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Proposed Development Information:  

Planning Applications  

East Herts Council Planning Portal  

Ref: 3/19/1051/ FUL 

Ref 3/19/1045 /OUT 

To see drone footage of the site, please click here. 

Definitions 

CFA  Continuous Flight Auguring  
CSC  Central Stort Crossing  
db  Decibel  
EA  Environment Agency  
EHDC  East Herts District Council  
ESC  Eastern Stort Crossing  
FOLI  Friends of Latton Island  
HDC  Harlow District Council  
HGGT  Harlow and Gilston Garden Town  
HGV  Heavy Goods Vehicle  
IPCC  International Panel on Climate Change  
LDP  Local Development Plan  
MP  Member of Parliament  
NADPH  Nicotinamide adenine dinucleotide phosphate  
NS line  North South Line  
OS  Ordinance Survey  
PfP  Places for People  
SuDs  Sustainable Drainage Systems / surface water drainage systems 
TSS  Total Suspension Solids  
W3W  What Three Words  
WFD  Water Framework Directive  
WHO  World Health Organisation  

The Friends of Latton Island Group have prepared two separate reports for Councillors to access before 
any decisions with far-reaching consequences are made. 

Part 1 highlights the adverse impact due to the built environment and the transport proposals. 

Part 2 (separate document) raises awareness of the adverse impact of the project on the wildlife and 
ecology of the Stort River Valley, rivers, lakes, wetlands and flood plains. 
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Introduction 

This report sets out to highlight issues that have not been sufficiently addressed, if at all, in the Planning 
Application relating to the HGGT, CSC and ESC (as defined in this Report), and further to inform by distilling 
the objections, numerous reports from the various consultants commissioned by HGGT and PFPs, 
drawings, and in documents into a format that we felt was easier to understand.  

There are 774 documents1 in the Planning Application 3/19/1051/ FUL alone. There is a second and 
related application 3/19/1045/OUT (834 DOCUMENTS), which readers are advised to monitor, especially 
as some important documents have been found to have been misfiled and were in the wrong portal. 

This report mainly focuses on 3/19/1051/ FUL. Many are complex, and a number have key information 
embedded such that it is not always apparent or accessible. For example, the Carbon Emissions screenshot 
on page 6 of this Report was located on page 491 of a 500-page document.   

This majority of information contained in this Report has been compiled using documentation taken 
directly from the Planning Application together with surveys from wildlife experts with specific knowledge 
of the area.   

Friends of Latton Island 

The Friends of Latton Island are a group of people from interesting and diverse backgrounds who are 
passionate about the people and town of Harlow and the surrounding area.  We believe that Harlow 
residents have a right to green spaces on their doorstep for health and well-being, whether from a physical 
or mental health perspective.  We are united in our belief that preserving green spaces will secure for 
future Harlow generations the legacy set out by Sir Frederick Gibberd in his vision for the town. The 
Friends of Latton Island are committed to honouring the rich archaeological and modern history of Harlow 
and believe that preserving it is essential. We are a registered Climate Action Group with an affiliation to 
the Friends of The Earth charity. 

Why do we oppose the Eastern Crossing? 

 The Pye Corner to Edinburgh Way crossing will permanently alter the natural landscape which it has 
been said is a jewel in the crown of Harlow. 

 There has been a succession of highway projects from the Eastwick Lodge Roundabout to the Gates 
Roundabout and beyond along the route of the A414 to M11 Junction 7.  Initially, there was the 
upgrading of the bridge on Fifth Avenue, followed by the conversion of the single carriageway road 
from River Way along Edinburgh Way to dual carriageway which have been disruptive, delayed and 
costly: each taking years rather than months to complete. This proposal will add an additional feed of 

 

1 As of 1st September 2021 
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traffic from Gilston into Edinburgh Way at the point of River Way and the construction works would 
be another additional burden to the residents and workforce of Harlow.  

 This area is used daily by cyclists, ramblers, joggers, runners, athletes in training from the local sports 
clubs in the area and surrounds, fishermen, people who live on the river and many others.  We have 
spoken to many who have expressed that they too are opposed to the crossing proposal, and it is for 
these people that the FOLI will be the voice.  

 This is an East Herts development and we do not believe that Harlow should be sacrificing this green 
space.  Overwhelming evidence suggests that Harlow will carry the environmental burden and habitats 
abundant in fauna and flora will be destroyed and lost.  

 There are important archaeological finds, potentially of huge significance, that need to be explored in 
greater detail before the crossing is even considered.  

 Recent flooding has highlighted and reminded those who live and work in the vicinity of the proposal 
just how fragile the area is.  

 There is a distinct lack of documentation from HGGT to indicate how the developers are going to meet 
the conditions set out by organisations such as the Environmental Agency and the Canal and River 
Trust.  

Harlow MP, Robert Halfon, tabled an Early Day Motion in Parliament in July 2021 2 where he is quoted as 
saying, “That this House understands concerns about the impacts that the Stort crossing proposals will 
have upon the beautiful environment of the Stort Valley in Harlow constituency; further understands the 
threat that those proposals pose to local wildlife and ecosystems; recognises the concerns about those 
proposals raised by hundreds of local residents; … and calls on the Government to put pressure onto the 
developers to reassess those plans and go back to the drawing board.” 

 The Eastern Crossing will permanently damage the natural landscape and the natural nature reserve 
the Valley has become.  

 Harlow Town, homes and residents will suffer significant detrimental impacts of the crossing from 
HGGT development in the town and the valley. 

 These impacts could be avoided to the benefit of all residents and the environment if the designers 
were to go back to the drawing board and were far more ambitious in developing transport modes 
and strategies to achieve the 60 % reduction of private vehicle usage they propose. 

 The Pye Corner to Edinburgh Way crossing will permanently alter the natural landscape making it 
unrecognisable in the future.  

 

2 https://edm.parliament.uk/early-day-motion/58789/opposition-to-stort-valley-crossing-proposals 
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On paper it might appear that the crossing has the least impact because it runs parallel to the industrial 
area on the opposite side of The Stort, but it is clear that drawing a straight line on a map is not the way 
to get the best result. 

We believe that losing this green space is too great a sacrifice to be made to HGGT, especially as this is an 
East Herts development. The net gain for Harlow is minimal by comparison.  

Impacts within Harlow 

We can find no reports that consider the impacts of the proposed plans on Harlow.  All assessments and 
reports are written with respect to the Gilston estate. 

Transport:  

 The current Harlow Development plan encourages and facilitates additional traffic from Gilston and 
other origins to travel in and out of town via the central crossing, along Fifth Avenue towards the town 
centre along a NS transport corridor and towards the shopping, business and industry centres along 
Edinburgh Way. There is no impact assessment of additional traffic arriving from Gilston. Naisha 
Polaine Director of HGGT has written publicly that part of the vision is that people from HGGT will 
“hop in their cars and drive to the tube”, an 11-mile journey through Harlow and either Epping Green 
Village or along the already heavily congested A414. 

 The creation of the Eastern Crossing will encourage additional traffic from the Gilston Estate and East-
West traffic to travel to the double roundabouts at River Way and the eastern end of Edinburgh Way. 
This arrangement will impose more traffic into a zone that already is at times very busy, and will create 
gridlocks in that area of town 

 There are alternative routes and strategies that will lessen the impact on Harlow as described in this 
report.  

Sewage and Surface Water  

 Gilston may not be affected, however the sewage and surface water loads will be directed to the valley 
and the Thames Trunk sewer.  These additional loads will result in the sewers being filled to capacity 
and backup the Harlow sewer and surface water systems.  

 The Harlow drainage systems already overflow, and the flooding of homes and the discharge of raw 
sewage is an already regular occurrence.  

Harlow needs to look at the developments from the point of view of Harlow residents and infrastructures 
with the intention of becoming an ultra-green town.  

Harlow could benefit from a far greener approach to development from HGGT.  As it is, Harlow and the 
Stort Valley natural nature reserve will bear all the pain and East Herts and Epping will take all the gain. 
Not only will Harlow residents get the congestion, the load of through traffic and pollution but they will 
not have any additional homes or council tax receipts.  
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Major elements that FOLI wish to be addressed 
before any decision can be made  

 Detailed reports are needed about the impacts of  sewage and surface water from Gilston on the River 
Valley and the current surface water and sewage systems in Harlow. 

 The Environment Agency report they have yet to receive relevant plans and it is difficult to understand 
how such infrastructure planning can follow rather than precede plans for roads and both residential 
and non-residential buildings. 

 Confirmation that the National Planning Policy’s three environmental objectives: “to protect and 
enhance our natural, built and historic environment; including making effective use of land, improving 
biodiversity, using natural resources prudently, minimising waste and pollution, and mitigating and 
adapting to climate change, including moving to a low carbon economy” have been adhered to.  

Aesthetics, noise, health and wellbeing 

The proposed ESC will be a permanent scar on the landscape, environment and ecology of the river valley.   
It is our firm belief that there are greener, less costly alternatives that should be considered as a matter 
of urgency. The impact on wildlife, the hydrology, flood plain, surface water and foul waters of the 
development are serious and documented elsewhere in this report, however the most obvious impacts 
are often too easily overlooked, and the destruction of a tranquil environment, one of the few places 
residents have left to go, is a serious issue.  

