
Summary of Responses to the Hunsdon Neighbourhood Development Plan (Regulation 16 Consultation) 

 

Summary Document of Representations: 

This Document provides a summary of representations received during the Regulation 16 consultation on the Hunsdon Neighbourhood 

Development Plan. All comments received during the consultation have been sent to the Independent Examiner in their entirety. 

 

Organisation Summary of Comments 

HNP-001 A 

Felstead 

Fully supports and endorses Hunsdon Neighbourhood, which was written by Hunsdon residents and in 

consultation with the community. The aims of the Plan strike a healthy balance between protecting the rural 

character of the village of Hunsdon whilst allowing limited infilling. The overall feeling of the community is for no 

further development within the village when additional district housing pressures can be catered for by the 

neighbouring Village 7 and wider Gilston Development. 

 

Particularly important are the policies that protect the open spaces and the historical buildings and their settings 

which is important to the history of the village. They try and address two particular concerns of local residents. 

Firstly availability of smaller affordable housing for people with strong connections to the village, and secondly 

the severe impact that traffic including HGVs has on the village community in terms of safety and detrimental 

health implications. 
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HNP- 002 J 

Felstead 

Fully supports and endorses Hunsdon Neighbourhood, which was written by Hunsdon residents and in 

consultation with the community. The aims of the Plan strike a healthy balance between protecting the rural 

character of the village of Hunsdon whilst allowing limited infilling. The overall feeling of the community is for no 

further development within the village when additional district housing pressures can be catered for by the 

neighbouring Village 7 and wider Gilston Development. 

 

Particularly important are the policies that protect the open spaces and the historical buildings and their settings 

which is important to the history of the village. They try and address two particular concerns of local residents. 

Firstly availability of smaller affordable housing for people with strong connections to the village, and secondly 

the severe impact that traffic including HGVs has on the village community in terms of safety and detrimental 

health implications. 
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HNP-003 Canal 

and River Trust 

The Trust is the owner and Navigation authority of the River Stort and its associated towpath, which defines the 

southern boundary of the neighbourhood plan area.  The waterways can be used as tools in place-making and 

place shaping. Development should relate appropriately to waterway, minimise the ecological impacts and 

optimise the benefits of the location for all. 

 

Generally agree with the overall aims of the key objectives of Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan, in particular the 

aspiration to improve transport links and reduce the effect of excessive heavy goods traffic, street parking, 

speeding and rat-runs. However remain concerned that the Plan as submitted does not meet the Basic 

Conditions on matters that are of relevance to the Trust.  

 

Considers that Policy HE5 and the supporting text is too restrictive for a number of reasons:  

• Policy relates to Hunsdon Mead SSSI and states that the towpath is not compatible with use as a commuter 

route to Roydon Station and proposals for impermeable hard surfacing or lighting will not be supported. 

The Trust does not necessarily agree with this or consider that it is necessary or reasonable to prevent 

towpath improvements / enhancements to this degree. As part of the Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 

development, there are plans to improve the surfacing of the towpath to enable it to withstand the 

increased pressure from the expected growth in local residents and visitors. This might include people who 

wish to cycle to Roydon Station.  The Trust would assess works on a case by case basis taking into account 

the need to protect the SSSI. Towpath surfacing, widening and lighting should therefore not be ruled out 

completely. The justification or evidence to support the approach is unclear.  

• Para 7.48 states that a significant increase in the width of the towpath would result in environmental 

damage to flora and fauna.  It also states that lighting could have a detrimental impact on the wildlife. 

However, the Trust consider that there is some room for assessment of the impacts first with the habitat 

and setting being given due regard in any proposals. The provision of only permeable hard surfacing does 

not have to be the only design objective. Other factors, such as the provision of good drainage, would also 

need to be considered, not simply whether a surface is impermeable or not. The assessment of new 

technologies and materials that may achieve wider objectives could also be included. Page 64 of the NP 

shows a hard surface next to the canal (Hunsdon Lock) that it wishes to protect for heritage reasons, which 

highlights that it can be possible for such surfaces to provide value and practical response when 

sympathetically designed.   
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• Elsewhere the NP outlines how towpaths are vulnerable to increased use for commuting to Roydon 

Station, this is however something people are free to do, and the Trust will need to be able to respond to 

accordingly (subject to funding). There appears to be substantial community support for improved paths 

for walking and cycling which is outlined strongly within the Sustainable Travel section and Policies of the 

NP. There is scope for judicious improvements to be made to the towpath in terms of its structure, 

surfacing, width, connectivity and wayfinding, whilst ensuring that the towpath’s historic character, its 

navigation-associated primary function and the ecological and landscape value of adjacent trees, 

hedgerow, verges and marginal vegetation are safeguarded. 

