level of education provision 
 

1.10 CB stated that the Green Belt Review was still being undertaken and that it should be 
completed in the near future. It is intended that the study should recommend potential 
revised Green Belt boundaries for the Broad Locations although this aspect currently needs 
further work. CB agreed to obtain and circulate a copy of the finalised Green Belt scope from 
Jenny Pearce. 
 
ACTION: CB to circulate a copy of the finalised Green Belt scope. 

 
1.11 IH indicated that Eastwick and Gilston Parish and Hunsdon Parish Councils had submitted a 

joint area designation proposal in order to progress a Neighbourhood Plan. It is not currently 
clear what the aspirations of the Parish Councils are in terms of the content and scope of the 
Neighbourhood Plan and whether or not it will refer to the Gilston Area. PM referred to an 
application by North Weald Parish, which lies within Epping Forest District, where concerns 
were raised about the uncertainty of part of the area being identified for future 
development.  
 

1.12 CB mentioned that the Council were working jointly with Welwyn Hatfield Borough Council. 
Historic England and the developers involved with the East of Welwyn Garden City Broad 
Location in order to commission work on a strategy to identify and protect features of 
historic value. A similar piece of work would be beneficial for the Gilston Area. PM stated 
that some discussions had taken place with Historic England already.  
 
ACTION: CB to set up meeting with Historic England, Quod and Savills.  
 

1.13 MP indicated that the Council is still waiting for a finalised SHMA which will identify an 
Objectively Assessed Housing Need figure for the District. RS stated that work was also being 
undertaken by the SHMA partner authorities to prepare a Strategic Sustainability Appraisal 
which will look at growth options around Harlow.    
 

1.14 MP indicated that the Delivery Study also questioned the proposed density of development 
at Gilston which has been calculated at 45 dwellings per hectare net. This is quite high and is 
an issue which may need to be considered going forward.  
 
ACTION: PM and MS to provide CB with a note addressing land take and density within the 
Gilston Area masterplan. 

 
1.15 CB indicated that the Council have very few options in terms of providing for the needs of 

Gypsy and Travellers over the Plan period. It is likely that the Broad Locations will be 
expected to deliver some provision in order to help ensure that this is not an issue that will 
lead to the District Plan being found unsound at Examination. JB suggested that this could 
have a significant impact on spatial layout and place making.  Alternative locations were 
discussed outside the Gilston Area designation.  



 
1.16 The issue of CIL was raised. CB indicated that this is not something that the Council is 

pursuing at present due to the need to focus resources on progressing the District Plan. JB 
suggested that, due to the scale of strategic planned infrastructure to serve the 
development and the wider area,  the Gilston Area should be a non CIL site and that this 
approach had been accepted in similar circumstances elsewhere.   
 
   

 
 

 
 

 

 

 