The structure itself and the traffic noise will impose severe stress on the wellbeing of those that live in the 
Valley and the many people who value the Valley as a valuable place of tranquillity and recreation. 

Visual impact 

 

The visual of structure as illustrated below by HGGT disrupts the mind and environment. It has been 
described as:  

 “An out of place alien structure landing in a beautiful rural idyll of a landscape” 
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 “Like a gigantic sewer outflow” 

 “An enormous carbuncle in the face of a dear friend”   

In stark contrast to the present scene: 

Bridge near Latton Lock  

HGGT PfP do not appear to have made any assessment of the disruptive effects to wellbeing of the 
aesthetic or sound environment they propose. 

The soundscape  

For further detail see follow this link: Sound Management. 

Measurements have been recorded by a physicist for FOLI of the noise levels at the Latton Island site near 
the proposed line of the Eastern Crossing and contrasted with those recorded at and near the Fifth Avenue 
Central Crossing.  

The noise levels and traffic flow currently at the Central Crossing provide reliable data to indicate the 
daytime and continuous noise levels that will fill the currently tranquil environment in the Valley near and 
at Latton Island should the Eastern Raised Road barrier and bridge be built.  

Click here to find the relevant and indicative measurements. 

In summary, the average baseline level of noise at Latton Island is currently between 36bd and 43bd.  

Should the proposed Eastern Crossing be built, the continuous level at the same location will be between 
69 and 83db: It is a tranquil mind-healing environment which will be destroyed.  

An increase of 10bd is 10 times noisier: an increase of 20db is 100 times noisier and an increase of 30bd 
is 1000 times noisier, therefore, the noise level in the Valley will be as much as 10,000 times noisier: 
continuously.  

Research published on 31 March 2021 in Nature Reviews Cardiology:  “Transportation noise pollution and 
cardiovascular disease “ confirmed the long-held suspicions that noise “is associated with cardiovascular 
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diseases, such as arterial hypertension, coronary artery disease, heart failure and arrhythmia, and should 
therefore be considered a cardiovascular risk factor.” 

Photographs and artists impressions of site before & during construction 

 

 

During construction 

Before  construction 
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Flooding 

 

From our extensive research and field studies, the Friends of Latton Island (FOLI) believe that whilst the 
Harlow & Gilston Garden Town (HGGT) development will largely be protected from flooding, pollution, 
traffic congestion and discharge of raw sewage into the environment - Harlow will not.   

The River Stort Valley and Harlow will suffer because all of the sewage and surface water being redirected 
towards the valley and Harlow.   

The designs of the Central and the Eastern Crossings will make matters worse on the natural and built 
environments in the Valley and in Harlow.  

 

The Eastern Crossing is not a bridge.  For at least 80% of its length, it is a raised road on culverts having a 
barrier effect that will divide the flood plain and change the ecology of the whole Valley destroying wildlife 
habitat.  The sewage is likely to cause the ancient Harlow sewage and surface water Drainage Systems to 
flash flood homes in Harlow more frequently and as recently reported cause raw sewage to flood 
the Valley environment. 

Main issues:  

 The Eastern Crossing is not a bridge but mainly a raised road on culverts that will divide the flood 
plain and change the ecology of the whole valley, destroying precious wildlife habitat and the 
tranquillity of a  public recreational space. 

 There are alternative routes and transport options that have not been considered that are less costly 
to the public purse and to the natural and built environments. 

 The Valley Environment is a natural nature reserve, a refuge and green corridor for wildlife and an 
aesthetically beautiful, unique recreational area for the residents of Harlow 

 In the light of the above, and given their potential effects on the local ecology and environment, are 
HC and EHDC prepared to reappraise the Planning Application in the light of Climate Change Reports 
and the Environment Bill 2023 proposals? 
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Flooding 1: untreated sewage 

This is a recording of Sewage Discharge in Harlow in July 2021 which clearly shows what happened after 
heavy rainfall.  This will be a more regular occurrence during the autumn season when rainfall is at its 
highest.  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tmeelzG4wYW27pkJrQIRsmm867775BUo/view?usp=sharing  

Flooding 2: In Harlow July 2021:  

 

Links between the crossings and the built 
infrastructure:  

The impacts of both the Central and the Eastern Crossing on the natural and built environments are 
entwined with the designs of the transport and the water systems (sewage, surface and ground waters / 
flood prevention systems) that service the Gilston Estate developments.   

The Eastern Crossing would add to the problems that will be experienced due to the impacts of the Gilston 
Estate sewage and surface waters being run off into the Valley and towards the now out of date Harlow 
sewage and surface waters systems. 

Major elements that have not been designed yet:  

 The Eastern Crossing detailed designs have not been completed as yet 

 East Herts Planning, Thames Water and the Environment Agency report that they have received no 
plans with respect to sewage and surface water.  
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 East Herts and other authorities report that is not unusual for plans to be drawn up as developments 
progress.  

To grant planning permission to developers, with councils under extreme pressures to meet housing and 
road building targets by central government, before the environmental impacts, the sewers and surface 
water issues have been planned in detail is a somewhat surprising.  

Ecology, impacts of sewage, surface water  

The Harlow sewage and surface water 
systems are already under strain, prone to 
industrial pollution and being over loaded.  
Residents already experience flooding and 
the discharge of raw untreated sewage and 
industrial chemicals into the environment.  

When all of the Gilston sewage and foul 
water waste is discharged into the Thames 
Trunk sewer, to which the Harlow system 
is already connected it is very likely that 
these serious flooding events that pollute 
homes and the environment will occur 
more frequently. https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-essex-58231254 

The impact of the discharge of untreated sewage and the pollution of 
surface and river waters: 

Overwhelming evidence suggests that Harlow and the Stort Valley will carry the environmental burden, 
therefore habitats abundant in fauna and flora will be lost for our future generations.  

The documented of responses to questions we have asked of Planning Officers and careful study of the 
documents submitted to planning clearly show that Harlow homes and the valley environment will suffer 
unfortunate impacts such as increased flooding in the form of polluted surface water and the discharge 
of raw sewage into the environment.  

Damaging features of the works in the valley: culverts  

Culverts are used to divert or drain water from land above the Eastern Crossing.  

The culverts beneath the Eastern Crossing will be long from one side of the structure to the other and 
have substantial impervious foundations at least 1m deep along the entire length of the structure. This 
will divide the flood plain, impeding and slowing the flow of water and increasing the rate of deposition 
of silt downstream.  At times of more frequent floods the effect will be that banks will be degraded and 
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scoured, destroying habitats of bank dwelling animals such as  voles, who have recently been reintroduced 
into the area. 

The flood plain upstream of the barrier raised road will become wetter, downstream drier and so the 
whole valley flood plain and all habitats will be affected  

There are other enclosed watercourses in the plans. Responsibility to maintain a culvert is usually with 
the landowner for that part of it that is on the owner's land. When a culvert becomes blocked it can cause 
the water to back up and prevent it from draining the ground. There are proposals to put wire netting 
across culverts to stop illegal passage or use: these measures will seriously impede the movement of 
wildlife, roosting bats and make the culverts more prone to blockage by debris 

The Eastern Crossing will make matters worse because for most of the length, culverts are employed and 
both ground and hydrological levels deliberately changed in an endeavour to retain flood waters and to 
compensate for the loss of true flood plain. Changing levels can retain waters but only for a limited period 
and this measure cannot fulfil the range of functions of natural flood plain.  

The crossing needs to be scrapped, alternative routes and options employed and still there needs to be 
the creation of at least 10 % more flood plain to cope with current episodes of flooding that have not been 
recognized or acknowledged in the reports and submissions made. Climate Change predictions in the 
Climate Change Report June 2012 predicts more intense and frequent rainstorms and flood prevention 
attenuation measures currently in use will be in sufficient in the not too distant future. 

It's not a single issue; Harlow will suffer the consequences of increased traffic, pollution, loss of 
amenities and loss of wildlife whilst the Gilston Estate development will have none as it will be all 
passed on to Harlow. 

Whilst both the East Herts District Plan and the Harlow Local Development Plan, were adopted following 
an examination by an independent inspector, who considered that, in principle, the two River Stort 
Crossings are required, subsequent Early Day Motions by the Harlow MP, Robert Halfon, in the light of 
these reassessments, called on the Government to put pressure onto the developers to reassess those 
plans and go back to the drawing board. HGGT and the applicant developers, Places for People (PfP) have 
rejected more environmentally friendly routes and the possible use of the rail heads at Harlow Mill.  

Elimination of the Eastern Crossing & cost and eco-savings on the works 
to the Central Crossing 

It would appear that HGGT PfP planners have simply placed a ruler on a map to draw the shortest line 
between the north end of Fifth Avenue to the Harlow Mill Station Roundabout.   