 

The NP and in particular Policy HE5 should be amended to reflect this and ensure consistency with the Policies 

and guidance within the NPPF, East Herts District Plan October 2018 and the Hertfordshire Local Transport Plan 

2018-2031, and those within the NP itself, which seek to promote the use of sustainable modes of transport and 

connectivity.  It should also be noted that the Trust have a statutory obligation to operate and maintain our 

infrastructure, such as navigation and towpaths and this will not be inhibited. 

 

With regards to the reference to the Trust’s ‘Share the Space’ slogan it is suggested that the link is changed to: 

https://canalrivertrust.org.uk/news-and-views/our-campaigns/stay-kind-slow-down as the pdf is subject to review 

and will not be static forever. 

 

Policy HE1 states that any adjacent development proposals should be designed with a naturalised buffer of at 

least 10m from the top of the banks. The justification for this is not clear and as detailed above we would hope 

that this would not inhibit the Trust’s ability to continue with our statutory obligations to operate and maintain 

our infrastructure, such as the navigation and towpath, to an adequate standard for our customers (including 

boaters and towpath users). In addition, it is not clear how this would impact on any potential mooring schemes 

or bridge crossings associated with wider redevelopment proposals.  
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HNP-004 Places 

For People (Quod) 

Places for People is supportive of the Hunsdon Area Neighbourhood Plan Group preparing a Neighbourhood 

Plan to set development plan policies for its area. However, as per the requirements of the national policy, the 

neighbourhood plan is required to be consistent with the adopted EHDC District Plan and the National Planning 

Policy Framework. In particular, it is critical that the emerging neighbourhood plan is consistent with strategic 

policies GA1 and GA2 that set the development parameters for the Gilston Area which forms a key part of the 

Council’s spatial strategy. 

 

Have had sight of the representations submitted by Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd to the Regulation 16 consultation, and 

Places for People would like to register their support for the points set out. 

HNP-005 Taylor 

Wimpey (Savills) 

Taylor Wimpey’s land interests comprise Village 7 in the Gilston Area. On the behalf of the former landowner of 

Village 7, Briggens Estate Ltd, Savills previously submitted formal representations to the Regulation 14 

consultation Recognise many of previous comments made during the regulation 16 consultation. Also recognise 

the further work undertaken by the HANPG in refining the Plan since the publication of the Pre-Submission Draft 

version and continue to commend the HANPG on producing such a comprehensive document. 

 

Welcome opportunity to  comment, but raise a number of comments in relation to the Submission Plan: 

 

Consistency of Neighbourhood Plan Area Boundary 

Figure 1 of the draft Neighbourhood Plan correctly defines the Neighbourhood Plan Area for Hunsdon, as 

formally designated by EHDC on 29th November 2017. This shows that Village 7 lies wholly outside of, but 

adjacent to the boundary of the Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan Area and it is consistent with the redline 

boundary for the Village 7 application site subject to the current outline planning application.  The eastern 

boundary of the designated Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan boundary has been defined to positively respond to 

and respect the fact that the Gilston Area is covered by the separate Hunsdon, Eastwick and Gilston 

Neighbourhood Plan.  
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The Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan Area boundary is not as clearly defined on Figure 11, the Policies Map. The 

dotted blue line indicating the extent of the Plan area, appears to include a small part of the Village 7 application 

site in the form of the junction of the A414 and Church Lane, which will serve the principal access point into the 

Village 7 development. This therefore differs from the boundary shown on Figure 1 and what is understood to be 

the designated area for the Neighbourhood Plan. 

 

Recommend that the blue dotted line on Figure 11 is amended to ensure consistency with the boundary 

shown on Figure 1, which shows Village 7 entirely outside of but adjacent to the Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan 

Area. This is important given, as stated at paragraph 1.4, the Hunsdon, Eastwick and Gilston Neighbourhood 

Plan represents the relevant policy document for the Gilston Area at a neighbourhood level, with the Hunsdon 

Area Neighbourhood Plan forming an important material consideration. 

 

Draft Policy HE3 Protection of Cherished Views and Supporting Text 

Welcome revisions to the policy following comments made at Regulation 14. As noted previously, to accord with 

the NPPF, it is important that Policy HE3 is supported by text that does not afford protection to all views and 

vistas, as this would prohibit sustainable development, with it notably being the purpose of the planning system 

to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. Whilst views 4 and 5 appear closer in alignment to 

the views defined and assessed in the Village 7 outline planning application, they are still not exactly aligned in 

terms of position and orientation. The plan therefore needs to be consistently explicit throughout in explaining 

the role and function of these views, as not strategic or protected in policy terms and not formally assessed. The 

identification of design considerations in relation to the HANPG’s cherished views is therefore best left until the 

masterplanning / reserved matters stage when they can be defined based on the detailed design information and 

assessments available.  
 

