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  Webinar – Additonal Q&A’s 

The Netherfield Lane sites(s) reside within the Lee Valley Regional 
Park boundary. The AECOM report recognises the need for these 
site(s) to meet requirements set out in Lee Valley Park Development 
Framework. What does this mean in reality, and have LVRP been 
consulted (if so, what's their position)? 

We are in discussion with LVRP about two sites within the park - one is in their ownership - and 
we hope to have conclusive written support shortly.  Any site that is within their boundary will 
need their approval when the specific planning application comes forward, but it is important 
for us to have a good idea in advance. 

 Why is the field behind the Alms Houses apparently not considered 
an important vista/protected view/open space (some of the criteria 
highlighted in policy VILL1), who decides? 

We do have one protected view of the cottages from the front as you look up Cat Hill from 
Roydon Road.   We consider the view of the Almshouses, as well-loved and significant which is 
why any plan for the development of the field behind would be required to respect that policy.  
Plans that have been discussed with the landowner have avoided impinging on that view. 

I note the public consultation site identification slide shows large 
number of the public do not support development on the field behind 
the Alms Houses. I think fair to say this was covered under the 
restrictions faced with flood zones and lack of suitable sites etc, 
however some commentary around why public opinion is apparently 
being 'overruled' would be appreciated. 

The site selection has been based on objective criteria drawn up from the NPPF and with 
reference to the East Herts District Plan as well as the constraints relating to green belt and 
flood zones.  Unfortunately, despite us finding several small sites that are not in the green belt 
we have had to resort to selecting one site that is in the green belt.  Being a larger site, it will 
also allow us to include a reasonable amount of affordable housing.   
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It's fairly common knowledge amongst residents that the field behind 

the Alms Houses was donated to the village many years ago by 

Colonel Prior to be used as a Playing Field for Residents of the Village. 

No-one however seems to know how that donation expired/ceased; 

did the Heritage Subgroup dig up anything during their research, is 

anyone aware of the history? 

Yes, we are aware that at one time this field belonged to the Parish and that some time ago it 
was part of a land sale and swap when the three parishes purchased St Margaretsbury 
Recreation Ground from the Croft estate. The current owner is of course David Webster.  As far 
as we have discovered the Almshouse Field was not proving to be a useful amenity for sport or 
play which was the main reason for disposing of it. 

 The Webinar gave some good coverage as to the reasons for non-
inclusion of the Catesby Estates sites(s). Some more detailed 
commentary around the reasons for non-inclusion of the Kitten Hill 
(C3, C5) and Marsh Lane (C1) sites would be appreciated. 

Our instructions were to select sites that are adjacent to the village settlement area for the 
Neighbourhood Plan. That boundary does not reach Kitten Lane.   As it turns out there may well 
be a quarry adjacent to the Kitten Lane land in which case housing would not be allowed so 
close to it.  Marsh Lane is not completely out of the picture – it will be discussed with the LVRP 
and depending on their view of it, it could be reviewed. 

In general whilst I can appreciate the response given (no-one has a 
crystal ball); having a plan will mean 'reduced risk' of other 
developments not supported by the plan getting planning permission 
in future, but not 'no risk'. I guess it is what it is, but it does not sit too 
well with me (any risk of ending up with ‘both’ would be the absolute 
worst outcome). 

We really appreciate your taking the time to put these questions to us.  None of us are happy 
about having all, of these extra homes and even worse the 8,000 or so homes in the Gilston 
Area.  The numbers seem incredible, but they were confirmed when East Herts had the District 
Plan examined by the independent inspector – she in fact increased the number of homes they 
have, to provide by 2033.  We certainly believe that this concurrence with their request to get 
the plan in place is our best protection from much greater numbers in the next planning period. 