We would suggest that a more environmentally friendly solution would be not to build the Eastern 
Crossing and provide a subsidized public hydrogen bus transport 24 x 7, to encourage the use of electric 
scooters, bikes and small electric bubble cars in and between the Gilson Villages and across the Central 
Crossing. A free parking Park and Ride hub just north of the end of Fifth Avenue would seem to be an ideal 
location and The Park and Ride concept can be updated and piloted as a showcase for green travel. 
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The addition of a park and ride at the north end of Fifth Avenue, combined with a focus on providing green 
public and private transport will reduce the load on the Central crossing to such an extent that the 
development and expansion of the Central Crossing would no longer be necessary.  

This would represent a huge saving to the cost of the Central Crossing and the whole Gilston project to 
the public purse. It would also mean that the loss of flood plain at the central crossing site would be 
entirely avoided.  

Greenwashing 

HGGT have made much of their green credentials and intentions: they have spent much time and publicity 
to send a message that they intend to reduce journeys by private car by 50 % and later to 60 %.  In contrast, 
however, Naisha Polaine, Garden Town Director in an article in a local magazine, The CM17 Connection 
as recently as in the October 2021 edition, writes about people “hopping in their cars and down to the 
tube”.  

The nearest tube is at Epping 11 miles away.  You would have to travel through Harlow, adding to the 
congestion at J7 on the M11 or traffic through Epping Green and other villages; this is hardly a green 
option or viable strategy in our opinion.  

The Harlow mainline train stations (Harlow Town and Harlow Mill) are nearby, but are both within the 
town boundary and should hundreds of commuters drive down to them then her feeling expressed in the 
last paragraph as written by the Garden Town Director will come true, i.e. “The feeling” is “that there may 
be more transport congestion and not enough services.”  This train line currently serves as a route from 
London Liverpool Street to Stansted Airport. 

Biodiversity metrics: cornerstone of environmental policy & Bill 

There are no meaningful measures of Biodiversity Metrics recorded for the HGGT developments in the 
planning portal that we could locate. 

The greatest proportion of this build, infrastructure and home constructions, will take place under the 
aegis of the new Environment Bill now passing through Parliament and likely to be law by 2023.  

A cornerstone of the legislation that will exert major influences on building is the Biodiversity Metric. This 
has been developed at the University of Kent and is being used and further evolved and is now at version 
3.0. Version 3.0 was required as it was found that local authorities and developers were misapplying and 
not correctly measuring the metric.   

The Bill will apply to, and have a major impact on, this development and others being built in the future. 

Our concern is that HGGT and PfP have done just this; misapplied and incorrectly calculated. 

Historically, traditional practice is that planning applications have been sought and granted with an 
undeveloped and poor understanding of the environmental implications.  
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This general practice in the UK is the main and scientifically confirmed reason for the exponential rise in 
the rate of loss of species, biodiversity and the consequent conclusions of the Climate Change Committee 
and the IPCC code red alert this summer. 

Developments must show that their plans produce at least a 10 % increase in Biodiversity Metrics.  We 
are concerned that the application 1051 until recently has made no mention of these metrics. However, 
it appears that the submission has been redacted by HGGT. See below:  

A document headed Central Crossing was recently added to the East Herts planning portal. On enquiry to 
East Herts Planning, it was established that the document had been uploaded to the wrong planning 
application portal.  

The submissions failed to produce a single metric figure for the whole of the area affected by the 
development, primarily the Valley from Harlow Mill to Roydon. There was a document that referred to 
the Central crossing but nothing else could be found 

Further, and contrary to expected practice: 

 There is no consideration or metric produced to assess the level of Biodiversity for the whole portion 
of the River Valley that will be affected by the development,  

 There is no report on the methodology nor of how even the minimum of a 10 % gain in biodiversity is 
to be achieved.  

 There is no reference to the employment or commissioning of a Chartered Ecologist, as specified need 
to be done by the team at Kent University which developed the metric 

 It appears that the assessment has been done by Warwickshire County Council who give no records 
of visiting or conducting surveys of the site  

 It appears this has been a remote exercise done perhaps by the use of the Warwickshire Biodiversity 
calculator using figures supplied by the developers rather than independent ecologists. The ecological 
data that appears to have been used has been shown by the report of local ecologists, as described in 
part 2 of this report, to be questionable because measures were taken at the wrong times of day and 
in the wrong seasons. Examination of the reports submitted in the planning portal by developers’ 
consultants gives descriptions and show the dates and times of their surveys. 

 The documents submitted do not specify which version of the Biodiversity Metric has been used, 
either v2.0 or v3.0.  

 There are important and significant differences between v2.0 and v3.0 of the biodiversity metric as 
can be seen by reference to reports from Mr Sophus zu Ermgassen: 
https://mobile.twitter.com/sophusticated 

Mr Sophus zu Ermgassen is an Ecological economist @DICE_Kent and helpfully demonstrates the 
difference between the versions in his article, Biodiversity Net Gain #BNG peeps: what are the important 
differences between Metric 2.0 & 3.0 @DICE_Kent  (See appendix). 
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Application of Biodiversity Metrics: Further enquiries  

These measures are already being made by many local authorities across the country. 

We understand that neither Harlow nor East Herts Councils have commissioned or employed Chartered 
Ecologists to make such measures. 

Both Harlow and East Herts Councils have responded to specific questions on this very important point, 
indicating that they did not see the need. This response is surprising in the light of the urgent and public 
reports from the team at Kent University and broadcast on BBC Countryfile (edition Coniston Summer 
2021 15th August at 15.23 minutes).  

The team from Kent University that developed the measure recently revealed on the Countryfile BBC 
television programme that: 

 The metrics were not often being measured.  

 Few local authorities employed or commissioned Chartered Ecologists to measure the metrics,  

 Those that were being measured were being measured incorrectly, the result being that the metrics 
were too low.   

 Authorities and developers have been vastly under measuring the environmental impacts of 
development, under recording and under measuring these key biodiversity metrics.  

These miscalculations will compromise the success of measures to push back on climate change that by 
the accumulation of the rapid growth of similar projects across the UK will inevitably means that the 
1.5 deg limit will be surpassed and the consequences for HGGT and Harlow are that attenuation measures 
in HGGT Villages will be inadequate.  

We strongly believe that a measure of the level of biodiversity of an area under plans for development 
must be made by a Chartered Ecologist and the development must deliver a 10% increase in biodiversity. 

Recent enquiries to Harlow and East Herts Councils revealed that Harlow Council do not employ nor have 
engaged a Chartered Ecologist, nor see the need to do so.  East Herts rely on officers in the County Council 
whom they did not identify as Chartered Ecologists.  

There are, therefore, no meaningful Biodiversity Metrics recorded in the planning submissions or 
associated documents with respect to the planning applications 1045 and 1051. This begs the questions; 
how then can the authorities be assured that these developments are or will be compliant with this new 
legislation soon to be on the statute books? 

The new Environment Bill 

Generally, what becomes clear is that, as with traditional practice, a planning application is sought with 
an undeveloped and poor understanding of the environmental implications. This general practice in the 
UK is the main and scientifically confirmed reason for the exponential rise in the rate of loss of species, 
biodiversity and the consequent conclusions of the Climate Change Committee and the IPCC code red 
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alert this summer, these confirm beyond any doubt that the UK environment is not at all resilient to 
climate change.   

The new Environment Bill makes the Biodiversity Metrics a corner stone of development. Developments 
must show that their plans produce at least a 10 % increase in Biodiversity Metrics, that the applications 
1051 make no mention of these metrics indicates the applications are not fit for purpose.  

Transport 

Harlow will also be subject to most of the increase in traffic and noise pollution from the development.  
Developers HGGT have recently and publicly clearly confirmed that they have dismissed other routes for 
the Eastern Crossing on the basis that too many homes would be affected but, looking on Google Maps, 
the route they have rejected has only four properties near and one these is vacant.  

https://HGGT.co.uk/stort-crossings 

To quote: “These included upgrading existing roads such as Eastwick Road and Redricks Lane.  This route 
resulted in no improvements to traffic within Harlow, in particular Edinburgh Way. It did not allow for the 
creation of direct links between the Gilston development and employment areas along River Way and 
would have a greater level of impact on residential properties.” 

On the contrary:  

 A Redricks Lane A1184 route would eliminate traffic entering into an already congested Edinburgh 
Way. 

 There is no need for a direct link to the River Way employment area; the demographic of the potential 
residents of the Gilston Estate does not match that of the employment opportunities in River Way.  

 HGGT assert their planned route would decrease disturbance to residents at Terlings Park but the new 
road there would attract more traffic and the close proximity of the road would lead to increased 
noise and pollutions levels both day and night. The Pye Corner to River Way crossing has a link to this 
access road that would increase traffic near Terlings Park and Pye Corner, so the developers are 
reversing the truth. Note that the section of access road that continues to the roundabout will also 
adversely affect the ecology of the valley and we strongly recommend that it should not be built.   
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Alternative routes 

Alternative route avoiding Terlings Park and Pye Corner 

Traffic coming from the east of Terlings Park instead of passing the estate towards Pye Corner could travel 
across the Central Crossing or be stopped by the creation of a large park and ride hub on land directly to 
the north of Fifth Avenue within the Gilston Estate red line boundary.   