We continue to recommend that the “cherished views” should be entirely aligned with the verified Village 7 views 

established through the outline planning application. Given that this is not currently the case and in light of the 

views identified more widely across the area, the wording “(as defined by the local community and unassessed)” 

should be inserted after the words “cherished views” at parts I and II of the draft Policy and following any such 

references within the supporting text. This is with the purpose of ensuring there is no conflict with pre-existing 

formal designations and parameters being established through the outline planning application 
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In addition, we would recommend that the design considerations set out at Appendix D in relation to the 

identified cherished views are deleted. This is to ensure the Plan is not pre-empting a level of detail that is not 

currently available or prohibiting the ability to support sustainable development in accordance with the NPPF. 

 

Draft Policy HHD1 Green Belt and Supporting Text  

Note that draft Policy HHD1 still makes reference to an expectation for Green Belt land in the 

Neighbourhood Plan Area to be “enhanced” as well as protected. The policy wording, as currently drafted, states 

that this is accordance with the NPPF and Policy GBR1 of East Herts District Plan. It also comments that this is “to 

off-set the impact of the loss of land from the Green Belt…”.  

 

It is then for the Local Planning Authority to plan positively, through other policies to ensure 

the beneficial use of the Green Belt is enhanced where appropriate (NPPF paragraph 141). Draft Policy HHD1 

as currently worded does not therefore accord with Policy GBR1 of the East Herts District Plan, nor the NPPF. 

It is not the role of or necessary for the Hunsdon Area Neighbourhood Plan to seek “to off-set the impact of the 

loss of land from the Green Belt…”. For example, in accordance with Policy GA1 of the District Plan, Village 7, as 

part of the Gilston Area, will be providing compensatory improvements through the delivery of Biodiversity Net 

Gain and creation of new landscape and green infrastructure typologies as well as the introduction of an 

extensive pedestrian and cycle network to improve access.  

 

Recommend that draft Policy HHD1 is re-written to remove reference to off-setting the impact of lost Green 

Belt land and expectations for enhancement of the remaining. To assist, we would suggest wording similar to the 

following to ensure that Policy HHD1 and indeed the Plan can be considered to conform with both strategic and 

national planning policy. Green Belt land within the Neighbourhood Plan Area will be protected in accordance 

with the National Planning, Policy Framework, Planning Practice Guidance and Policy GBR1 of the East Herts 

District Plan. 

 

Draft Policy HT1 Traffic Impact and Mitigation 

Note the policy requires a Traffic Impact Assessment to assess the impact on existing roads, amenities, 

environmental sensitivities, heritage assets, water courses and public footpaths. As noted previously it is not the 
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Role of traffic assessments to give consideration to impacts upon environmental sensitivities and heritage assets. 

These would be appropriately assessed through specific technical assessments concerned with heritage, or, 

noise, or air quality.  

 

Furthermore, and without the other technical references cited above, part I and II are essentially repeating the 

same requirement, with the scope of a Transport Assessment or Statement expected to include an assessment of 

traffic impact. Therefore, it is not considered that both parts I and II are necessary and could in fact result in a 

lack of clarity as to what is specifically required to demonstrate compliance with the policy. 

 

Recommend that draft Policy HT1 is therefore re-worded and that part I is deleted completely. This will ensure 

the terms used in Policy HT1 and the definition of the required assessments are entirely consistent with those 

contained within EHDC’s District Plan and Planning Practice Guidance. 
 

HNP-006 Comer 

Homes (Savills) 

Savills acts for Comer Homes, owners of Briggens House Estate. The Estate falls within the Hunsdon 

Neighbourhood Plan Area to the south of the parish. It is designated by Historic England as a Historic Park and 

Garden, listed Grade II. Briggens House itself is a Grade II listed building and several other structures on the 

Estate are similarly listed. The Estate urgently requires a new purpose to secure its future preservation.  

 

Representations on the plan include: 

 

Heritage: The Plan clearly identifies the positive contribution Briggens House Estate makes to the Hunsdon Area 

and rightly seeks to preserve and enhance the overall character and appearance of the Estate.  The condition of 

various elements of the estate give cause for concern and Comer Homes consider enabling development is 

important to protect the Estate.  Therefore concerned with the current wording of HHC (iii) that states the 

requirement for enabling development should not impact on the openness of the Green Belt. The impact on the 

Green Belt should not form part of the heritage policy.  Policy relating to the protection of Green Belt already 
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addressed through Policy HHD1 of the HANP (notwithstanding our comments in relation to this policy below). 