 

Redricks Lane A1184 route 

HGGT and PfP have dismissed an alternative route upgrading Redricks Lane and the 400 yds of the A1184, 
on the grounds that it affects too many houses: “it would have a greater level of impact on residential 
properties.” This is not evident from the number of properties registered at the Land Registry for this area.  

Terlings Park within the yellow circle 
New access road as proposed by HGGT 
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Redricks Lane alternative route 

The map below shows the alternative route following the line of Redricks Lane, upgraded and then 
diverting across an open field to join the A1184. The yellow line indicates a short length of the A1184 that 
would need to be upgraded to join the existing dual carriageway to the Gates Roundabout. Traffic can 
then continue southwards along the southbound A414 to the M11 junctions.  

The route in green is the suggested route HGVs use to take building materials from the rail yard spur at 
Harlow Mill to the Gilston Estate developments. The advantages are that the valley environment is not 
disturbed and traffic to and from Gilston would not have to negotiate the proposed River Way and already 
congested points by the Edinburgh Way roundabouts.  

The advantages of this route are: 

 Most of the A1184 Sawbridgeworth Road is already dual carriageway  

 The railway bridge at Harlow Mill station is already of a high load capacity and unlike the one in River 
Way would not need any additional works 

 The river Crossing point road bridge at Harlow Mill will need to be upgraded but is only 40 yards long 
and is a true bridge.  This work is insignificant compared to the impact, size and cost of the proposed 
Eastern bridge barrier crossing. 

 The route aligns directly with the NS line of the A414 through to both M11 junctions 



2021 11 04 – FINAL – FOLI Save our Stort Full Report – Part 1                                                              Page 20 

 It avoids traffic congestion in Edinburgh Way and new congestion caused by modifications to River 
Way 

 It doesn't introduce more steep gradients for vehicles exiting the Meads industrial area who already 
find this extremely problematic. 

 It will be able to handle the traffic load to and from the Gilston Estate villages as envisaged by the 60 
% modal shift HGGT PfP have proposed. Indeed, there is the opportunity to go further regarding 
transport, using hydrogen buses, electric scooters, bicycles and small electric bubble cars to become 
a world leading ultra-green development. 

Rail transport of building materials, waste removal; reduction of carbon 
footprints 

HGGT have appeared to ignore or failed to notice the potential of using the existing rail yard aggregate 
spur at Harlow Mill and the potential to create another two, at River Way as means to cut by at least 90 
% of the movement of HGVs to, through and across town, the pollution, congestion and other traffic 
associated with the development.  This particularly applies to construction traffic and that used for the 
shipping of building materials to and spoil waste away from site. The new railheads are shown by the red 
lines on the map, numbered 2 and 3.  

Other options that have not been considered. 

Park & Ride 

As an example, transport provision in Cambridge shows that good Park and Ride schemes work 
exceptionally well, saving on emissions and on costs. A P&R scheme at the north end of Fifth Ave and at 
M11 J7a would vastly reduce congestion in and across Harlow and improve access to the new hospital 
and Public Health England sites and Kao Science & Business Park.  

Going to Cambridge by car, the choice is either to go into the town centre through heavy congested traffic 
and pay to high parking costs, or park for free on the outskirts and pay £2.50 for a whole day rover ticket 
on an efficient bus service.  There is also the option to cycle in along dedicated cycle tracks.  
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Archaeology 

https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/harlow_hm_2016/index.cfm 

The proposed route for The Stort Crossing is steeped in archaeology and history.  

Huge deposits of clay, silt, chalk and other aggregates were deposited on the permafrost. During the next 
periods of global warming, vegetation increased which helped to create soil strata, thus trapping the 
melting glacial permafrost some 60 feet below the surface, becoming part of The Thames Basin and part 
of the original course of the River Thames. At this stage, Britain was connected to continental Europe by 
the land bridge of what is now the submerged “doggers bank”.   

Various animal species such as aurochs (ancestors of modern cattle) and mammoths migrated across what 
is now Kent and Essex followed by the early hunter gatherers who relied heavily upon them for basic 
survival. 

Over the following period of global warming the surrounding landmass became drier and more arid. 
Migrating animals were drawn to The Thames Basin and the chalk springs which made the area lush and 
green in an otherwise harsh environment. The landmass that Harlow forms part of still floats on top of 
the glacial ice water and is responsible for the springs that Harlow was once renowned for. At the time, 
the springs helped contribute to a rich and diverse habitat, attracting hominids long before they settled 
west in The Thames Valley. There is a considerable amount of evidence pointing to Iron Age Settlements 
throughout The Stort Valley, between Gilston and Harlow. Most notably at Pole Hill farm, an incredible 
24,000-year-old hand axe has recently been found. Subsequent settlements soon became established. At 
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Templefields there is a sacred shrine, reportedly attributed to the goddess “Andraste’” an Icenic war 
goddess invoked by Boudica in her fight against the Roman Occupation of Britain in AD 60. One of the 
largest hordes of Celtic coins was also found near this site, in a steam bed, as offerings. By way of a modern 
comparison, this would be like throwing coins in a wishing well. During the British Celtic rebellion Boudica 
came to worship at this site having defeated an entire Roman legion at Colchester, before heading off to 
what is now known as St. Albans. This evidence is collaborated from the Roman writer Dio Tacilus. 
Eventually The Romans won and rededicated the temple to their own goddess, Minerva, Goddess of 
wisdom strategic warfare justice, law, victory, and the sponsor of arts, trade, and strategy. Perhaps this 
was done to atone for their legions lost in battle against Boudica, as she was a formidable foe.  

The current Harlow council information board states that the Roman temple is one of the most important 
Roman sites in Southern Britain and certainly one of the largest. It should also be noted that several roman 
roads and a bridge crossing The River Stort have since been discovered close to this site. Once the Roman 
Empire fell, the Saxons settled in the area and constructed The Latton water mill. This water mill has 
played a vital role in the local economy throughout history and is the heart of The Latton Parish. Famous 
landmarks include Latton Street, Latton Clock House and Latton Common. All here because of the original 
Saxon Mill. The official map of 1616, which is on display in The Harlow Museum shows several noteworthy 
owners. This included The East India Company, who developed a special method for silk milling and the 
Oakwright family who invented a spinning loom. Another extremely interesting legacy is the Johnny 
Walker whisky label. It features a certain Mr Burgoyne as a young man. His parents were owners of Latton 
Mill at some stage in history. During the 19th century the millpond became the home to Latton diving club 
and later became Harlow swimming pool until the new swimming pool was built in the 1960s. The public 
footpath to Latton Lock remains and a plaque commemorates it saying 0.4 kilometres to Latton Lock.  

This footpath will be lost should the proposed roundabout be built. This is just a small introduction of the 
history and archaeology of the area. With each successive development more of Harlow’s rich past gets 
chiselled away and lost forever. Templefields is one example where undoubtedly there is more to 
discover. It is therefore vital that the development should be subject to further survey and detailed study 
by experts. If the development goes through unchecked, this part of Harlow’s heritage can no longer be 
preserved for future generations. 
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Climate change 

There is an urgent need to update and future-proof the Gilston development. 

HGGT and PfP have designed the Gilson estate of 7 villages using out of date criteria with respect to the 
build and natural environments.  

HGGT was conceived more than five years ago, the Garden Town Model that underpin the development 
and the design and even those recently revised in February 2021 are now out of date and inadequate. The 
rationale with respect to transport, work patterns, pollution and Climate that makes the crossings seem 
necessary echoes the model upon which Harlow was framed, brilliant at the time, some 74 years ago but 
not good enough now.  

With 74 years of experience and advances in technology, science, engineering and understanding of 
nature that need to be applied to the HGGT and PFP developments that will future proof them and make 
the environment resilient to and able to stop Climate Change. This particularly applies to the foundation 
infrastructure regarding surface water, sewage and the natural environment.  

The Climate Change Committee Report published in June 2021, the outline of the Environment Bill also 
published in June 2021 and the IPCC Report “Code RED”:  scream out that the planning and environmental 
legislation and practices are broken, they have failed. They demonstrate that the assumptions made even 
earlier this year upon which design modifications to transport plans, suds and housing are inadequate.   

PfP and HGGT have promised to go far greener regarding transport and build plans; their proposals do not 
go far enough to protect the natural environment and the health of the population.   

In the last year due to COVID we have come to realize that other patterns of work are possible, and Climate 
Change has become a stark and obvious reality.  

Climate change and carbon emissions 

Eastern Stort Crossing – carbon footprint 

We are all acutely aware that climate change is being driven by human activity that damages the 
environment and ecology, and the release of carbon dioxide. 

Construction of the ESC will cause major and permanent changes with potentially devastating impacts on 
the Stort Valley and Harlow. 

The Planning Application submitted by PfP states that the embodied carbon footprint, the carbon dioxide 
released simply in building the ESC structure, will be 19,512,252 kg CO² per Year. (Nearly 20 million kg of 
CO2 each year). 

This, according to data published by the European Environment Agency with reference to new 2019 cars, 
is equivalent to 160 million km of car journeys per year, before a single car makes a single journey across 
the ESC.  This massive carbon footprint is impossible to offset because the pattern and usage of traffic the 
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ESC will encourages and adds to the footprint of embodied emissions already spent year on year in 
construction materials and in building the structure itself 

Data as published by PfP and HGGT. 

 

Climate change: declaration of emergency 

HC and EHDC have not yet recognised the need for or declared emergency action regarding planning 
issues and climate change. This despite the publication and findings of several important reports, 
including: 

The UK Climate Change Committee report published in June, Ctrl Click the link to access Climate Change 
Committee Independent Risk Assessment ,  

The June update report on the Environment Bill https://commonslibrary.parliament.uk/research-
briefings/cbp-9119/and 

The IPCC “Code Red” UN Climate report https://www.ipcc.ch/sr15/ published on 9th August 2021 for 
policymakers that has recently hit the news headlines. “Code Red” indicates that urgent and significant 
action is needed now 

It is not unreasonable to ask that East Herts and Harlow Councils reappraise all HGGT planning applications 
that affect the ecology and environment as a top priority.  It is clear that the Councils need to be engaged 
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with the issue of climate change and have to make the connection between this massive project and these 
issues.  

Both the UK and UN Climate Change reports demonstrate that the planning process is broken and 
continues to fail the UK environment and people.  

Please note that the ecological and environmental factors are at the top of the list for urgent action: this 
action applies to the Stort River Valley. 

 

Climate change and water 

Water and carbon emissions are at the heart of our concerns about climate change and the HGGT 
development.  These cover the emissions from transport and homes and the ability of the green and bio-
diverse environment to moderate emissions and remove pollutants. The way in which water going to and 
coming from the HGGT development, SuDS and sewage are serviced, treated and the water returned to 



2021 11 04 – FINAL – FOLI Save our Stort Full Report – Part 1                                                              Page 26 

the environment, is critical to human quality of life. In the same way, the quality of life and the survival of 
the wildlife in the river valley will be jeopardized by the destruction of the flora and fauna and damage to 
the hydrology and natural nature reserve caused by the construction of the ESC. Further, the structure 
will become redundant if PfP deliver on their stated ambition to make a modal shift in transport use. 
Construction of the ESC could be avoided entirely if alternative routes and superior green transport 
options were provided as an alternative.  

Climate change: new information 

We believe that Harlow Councillors may have not had sufficient opportunity to review and consider the 
plans in question. 

When the 2020 Local Development Plan (LDP) for Harlow2 was being prepared and consultations took 
place (in 2010), there were no detailed plans submitted with respect to the Eastern Crossing. The crossing 
was to be a simple bridge, presumably spanning the Valley with relatively low impact, this 
was subsequently changed to a raised road and the design of this further changed. The final Local 
Development Plan was approved in December 2020, in the midst of the Covid-19 pandemic.  We have not 
been made aware of how many councillors visited the proposed crossing location nor on how many 
occasions.  We believe that there were missed opportunities for the decision-making councillors to see 
and understand at first hand the negative and devastating impact such a scheme would have. 

Specifically, there are key, major and fundamental design elements that have not been implemented. In 
the 10 years from consultation to approving the LDP there have been considerable advances in 
environmental science and technology with awareness of climate change and Net Zero emissions being 
brought to the fore. 

We consider the Eastern Bridge to be inappropriate in the light of climate change acceleration, the 
presence of the crossing will add to the problems that will be experienced due to the impacts of 
the Gilston Estate sewage and surface waters being run off into the Valley and towards the outdated 
Harlow sewage infrastructure and surface waters systems. 

Risk of flooding 

With reference to East Herts Planning 3/19/1051 17.4 document 72 of 74 Flood Risk assessments.   

Summary  

The HGGT plan is to discharge all sewage and surface waters into the River Valley. The sewage is to flow 
into the existing Thames Trunks sewer,  and into the Thames Water treatment plant at Rye Meads.  

All surface water and ground water will be slowed or attenuated by ponds and swales but directed into 
the River Valley, canal and flood plain. It is intended that the surface water and sewage systems are 
separate and not interconnected as is past practice. 
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This will protect the new villages from flooding, but it is disturbing to find that the consequences for the 
Valley and Harlow do not appear to have been adequately considered, if considered at all.  

The current Harlow system is old and no longer fit for purpose.  There are links, physical connections 
between the surface water and the sewage foul water systems and as clearly demonstrated recently when 
the waters of the tributary Canons Brook ran blue and raw sewage flowed from manholes in the valley:  
the Harlow surface water system is connected to industrial sites and so chemical pollution from drains 
and surface water runoff enter the environment into the river flood plain together with untreated sewage 
in flood water.  

The Harlow sewer is already connected to the Thames Trunk sewer, the question is what will be the effect 
on the Harlow system when the Gilston sewer is connected to the same trunk sewer? The current 
connection is already overloaded as demonstrated by the floods in Harlow,  

The problem is the effect of the flow of thousands of cubic metres and tons of sewage in Harlow and the 
Valley environment. 

Risks associated with the flood plain 

HGGT Consultants are careful to point out that extensive flood plains are the best way forward to reduce 
pollution from the surface water drainage system.  

The “new flood plain” promoted is not new. It is only that is is needed to replace that which is lost from 
the central crossing, AND NOT to cope with the increase in run off volume from the massively increased 
volume and rate of runoff caused by the vastly increased area of road and other hard non-porous surface 
in the HGGT 7 village development.  

The ponds and swales proposed for HGGT are unlikely to cope with repeated and heavy rains that are 
predicted by climate change reports. 

Problems with using water retention system at the Eastern Crossing 

The design of the Eastern Bridge Barrier Crossing is such that flood prevention is to be achieved by 
dropping the natural ground level to retain water.  

This is fundamentally flawed because this strategy is simply not in the same league as the flood plain, they 
seek to replace, and will additionally cause problems with increased deposition of silt upstream and 
increased damage due to scouring downstream. The change in the hydrological level will fundamentally 
change the ecology of the flood plain both upstream and downstream because it bisects it. This creates a 
wetter zone and a drier zone and as pointed out at least 10 per cent of the present habitat will be 
submerged due to the higher levels of ground water. These measures and their consequences will have a 
significantly destructive and irreversible effect on the ecology/nature, plant and animal species. The 
barrier effect of the structure will slow water velocity on the upstream side, causing this increased 
deposition and increase it downstream causing scouring and damage to banks 
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Concern was expressed by the Environment Agency in a series of letters about the impact of the Eastern 
Bridge Barrier Crossing on the flood plain ecology. In particular in a letter of 14th March 2018: This is not 
recorded on the planning portal website. Subsequent letters circle around the issue but do not address 
the fundamental flaws in the design.  

Industry Input: from “Roads in Flood Plains” industry body 

The organisation Green Roads for Water highlights the major problems as their ‘key message’: 

 Roads have a major impact on flood plain – hydrology: they often dissect the flood plain in a wetter 
and drier section; 

 Bridges may constrict the flood plain, whereas bridge sills may raise water and silt levels. 

 Road building in a flood plain requires special attention to keep flood plain conditions alive 

 Flood plains are also vulnerable to relatively minor changes in hydrology: changes in the water supply 
upstream or changes in the morphology of the floodplains themselves can have a drastic impact. 

 The development of roads in low-lying flood plains presents a special challenge and opportunity: roads 
in these terrains have a major effect on the area’s hydrology, both positive and negative. Roads may 
also undermine the flood plain, cause it to silt up, dry up, or be permanently inundated.” 

The Eastern Crossing divides the flood plain which will create wetter zones upstream and a drier zone 
downstream thus changing the ecology of the whole valley flood plain affecting all habitats. 

There have been no plans submitted that take the industry’s own recommended actions to reduce this 
effect.  

The flood retention measure of changing the ground levels at the crossing also adds further problems 
because this will change the hydrology of the flood plain. This will change the velocity of water flow and 
increase the rates of both silt deposition at the crossing and upstream and scouring downstream. 
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Example of a divided flood plain: the bisection changes the ecology and hydrology of all parts of the flood 
plain habitats 

The barrier effect: Eastern Crossing raised road design 

Our Civil Engineer advises us that typically the base of the culverts will be up to 1 metre thick, they would 
extend the width and length of the raised road culvert section, a substantial amount of concrete that 
would pose a barrier to water flow and contribute to carbon dioxide emissions: the Environment Agency 
recommends that water courses should be open to avoid the detrimental effect of culverts. There is the 
worry that the weight of the structure and the weight of the road and culverts will crush the volume of 
the ancient and poorly-documented land fill sites and cause leakage and pollution.  

The above pictures are those published by HGGT to show the design of the raised road bridge culvert that 
is used for most of the length of the Eastern Bridge barrier Crossing. 