Further, the NPPF (para. 147) and East Herts District Plan (Policy GBR1) clearly make allowance for ‘inappropriate 

development’ in the Green Belt in instances where ‘very special circumstances’ exist. The opportunity to preserve 

and enhance the significance of the Estate may in itself represent very special circumstances for inappropriate 

development in the Green Belt.  

 

Furthermore, the additional requirement currently set out in Policy HHC1 does not align with NPPF para. 208 and 

Historic England guidance1 relating to enabling development. The impact of any enabling development on the 

Green Belt would form part of the balancing exercise described at NPPF para. 208 and should not be specifically 

precluded by Policy HHC1. The draft policy position set out at Policy HHC1 of the HANP therefore prejudices the 

potential opportunities to preserve and enhance the Briggens House Estate, against a key Objective of the HANP. 

The policy also fails to accord with national and local planning policy. We therefore recommend that Policy HHC1 

(iii) is revised to remove reference to impact on the openness of the Green Belt and align with NPPF para. 208 

and Historic England guidance. Such an amendment to the HANP will provide support for a strategy to deliver the 

beneficial re-use of Briggens House Estate. Such development proposals would secure the future conservation of 

Hunsdon’s most significant heritage assets. 

 

Green Belt:  Reiterate comments made in representations dated 19 March 2021 submitted in response to the 

consultation on the HANP Pre-Submission (Regulation 14) Draft. The draft policy requirement for the Green Belt 

to be “enhanced” does not align with the provisions of the NPPF, PPG or Policy GBR1 of the East Herts District 

Plan. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy as set out at paragraph 137 of the NPPF is to “prevent urban 

sprawl by keeping land permanently open”. Neither the NPPF, PPG nor the District Plan require enhancement of 

Green Belts. Furthermore para 6.22 states ‘there is presumption against housing development in the Green Belt, 

unless very special circumstances can be demonstrated, in accordance with the NPPF’ . This fails to recognise that the 

NPPF provides for instances where certain forms of development are not inappropriate (paras.149 and 150), and 

are therefore not harmful to the Green Belt. Draft Policy HHD1 and supporting paragraph 6.22 of the HANP 

should therefore be updated accordingly in order to align with the NPPF and East Herts District Plan. 

 

The HANP has the opportunity to help to secure the restoration and long-term preservation of Briggens 

House Estate, together with delivering wider public benefits. This would help to ensure that one of the area’s 

most important assets is not lost, in accordance with the HANP’s own objective. We respectfully request that the 
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 Neighbourhood Plan Group, Hunsdon Parish Council and local community give consideration to our 

representations and assist in the protection of this key heritage asset through the HANP. 

HNP-007- 

Hertfordshire 

County Council 

(HCC) 

Comments from HCC are on behalf of Transport/ Highways team and Minerals & Waste team.  

 

Highways and Transport 

Identify the following detailed comments: 

•  Objective D- HCC broadly support this objective, however in order to align with the direction of policy at 

national and county level, including LTP4, we would recommend a greater focus on sustainable travel, 

irrespective of the rural nature of Hunsdon. 

• Objective E -HCC broadly support this objective, however we would suggest that the promotion of active 

travel would be a useful addition as a means to promote healthy lifestyles, given that car dependence 

often leads to health issues related to inactivity. 

• Paragraph 6.28 – Design of development-  Acknowledge that rural areas will have greater car dependency 

for longer going forward, however we would suggest that there’s still a case to be pushing developers and 

the planners to be bolder with lower on-site parking provision, even in more rural areas. HCC would 

suggest that the wording of this paragraph is amended to allow for each development to be considered on 

its own merits in this respect, rather than an automatic ‘maximum’ parking standards approach which is 

implied. 

• Policy HHD6 – Design Criteria- Developments are only legally obligated to mitigate their own impacts to an 

acceptable level. They cannot be expected to resolve issues real/perceived that they are not responsible 

for or contributing to. In regard to increasing off-street parking to address parking issues in Hunsdon, this 

is therefore not appropriate. Any increase in off-street parking would likely compound car dependence and 

on-street parking issues rather than addressing this issue. As such, we would disagree that additional 

parking should be provided where a dwelling already has off-street parking facilities which are sufficient to 

cater for the demand of that dwelling. Any increases in parking capacity should only be provided where 

development would likely cause significant overspill and should be in line with parking standards set by 

EHDC. 