The UK Environment Agency Policy Document 1999 regarding the 1995 Environment Act identifies the 
following detrimental effects of culverts: 

 loss of, and, adverse effects on environmental features and wildlife habitat;  

 increased likelihood of flooding due to blockage;  

 Increased impact of flooding;  

 loss of floodwater storage;  

 increased difficulties in providing for drainage connections;  
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 difficulties in the repair, maintenance and replacement of culverts;  

 increased health and safety hazards;  

 reduced groundwater recharge;  

 Increased difficulty in detecting the origins of pollution and in monitoring water quality. 

These are issues that despite the revised plans, the letters from the EA to HGGT as logged on the planning 
portal, indicate that they have not been solved.  

HGGT also proposed the use of screens which themselves hinder the passage of mammals and would 
increase the likelihood of the culverts being blocked.  

Foundations 

Bridge culvert ‘raised road’ section 

A substantial road is to run along the top of the culverts and, as such, the structure has to be engineered 
to the same standard as a bridge.  See diagram below: most of the structure is of this construction. 

Bridges require substantial foundations that penetrate beneath ground level: the problem with this in the 
context of a flood plain occurs because water travels through the earth, the soil and subsoil: it is not 
confined to the visible water flowing in the streams and ditches.  The foundations will therefore create a 
substantial barrier to the flow of water through the flood plain. This will amplify the damaging effect of 
the crossing.  

The major length of the crossing as proposed will form this concrete barrier.  Because of the ground works 
when the foundations are dug there is likely to be a great deal of damage done.  
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The span bridge section  

The most easterly section of the proposed crossing is a more traditionally recognisable bridge structure. 
The problem here is the ten substantial support pillars that will risk penetration the London chalk basin 
and aquifer.  

HGGT has issued public denials of this risk but the drawings they have submitted to East Herts Planning 
Portal show that these will be between 10 and 15 m deep. Advice from our Civil Engineer is that the 
margins are too close and that penetration is a real risk. 

From: 1051 Appendix 16.4 - Phase 1 Geotechnical and Geo-environmental desk study report - River Stort 
Crossing Options, that: 

“The bridge foundation is likely to be either driven piles into coarse gravels (10-15m deep) or CFA piles into 
Lambeth rock group (so up to 12m deep). CFA = Continuous Flight Auguring” 

The Thames basin is 50 to 60 feet below the surface. 50 feet is 15.24 m and the concern is that 0.24 m 
margin is just too close to justify the risk of contamination through any breach that would pollute the 
aquifer/source of drinking water 

Foundations during construction: occupancy phase 

Again, the foundations will be a major problem, not only once the crossing is built but during the 
construction phase when groundwork is done to excavate the soil to accommodate the foundations.  

Consultants warn of serious pollution and environmental risks during construction.  

As with other pollutants such as those in surface water run offs, HGGT are advised that the effects 
downstream will be dispersed but there are no measures listed that can avoid serious consequences of 
such pollution of the river canal for miles downstream or of the immediate flood plain near the site.  
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Access roads 

The access roads particularly the one from the West that will also cut into the side of the valley and travel 
along the valley, will also adversely affect natural drainage down to the flood plain. 

 

Pollution & floodwater 

Floodwater carries significant and toxic quantities of pollution.  

The report from HGGT consultants says that the water treatment works at Rye Meads is being upgraded 
however, this is of no use to the environment here in Harlow. Pollutants will remain present in Harlow, in 
protected nature sites from Harlow downstream to Rye Meads.  

It will not remove significant pollutants anywhere along the whole course of the Stort River.  

There are potent pollution chemicals including those from agriculture such as phosphates and nitrates, 
which are the main cause of pollution in the Stort Catchment, and the more dangerous ammonia, sewage, 
oil, detergent and chemical wastes from industrial areas, for example the blue water pollution seen in 
Harlow during the weekend of 14 / 15th August 2021  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-essex-
58231254 

Video of Sewage Discharge Harlow during heavy rain event July 2021  

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tmeelzG4wYW27pkJrQIRsmm867775BUo/view?usp=sharing 

Applicable legal directive: The Water Framework Directive (WFD) (2000/60/EC) 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/30
7788/river-basin-planning-standards.pdf 

The Directive expects developers to improve the quality of waterways and rivers. There are no measures 
we can find that will do this with relation to the canal, river or wetlands.  
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No new flood plain created 

This is a question to be raised. The HGGT project does not create truly new flood plain to absorb flash 
flooding nor to remove pollution from it or the Valley ecosystem.  They are only proposing to replace flood 
plain lost by works at the central crossing Fifth Avenue. 

Consultants point out that: “The Gilston Area development occurs on green field land and a considerable 
volume of additional surface water run-off will be generated by the Development” 

A major measure proposed to cope with the potential flood threat is to remove large area of around  of 
the flood plain under and around the structure and to lower the ground level to store water: The assertion 
is that  “This area of flood plain will not be lost but the vertical elevation of the land lowered this is also 
intended to store a compensatory volume of flood water equivalent to that of the flood plain that is 
unavoidably lost by the widening of the A414”  They go on to say “ As a result, this area will flood more 
frequently than it currently does, “  

This action does not create new flood plain it is an attempt to replace lost flood plain and effectively 
reduces flood plain, because a retention pond cannot fulfil the functions of a flood plain: furthermore this 
action will submerge areas and destroy habitat as pointed out by our environmental team, see report 
part 2.   

“A flood compensation area, south of the A414, will mitigate the effect of these structures.”  

Thus “new” flood plain is not an accurate description; this area has been introduced as a mechanism to 
merely to replace that which will be destroyed by the works. 

Existing and future flooding 

Existing flooding  

Flooding: the plans submitted rely on current sewer and surface drainage in the Stort Valley and Harlow 
being in good order and working effectively. 

We know this is not so. 

HHGT PfP plans do not recognise that without the additional sewage and surface waters from Gilston we 
in Harlow already experience frequent flooding that washes sewage into the River Valley and floods home 
in Harlow (see article in Your Harlow 26th July 2021) 

The current system is poor and inadequate. HGGT cannot say that additional loads will be acceptable. 
Their assumptions are clearly mistaken.  

To quote the assessment made by consultants:  
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“The Harlow Trunk Sewer is considered to pose any flood risk to the local area. It conveys sewage from 
urban areas upstream of Harlow. There are few older urban areas in its catchment that might be expected 
to contribute a combined (mixed foul and surface water) flow” 

“Manholes along the Stort Valley are raised to ensure that the covers are above flood levels and there is 
no impact on the sewer from the active floodplain. The sewer is unlikely to be subject to excessive 
surcharging during storm conditions with a consequent risk of localised flooding. Also, infiltration leakage 
to the sewer and illegal surface water Gilston Park Estate Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy 17 
AECOM connections are considered unlikely to contribute significantly to flows in this sewer. Its potential 
flood risk is limited to the River Stort flood plain.”  

This is not a true assessment   

These manholes have been observed to be overwhelmed during periods of heavy rain this summer when 
untreated sewage was discharged on to paths and into streams and ditches and into the Stort. Homes this 
summer in the locality in Harlow were flooded and illegal surface water entered the system from the 
Pinnacles Industrial estate this summer.  

See: (https://drive.google.com/file/d/1tmeelzG4wYW27pkJrQIRsmm867775BUo/view?usp=sharing ) 

Harlow Councillors should realise that whilst the Gilston estate garden villages will be very unlikely to 
flood, both sewage and SuDs systems direct the extremely large volumes of surface water into the Valley 
and towards Harlow.  

Reports 70 to 74 regarding flooding in 1051 application indicate that the sewage systems from HGGT will 
be connected via the Harlow Trunk Sewer to the existing Thames main Trunk Sewer running in the Stort 
Valley that serves Harlow.   

The assumption by HGGT consultants is that because the existing manholes in the Valley and Harlow are 
already raised to quite a high level that the old system will cope.  

Those who live here know that already this system and associated surface water system are more and 
more overwhelmed with increasing frequency in Harlow.  July 2021 saw homes being flooded and raw 
untreated sewage running from the manholes into the environment and the Stort. In August we saw the 
tributary near the golf course turn blue because the surface water systems are connected to industrial 
areas. 

There appears to be no Engineering in the Valley or in Harlow planned to prevent the waters, particularly 
foul water from the Gilston estate, impacting homes and surface waters adding to those in Harlow that 
already overload the system.  

Whilst the HGGT villages which are on high ground may be protected, Harlow and possibly Roydon, will 
suffer more foul and frequent flooding and, as with the transport infrastructure, get all the unpleasant 
pollution. 
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If the impact and calculations on all the above have already, recently been assessed and modification 
made we would ask this to be published in the public domain rather than only be available via a Freedom 
of Information application.  

We respectfully request to be kept updated as to where the information, designs and calculations fall 
short. 

Future flooding risk 

It is not established if the only proposal to reduce flood risk by changing the level under the Eastern 
Crossing will be adequate because it could be over-filled by the more intense and frequent rains predicted 
by Ofwat: 3-hour rains falling in 2 hours more frequently due to climate change.  

The HGGT report was written in 2020 before the latest and significant Climate Change Committee report 
June 2021 and IPCC report Aug 2021 and is by definition out of date. 