 

Policy HT1- Traffic Impact and Mitigation- Broadly support but have following comments: 
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 • Developments  cannot be expected to resolve issues that they are not responsible for or contributing to. In 

regard to reducing congestion and improving safety, this therefore would in some respects be considered 

an unrealistic expectation for developments to serve. 

• Point II reflects a focus on increasing capacity to facilitate new development. This does not align with LTP4 

and should be amended to reflect greater emphasis on a holistic range of solutions, particularly 

sustainable travel. 

• Welcomes Hunsdon’s desire for improved public transport. We would consider that a conversation with 

the Herts Lynx team would be beneficial. 

• Suggest that the rationale for traffic calming needs to be justified by appropriate data (e.g. speed and 

volume surveys), in line with our Speed Management Strategy. We would also caution that interventions 

such as speed humps can be costly to implement and maintain and as such may not be always easy to 

deliver in the shorter term. 

•  Acknowledge Hunsdon’s desire to restrict HGV movements, however HCC would suggest that 

implementation of such a scheme can only reduce or remove inappropriate movements and any HGV 

movements that access premises within Hunsdon will be deemed legitimate uses of the network which 

cannot be restricted. The current wording also is too prescriptive and limits the potential use of technology 

such as ANPR or similar in the future. HCC would recommend amendment: Restrict inappropriate HGV 

movements through Hunsdon using measures which include but not limited to weight and width 

restrictions. 

 

Policy HT2 – Sustainable Modes of Travel- Fully support this Policy, as it aligns heavily with LTP4, but would make 

the following comments: 

• It would be more appropriate to include the improved bus and public transport services’ in this policy as 

this aligns better to the notion of providing sustainable travel. 

• Suggest that Point II is removed as this is a decision of HCC. Certain porous materials whilst appropriate 

from a drainage standpoint, are not appropriate for cycle usage and restrict the ability of mobility impaired 

users to access these facilities. 

 

Paragraph 9.8 – Traffic Impact 

• Notes that Hunsdon School has not renewed their accreditation for Modeshift STARS for the year 2021/22. 

We would suggest that this is strongly reconsidered. As per our earlier comment, we would also suggest 
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that any measures to address safety issues need to be justified by appropriate data (e.g. speed andvolume 

surveys). 

2.8 Paragraph 9.12 – Traffic Impact 

• HCC would suggest that any mitigation to the Church Lane/Acorn Street junction needs to reflect mitigation 

in a sustainable travel sense rather than capacity to align with LTP4. HCC would recommend this 

paragraph is amended accordingly. 

HB1 Business Uses- As outlined above, HGV restrictions can only limit inappropriate uses and any HGV trips to 

businesses in Hunsdon are legitimate users, so cannot be restricted.  

 

Minerals and Waste 

 

The Minerals and Waste Planning Authority has little further comment to make beyond the comments at the 

regulation 14 stage. However, some points are reiterated below. The Minerals and Waste Local Plans form part of 

the development plans for the area.  

Minerals- The plan area falls within the ‘Sand and Gravel Belt’ as identified in Hertfordshire County Council’s 

Adopted Minerals Local Plan.  The entirety of the Sand and Gravel Belt is a Mineral Safeguarding Area. Mineral 

Safeguarding Areas are identified by the county council, where planning applications for non-minerals 

development, that are submitted to the District and Borough Councils may not be determined until the county 

council has been given the opportunity to comment on whether the proposals would unacceptably sterilise 

mineral resources. 

Waste The neighbourhood plan states that the plan area contains an operational waste management facility. 

This is the skip hire business as stated within the neighbourhood plan. Operational waste facilities are 

safeguarded under Waste Policy 5 of the Waste Core Strategy and Development Management Policies document 

due to their important contribution to the strategic network of waste management provision in the county. 

 

 Consideration should be given to the ‘Agent of Change’ principle (NPPF, paragraph 182) which states that 

planning decisions on new developments should ensure integration with existing business such that they do not 

have unreasonable restrictions placed upon them. 

To conclude HCC would like to stress the importance of the Local Transport Plan (LPT4) and its sustainable travel 

policies in the preparation of the NP. Furthermore, HCC would like an acknowledgement to potential constraints 

both the minerals and waste sites located within the NP area could have on potential future development. 
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HNP-008 The St 

Albans Diocesan 

Board of Finance 

(Bidwells) 

The Board owns the land known as land to the west of Acorn Street, Hunsdon and the land is available, 

achievable and deliverable for development for a number of reasons: 

• Largely unconstrained from an environmental perspective 

• Development would bring public benefits to the community- affordable houses, public space, s106 

contributions. 

 

Supportive  of production of neighbourhood plans, has a number of detailed comments in relation to Policy HE3 

Landscape Character and Cherished Views: 

• Object to the proposed cherished view south of Hunsdon (View 8). Considers it’s not fit for purpose 

because there is limited explanation for the view. This is contrary to para 31 of the NPPF which requires 

that all policies should be underpinned by relevant and up-to-date evidence. This is supported by the 

Planning Practice Guidance which states that ‘where landscapes have a particular local value, it is important 

for policies to identify their special characteristics and be supported by proportionate evidence’.  Would expect 

more objective analysis, drawing on Local Plan evidence of Landscape Character and evaluating against 

NPPF requirements.  

• Policy wording- Raises concern about the wording of Policy HE3, specifically, paragraph III. Paragraph III 

requires proposals located within cherished views provide a landscape and visual impact assessment, but 

then goes on to state that ‘proposals where a harmful impact is identified will only be permitted where effective 

mitigation measures can be delivered.’ This second sentence poses a number of problems because there are 

different degrees of landscape harm. Harm can be significant, insignificant, localised, wide, etc. To have a 

blanket ban based on any harm is a simplistic approach and fails to recognise the nuances of an 

assessment of landscape harm. Further, all planning decisions should be considered on a balance, they 

should be based on an objective assessment of the positives and negatives of a proposal. A small degree of 

harm to landscape should not be treated in the same way as a larger one in this assessment, as is implied 

by Policy HE3.  

• Appendix C only briefly states the type of view (i.e. mid distance, long distance, etc) and justification for 

each view. The plan and its evidence base does not contain any information on the quality of identified 

landscapes or the level of sensitivity of landscapes. No potential mitigation is identified, with only a single 

sentence on design considerations included in Appendix C.  It is noted that the Planning Practice Guidance 

states in relation to landscapes of particular local value that: ‘…Policies may set out criteria against which 

proposals for development affecting these areas will be assessed. Plans can also include policies to avoid adverse 
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impacts on landscapes and to set out necessary mitigation measures, such as appropriate design principles and 

visual screening, where necessary…’ Paragraph: 036 Reference ID: 8-036-20190721  

• The Neighbourhood Plan and its evidence base should be more specific on what should be protected and 

the landscape sensitivity for each view, and the landscape impact assessment that is required by this policy 

should be focused on addressing the impact of development in relation to these matters. The mitigation 

needed for each cherished view should be set out. Without this evidence and assessment criteria, the 

application of this part of Policy HE3 will be based on the interpretation of those applying it. On the basis 

stated above, Paragraph III has the potential to impact on the delivery of sustainable development and 

undermines Basic Condition D. 

• It is unclear how the decision was arrived at to designate View 8 as a cherished view. At the Reg 14 

consultation there was no view in the location of view 8, instead there was a ‘Green Gap’ policy in this 

location. The inclusion of View 8 seems to have been prompted by the need of the Neighbourhood Plan 

Group to remove the Green Gap which covered the site, following the concern raised by both St Albans 

Diocesan and East Herts District Council regarding this policy. The Neighbourhood Plan Group’s response 

to these comments was to remove the green gap policy and to expand the cherished view section. 

Consider that this explanation is limited and has not been substantiated. If a proper evidence base 

underpinned Policy HE3 the reason for including view 8 would be clear. In view of the above, concern has 

to be expressed that View 8 has been identified as a means of partially replacing the removed Green Gap 

policy which sought to restrict sustainable development in this location. 

• Without proper justification and evidence to support the inclusion of View 8, this policy has the potential to 

undermine the potential development of a sustainable site in a constrained Local Authority and local 

policies which control development in the authority. This policy therefore undermines basic conditions D 

and E. 

HNP-009 N Clark Support.  As far as we have to accept housing targets, this is an acceptable plan.  

HNP-010 L Flowers Support the plan as submitted in its entirety. 

HNP-011 Thames 

Water 

Support the text in section 9.5 in relation to engaging with Thames Water ahead of the submission of planning 

applications to help ensure that development is aligned with any wastewater infrastructure upgrades that may be 

necessary to support it. 

HNP-012 M and T 

Reid 
Support. No additional comments. 
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HNP-013  Roydon 

Parish Council 

Comments arise from our concerns about plans for the use of the Stort towpath from Roydon towards Harlow as 

a commuter route, as set out in the outline planning application for Village 7 of Harlow and Gilston Garden Town 

(reference 3/19/2124/OUT). 