Reports of flood risk assessments submitted by HGGT were submitted in November 2020 before the 
Climate Change Committee reported in June 2021. These reports said that previous measures, legislation 
and practices had failed to protect the environment and before the IPCC report Code Red published In 
August 2021 declared that urgent and immediate action should be taken.  

Future infrastructure planning  

Flooding issues regarding access roads being built to the proposed Eastern Crossing. 

It appears that, the cuttings and changes to the landscape to accommodate the access roads will collect 
water preventing its natural flow being distributed along the whole length of the valley where the road is 
installed.  The water will be collected and some contaminants removed, it will then be channelled into the 
existing streams concentrating and intensifying the flow rate into the flood plain at particular points where 
tributaries enter. 

Other developments that will impact on Harlow services sewage and 
surface water  

Since the applications to planning at East Herts were made, new plans have emerged that indicate there 
is to be substantial housing development at Hatfield Heath.  The sewage and surface water from this 
development will most likely be run into the same Thames Trunk sewer that runs to Rye Meads. The 
Harlow system already is unable to cope.  The flow rate into the Thames sewer is already insufficient to 
prevent flash flooding and the discharge of raw sewage into to the town and valley environments. The 
Crossing places additional stresses on the dissipation of flood waters and the retention features are both 
insufficient and far less effective than would extending the flood plain and introducing more 
environmentally and eco-friendly solution perhaps as far as re introducing badgers to the Valley.  
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Exception tests 

In our opinion exceptions should not be applied to this scheme because there are other reasonable and 
better options. 

 From 1051 Flood risk assessment document 71 pt 74: 

“The Central Stort Crossing and the proposed Eastern Stort Crossing are both Highway schemes and 
classed as Essential Infrastructure and therefore pass the exception test.” 

There are alternatives so this exemption should not apply. 

The SFRA may in fact require the Exception Test to be applied to certain forms of new development. The 
test considers the vulnerability of the new development to flood risk and, to be passed, must 
demonstrate: 

 There are sustainability benefits that outweigh flood risk.  

 It is on previously developed land or there are no other reasonably developable sites. 

 The new development is safe without increasing flood risk elsewhere.” Gov.uk 

This Indicates that other affected areas should be included in such assessments.  Harlow already suffers 
both flooding and pollution from sewage and surface water runoff, Gilston will be feeding into the same 
systems so surely the scheme does not pass the Exception Test criteria. 

The Central Stort Crossing may be an essential infrastructure and excluded but the Eastern Crossing is not 
essential because there are perfectly suitable alternative routes for the roads and other transport 
strategies to use public transport, park and ride, electric scooters and bubble cars to remove any need or 
demand for the use of private vehicles. 

Inconsistencies in the HGGT submission 

Councillors must question why a letter submitted as evidence of approval from the EA was dated before 
the review requested to improve standards was requested.  

For urgent attention: 

The reported data is followed by a letter of approval from the Environment Agency. However, the letter 
NE/2015/122585/04 is dated 14th July 2017, 11 months before the review of the change to culverts was 
undertaken. The review was dated 24/08/2018  

This looks wrong, and therefore the sign-off by JBA Consulting for HGGT in 2020 seems to be incorrect 
and made in error. 

There are serious concerns regarding the Eastern Crossing: 
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 The unexplained change of design of the Eastern Crossing from a bridge and span structure to one 
that extensively employs culverts that will increase the volume of water, restrict the flow of water and 
increase the risk of flooding.  

 The greater risk that more serious flooding will occur due to blockage of these culverts by debris and 
by increased deposition of silt. 

 The lack of an assessment of the consequences of blockage of these culverts 

 The approval letter from the Environment Agency submitted to justify these changes being written 
some 11 months BEFORE the assessment regarding the change of design from bridge to raised road 
above culverts was made. 

Discharge into the canal: no permissions  

Mike Standring (Vectos) confirmed that they had been in contact with Canal and River Trust regarding 
future requirements, to be followed up with discharge consent.  

An email to Claire McClean, Canal and River Trust Area Manager for London, 23/06/21 followed by a 
telephone call from Chris Lee Canal and River Trust, Utilities Manager for the area, confirmed that 
discharge consent had not been requested at this stage.   

Vectos have directly stated that the Drainage Strategy sets out that highway runoff is to be attenuated 
within piped network prior to discharge to SUDS (though SUDS have substantial storage capability, this is 
used to achieve dwell time in the SUDS to reflect SUDS Manual (9 minutes).  

(9 minutes is simply a totally inadequate margin to protect from flooding, especially in view of revised 
Climate Change impacts in the Climate Change Committee Report pub. June 2021.) 

Vectos and HGGT have also tried to factor in a 1:30 flood event as well as a 1:100 flood event. However, 
the Lead Local Flood Authorities during this meeting still raised concerns about flooding on highways after 
a storm event. 

Furthermore, East Herts application number: 3/19/1051/FUL shows preliminary drawings of drainage for 
proposed catchment areas, dated 08/03/21. Although a considerable degree of care and attention 
appears to have gone into flooding based on careful calculations, living experience for Harlow residents 
towards the end of July 2021 echoes just how susceptible the area is. Extensive flooding and discharge of 
raw sewage into the environment occurred.  

Likewise, there seems to be a paucity of information as to how flood water will be managed once it enters 
The Stort Navigation. As it stands, water levels are managed by a complex system of weirs and sluices, 
operated by The Environment Agency and The Canal and River Trust. 

It is already challenging enough for both these organisations to control water levels during heavy rainfall 
without a further contribution of extra water from the new road development.  

Boaters are also stakeholders in Harlow. Flooding poses both risk to property and loss of life.  
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Flooding issues that need to be addressed 

Harlow, Bishop’s Stortford and Roydon residents currently experience flash flooding and over the summer 
of 2021 Harlow residents have observed pollution from raw sewage, chemical waste in the Valley and the 
town. HGGT and PfP are projects that will imprint and lock in change or perpetuate current system 
deficiencies permanently for at least a century. 

HGGT systems will impact on Harlow’s relatively old systems for surface and sewage waters. There needs 
to be investment and development to combat the consequences of the system failures surface water in 
Harlow.  Surface water and sewage systems need to be separate, and both processed to remove all these 
highly damaging and potent pollutants before being released into ponds, rivers and aquifers or being 
recycled.  

The new HGGT development is intertwined with the situation in Harlow.  

Measures need to be taken at the beginning to ensure the water infrastructures work together effectively 
in order to protect the environment and ecology of the Valley and health and wellbeing of the current 
and future generations.  

The Environment Agency and East Herts Planning officers inform us that no plans have been received that 
address these issues and it seem that they are tackled almost retrospectively as developments progress. 
Given the housing developments in the area promise 46000 homes or even 130000 should Harlow 
become a mini city then surely it would seem reasonable to ask that the projects are delayed whilst these 
issues with regard to transport and water and Climate Change are addressed. 

We call on the Councils to declare a Climate change emergency and to review all relevant plans.  

We call on HGGT, PfP, developers and Councils to go back to the drawing board, eliminate the Eastern 
Bridge Barrier crossing, reroute via Redricks and the A1184, use the rail head at Harlow Mill (and install 
an additional one on already available land in River Way), and to entirely reappraise the whole sewage 
and SuDs systems for the whole HGGT project considering the UK Climate change Committee report 
and Environment Bill proposals published in June 2021 and the IPCC code red report 1.5 deg published 
this August.  
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The CCC June report published a priority action list: 

 

This needs to form the basis for action by Harlow, Epping and East Herts Councils. 

Risks of flooding references 

The following quotations are taken directly from the documentation under East Herts application number: 
3/19/1051/FUL.  
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Meeting with Vectos Highway Infrastructure Specialists on 22/05/2020 

Vectos mentioned that beyond existed adopted highway boundaries, mainly identified as compulsory 
purchasing order (CPO) that it was impossible to do a Green Infrastructure planning, as there is no legal 
access.  

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that no Green Infrastructure planning has taken place.  

Vectos also mention that the only places water can be discharged are into The River Stort, Stort 
Navigation, Fiddlers Brook or Pole Hill Brook.  

https://publicaccess.eastherts.gov.uk/online-
applications/files/7C466BD2A2BB6C7366C74FCCBD7CF97C/pdf/3_19_1051_FUL-
98E_ES_ADD_VOL_III_APPENDIX_17.2-17.5_FLOOD_RISK_ASSESSMENT_PART_72_OF_74-1643285.pdf  

Sustainable surface water and existing surface water 
drainage systems 

Pollution 

The HGGT PfP planning submissions indicates the developers will better insulated homes and build them 
to reduce the number of retro-fits required. 

They also intend to separate surface and foul waters. These are moves to be welcomed. 

Unfortunately, at the moment of writing this report, neither Essex nor Hertfordshire County Councils have 
produced or developed action plans and reports on Climate Change actions.  

It is current practice for developers to obtain Planning Permission before full assessments and plans have 
been made to protect the environment. Councils are far behind the climate change curve and the effects 
on the ecology and the environment. Both human health and that of the planet will suffer. 

HGGT say they will contain surface water and remove pollutants, which sounds excellent, but they omit 
to give details and we feel this warrants further questioning.  