 

The draft Neighbourhood Plan states at paragraph 7.4, page 34, that hard surfacing, widening or lighting the 

towpath “....is unlikely to be acceptable. Hunsdon Mead and the towpath are vulnerable to increased use for 

commuters using Roydon station as Gilston Garden Town is built and occupied." It would make the point clearer 

if this statement were strengthened to read "Any hard surfacing of the towpath....or widening or lighting the towpath 

would not be acceptable. Hunsdon Mead and the towpath are vulnerable to increased use for commuters using Roydon 

station as Gilston Garden Town is built and occupied. Such use should not be facilitated, with a view to promoting the 

use of Harlow station as an alternative." 

 

The Plan is actually clearer on this issue in Policy HE5 on Hunsdon Mead (paragraph 7.48) which says "The historic 

importance, ecological value, and physical structure of the towpath is not compatible with use as a commuter route to 

Roydon Station and proposals for impermeable hard surfacing or lighting will not be supported." Roydon Parish 

Council strongly agrees with that wording. 

HNP-014 Historic 

England 

Do not consider it necessary for Historic England to provide further detailed comments at this time. Refer to any 

previous comments submitted at Regulation 14 stage, and for any further information to our detailed advice on 

successfully incorporating historic environment considerations into your neighbourhood plan, which can be 

found here: https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-yourneighbourhood/ 

 

The letter does not reflect obligation to provide further advice, on or, potentially, object to specific proposals 

which may subsequently arise as a result of the proposed plan.  

 

HNP-015 Natural 

England 
Natural England does not have any specific comments on this Neighbourhood Plan. 

HNP-016 V Burton I am in full support of this plan. It protects the village form over development 

HNP-017 J Carthy I support the Hunsdon Area Neighbourhood in its entirety. I am certain that it lays the foundation for the 

sustainable future of the village. 

HNP-018 P Fitch As a member of the plan group, it is obvious that I will support it. However with all the feedback from 
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consultations with residents I feel we have fulfilled their wishes as far as we are able, especially regarding limit on 

further development within the village, protecting green spaces, hedgerows and views. 

HNP-019 B Carthy I fully support all the proposals for policies contained in the submission. 

HNP-020 The 

Garden’s Trust 

Thank you for consulting The Gardens Trust of which Hertfordshire Garden Trust (HGT) is a member. 

Commented on an earlier draft of the plan.  Several modifications were suggested but, despite that, HGT is listed 

in the Consultation Statement Summary of Points Provided by Statutory Consultee as unconditional support. 

This is incorrect. Have also been in contact with the consultant advising the NP team (summer 2021) about 

inclusion of undesignated historic parks within the plan. This has not been done. 

 

The comments we have on the plan are thus summarised: 

1. Policy HHC2 should also include the settings of landscapes and other heritage assets 

2. Undesignated heritage assets should include undesignated historic landscapes including Hunsdon 

Park and Bonningtons. HGT has reports on both these landscapes which have been supplied to the team. These 

do not appear in the List of Appendices on Page 13. 

3. Support Policy HE3 on Views on Page 42 but note that important views along the Briggens canal, which is 

aligned to both St Dunstan's church and Roydon Temple have not been included. They are somewhat obscured 

now but could be visible in the future if the landscape was managed as at the time of the design of the canal. We 

note that The Setting of Heritage Assets Good Practice Advice Note 3.2 from Historic England has not been 

included in Appendix A Heritage Assets 

4. The List of Heritage Assets at Appendix A could usefully include undesignated heritage assets. As with Hunsdon 

ponds, these could well become designated in the future but need protection and recognition in this current 

plan. 

5. Stansteadbury Registered Parkland lies adjacent to the Neighbourhood Plan area which is thus part of the 

setting of Stansteadbury Park. It would be useful for this heritage aspect to be included in the plan. 

HNP- 21 D 

Macdonald 
Happy to support the Plan 

HNP- 22 C 

Beckmann 

Support. No comments, although I note that there is no reference to the proposed new chapel; just the plan to 

raise the profile of St Dunstan's church as a centre of worship. I have no problem with the proposed new chapel - 

I was just surprised it hadn't been mentioned as, if/when located where planned it will be very central to the 

village and have the potential to provide a lot of facilities which can be shared by the residents. 
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HNP-023 Sport 

England 

 

Thank you for consulting Sport England. Government planning policy, within the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), identifies how the planning system can play an important role in facilitating social interaction 

and creating healthy, inclusive communities. Encouraging communities to become more physically active through 

walking, cycling, informal recreation and formal sport plays an important part in this process. Providing enough 

sports facilities of the right quality and type in the right places is vital to achieving this aim. This means that 

positive planning for sport, protection from the unnecessary loss of sports facilities, along with an integrated 

approach to providing new housing and employment land with community facilities is important. 

 

References need to comply with the NPPF and Sport England guidance. 

HNP-024 Affinity 

Water 
No Comments to make on the draft Plan. 

HNP- National Grid 

(Avison Young) 

Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to National Grid assets: An assessment has been 

carried out with respect to National Grid’s electricity and gas transmission assets which include high voltage 

electricity assets and high-pressure gas pipelines. National Grid has identified that no assets are currently 

affected by proposed allocations within the Neighbourhood Plan area. 

National Grid provides information in relation to its assets at the website below. 

• www2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planningauthority/shape-files/ 

Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development close to National Grid infrastructure. 

Distribution Networks 

Information regarding the electricity distribution network is available at the website below: 

www.energynetworks.org.uk 

Information regarding the gas distribution network is available by contacting: 

plantprotection@cadentgas.com 

HNP-026 C Kitts Support the plan as it has been prepared by local people who understand local issues and the requirements and 

concerns of local residents. 

HNP-027 J Hall Fully support the proposed Plan. 

HNP- 028 V Clay Support. Do not ruin our village. 

HNP-029 S Burton Support.  This is an excellent document and supports the local community in its objectives. 
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HNP- 030 Herts 

Constabulary 

A little disappointed that Hertfordshire Constabulary were not included in the Reg 14 consultation stage but 

I’m glad to be able be able to comment on behalf of the Constabulary now. 

 

• Have substantive concerns that there is no mention of how the Parish Council intend to address issues 

regarding crime, disorder, and antisocial behaviour. The Parish Council have a duty of care under S.17 of the 

Crime & Disorder Act 1998 to demonstrate how they intend to deal with these issues. In addition, both the 

National Planning Policy Framework (Version 2 – paragraph 92 (b) & paragraph 130 (f)) and East Herts Local Plan 

(DES5) reference that these issues must be taken into consideration. To mitigate this an additional sentence 

should be added to page 20 ‘Objectives’ before item (E) “To ensure cohesive and sustainable places it is important 

that a sense of personal and community safety is present within the built environment. Various measures can be 

designed into development schemes, which can assist in discouraging crime and anti-social behaviour.” One such 

method would be to include a policy that ensures that all new developments (both residential and commercial) 

are built to the Police preferred minimum security standard that is Secured by Design (SBD)and that applicants 

should consult with the local Crime Prevention Design Advisor (CPDA) to seek to achieve SBD accreditation. This 

could take the form of “Prior to construction the applicant will contact the Hertfordshire Constabulary CPDS with 

a view to seeking to achieve accreditation to the Police preferred minimum security standard that is Secured by 

Design. 

 

Reason: To ensure that the development is compliant with both National and Local Planning Policies, in addition, 

this will also demonstrate the discharge of obligations under Approved Document ‘Q’ – ‘Security’ of Building 

Regulations.” 

 

• In addition to demonstrating a >75% reduction in burglaries and >25% reduction in both vehicle crime and ASB 

SBD has been shown that it can contribute to combatting climate change due to the reductions in crime. 

Professor Ken Pease wrote a study (attached to consultation response) back in 2009 around the carbon cost of 

crime. This showed that a burglary can produce 2.5 tonnes of carbon, between December 2019 and November 

2021, according to the web site www.police.uk, there were 528 recorded burglaries in East Herts Rural area 5 of 

these occurred in Hunsdon itself. If you take those 5 that is a possible 12.5 tonnes of carbon produced had the 

dwellings between built to and accredited to SBD that could have resulted in a reduction of 9.4 tonnes of carbon. 

So, by ensuring that new developments are built and accredited to SBD this not only impacts on crime but also on 

the carbon footprint of those developments. 
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HNP-031 M 

Newman 

Fully support the current Hunsdon Neighbourhood Plan. A huge amount of effort has gone into its generation by 

many dedicated people. The Plan should help secure a vibrant future for the village at the same time as 

protecting its extensive heritage 

 

HNP-032 

Environment 

Agency 

Had to prioritise limited resource and focus on strategic plans where the environmental risks and opportunities 

are highest. Attach general advice note which sets out our substantive response to Neighbourhood Plan 

consultations including Strategic Environmental Assessment screening and scoping. 

 

Recognise that Neighbourhood Plans provide a unique opportunity to deliver enhancements to the natural 

environment at the local level. The advice note sets out the key environmental issues, relating to water supply 

and foul drainage; flooding; ground water quality; land contamination;  surface water drainage, which should be 

considered. It also references sources of data to check environmental features.  

 