It is also to be welcomed that HGGT propose to keep surface water systems and foul water systems 
separate, however they do advise there are risks that during development of such a large project there 
are significant risks to pipe works being misconnected. This issue does need to be addressed.  

HGGT containment or attenuation is by way of ponds, swales, lakes and lagoons.  This is essentially an 
ancient practice but any pollutants such as those from agri-chemicals are not removed. These are part of 
the wider ecological and environment and via leakage, natural diffusion into subsurface hydrological 
layers toxic pollutants will continue to enter the wetlands and or flood plain, river, drinking water and eco 
web. That is, the pollution comes back to wildlife and us.  
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As can be seen from the graphic below, (The SuDs Hierarchy), the most sustainable and least cost to 
developers is to use basins and ponds.  

However, the three recommenced systems are exposed to the environment and the least suitable is to 
use tanked systems, mainly one suspects because of the installation costs.  

Tanks and filters need to be used so that pollutants can be removed immediately before entering the 
natural environment of ditches, streams, basins and ponds.  

Surface water needs to be collected and treated before it reaches the environment a range of pollutants 
that include farm agri-chemicals, diesel fuel and industrial chemicals and should be treated as sewage is 
treated, by use of treatment works. HGGT consultants advise that currently oil, phosphates and sewage 
are resent in the brooks. There are also pharmaceutical waste, detergents and industrial chemicals as 
described elsewhere in this report. We have been unable to locate in the planning portal any plans to do 
this except for filters and retention tanks at the road crossings. This alone does not put the measures in 
place to remove these pollutants in order to comply with the Water Directive, mentioned previously.  

 

Sewage Treatment and handling SuDs 

Currently untreated sewage enters the waters of The Stort, it happens because Harlow surface water 
systems are joined to the sewage system. Very frequently, when there is heavy rain the surface water 
overwhelms the sewage system and pollution occurs with increasing frequency.  

If HGGT do not in build far greater margins of safety such that highly intense rainfall events as predicted, 
3 hour rainfalls falling in 2 hours then systems will be overrun, especially during wetter periods of the year 
when ponds and other measures previously mentioned, will already be full and the ground generally 
already saturated to capacity, then flooding will inevitably continue.  
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Pollutants 

There is no mention of installing pollutant removal stations at points along the river or canal to remove 
pollutants that affect the wildlife and human health when it wends its way into drinking water.  

Pharmaceutical product pollution 

No plans have been found from HGGT or from Thames or Three Valleys Water Companies to remove some 
of the most damaging pollutants that do enter the natural environment and end up in drinking water. 
These include chemical waste, fertiliser run off, detergents and powerful long lasting pharmaceutical 
products that include oestrogen and beta blockers. 

 

These have been shown as long ago as 2012 in the UK by research at Brunel University, to seriously and 
adversely affect heart function, fertility: halving human UK male sperm counts in parts of the UK, turning 
male fish and frogs into female: the body's endocrine system and recently have been linked to gender 
dysphoria. Reference; see  

World Health Organisation: Pharmaceuticals in Drinking Water 

Water : We can find no plans that indicate that Water companies in the UK like Thames and 3 Valleys 
already or in the future will be taking steps to remove such pollution.  
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Noise pollution 

From the bridge near Latton Island  

A tranquil place for wildlife to thrive and humans to recover: 

Near a release point when voles were re-introduced to the environment and only the natural healing 
sounds of water and birdsong to enhance the experience: sound level 42 db (a quiet whisper).  

Building new roads is costly to the environment but the serious and long-term effect of noise on human 
health has been rather neglected by the planners.  

The Eastern Crossing, if built, would introduce a major source of noise, not only in a previously quiet 
environment but the nature of the structure and proposed landscaping will affect a wide area across 
Harlow. 

Effects of noise 

Articles reviewing the effects of noise as long ago as 2015 in The Guardian, raised the issue indicated by 
various research programme of the potentially severe effects of noise on human health. 
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Research published recently: 

"Sonic Doom: how noise pollution kills thousands each year" 

31 March 2021 in Nature Reviews Cardiology: ref. and link 

Transportation noise pollution and cardiovascular disease 

Research like this has confirmed the long-held suspicions that noise “is associated with cardiovascular 
diseases, such as arterial hypertension, coronary artery disease, heart failure and arrhythmia, and should 
therefore be considered a cardiovascular risk factor”. 

In addition: “Noise-induced stress increases blood pressure, stress hormone levels, endothelial dysfunction, 
oxidative stress, NADPH oxidase 2 (NOX2) activity, nitric oxide synthase uncoupling and vascular 
inflammation in mice, all of which are prevented by NOX2 deficiency.” 

Sound management  

 
Typical sound levels for reference 

Lorry noise at 
distance 
10 – 20m 

Effects of continuous exposure 

Quiet whisper 30 to 40 db At idle Typically no hearing damage 

Conversation<50 quiet park 40 to 60 db 40mph Annoying above  

Washing machine, busy 
traffic 65 - 70 db 50 mph Stress inducing 

Petrol lawn mower; near 
main road 80 to 85 db 60 mph Harmful stress: Damage to hearing 

2hr exposure 

Motorcycle: busy motorway 95bd 70 mph Damage 50 min exposure 

Loud entertainment venue 105 to 110 db na Hearing loss 15 min exposure 

Sound measurements were taken at two sites as shown on the map below: at the location of the Central 
Crossing and near Latton Lock.  

The levels measured from the river/canal towpath at the Central Crossing location, Fifth 
Avenue, Harlow provide a conservative measure of sound levels near Latton Lock 
should the Eastern Crossing be constructed. Conservative because at the central 
crossing the sound will be dispersed across a flat flood plain, at Latton and along the 
path of the access roads and the whole of the crossing sound will be reflected into the 
Valley from the raised Northern side, the fact that the road descends down into the 
valley will tend to generate more noise in the valley environment at all times and 
throughout the day.  

See diagrams on subsequent pages to illustrate soundscape. 
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The noise from the bridge section crossing as it crosses the canal will be significant. This will represent a 
considerable loss of tranquillity and create stress for all who use this area of natural calm and recreation. 

Contrast the same sites before and after development: 

Before Construction Location 1 H: near Latton Island view Average sound level 42 db max.  

Trees disperse and absorb sound. 

And after build: view at near Latton Island - reflective hard surfaces:  

The effects of the increase in noise levels by the canal near Latton Island can be appreciated now by 
comparing the sound levels at Latton Island with those at locations near Fifth Avenue crossing. 
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Locations where sound measurements were taken 
  

Sound Locations 2 A, B, C, D, F Central Crossing Fifth Avenue Harlow 

A. 15- 20m from Fifth Avenue Crossing Sound levels AV83 db Max 88db 14/09/2021 

B. 50 – 60m from Fifth Avenue Crossing Sound levels Av 77db Max 88db 14/09/2021 
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C. 130m from Fifth Avenue Crossing Sound levels AV 67 max 79db  14/09/2021 

D. Arc from 200m N73degWest to 420m N from Fifth Avenue N278W Sound Av67db Max 81 
14/09/2021 

E. Arc from 200m N63degWest to 420m N from 5th Avenue N297W Sound Av67 Max82 

F. & G.. Roadside 5th Avenue Crossing: Sound levels average 83db max 88db 
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Sound measurements: results tables  

Location 1:  Latton Island  

Comparing the sound levels at different times of the day with those at  

Locations 2 A, B, C, D, E, & F: the island where Harlow Outdoor Pursuits is located and listening to the noise from the Fifth Avenue Bridge.  

Sound levels Measurements 13 / 14 Sept 2021 
 

Time /Working 
weekdays 

Location 1H: near Latton Island Locations 2: near Fifth Avenue Crossing near Outdoor Pursuits 

13 Sept 2021 min av max time place min Av. max Distance from Fifth Ave 

13 Sept - 08:58 33 38 58       

14 Sept 2021          

 09:00 34 42db 67 17:50 A 65 83 88 20m 

 17:37 34 43db 67  B 61 77 88 55m 

    to C 57 67 79 130m 

     D 57 67 79 200 -420 m 

     E 52 67 81 200 – 420 m 

    18:30 F 65 83 88 3m 
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Sound levels Measurement 16th and 27th Sept 2021 car traffic - lorries & HGVs would be min of 10 to 20bd louder 

 

Time /Working 
weekdays 

Location 1K: Latton Island lock 
Noise from refrigerated lorry 

Locations 2: near Fifth Avenue Crossing near Outdoor Pursuits 
16 Sept 2021 light car traffic  

16 Sept 2021 min av max time place min Av. max Dist. from Fifth Ave 

1910 to1912 16 49 54 60 
18:32 
18:35 

A 63 69 72 20m 

 Additional readings    
18:36 
18:37 

B 59 66 76 55m 

27 Sept 2021  min av max 
18:38 
18:40 

C 59.6 65.6 71.3 130m 

21.47 Baseline reading at 
Latton Island   

32 36 55 
18:42 
18:43 

D 58 60.5 64 200 -420 m 

   
18:44 
18:45 

E 52.5 61 63 200 – 420 m 

    
18:48 
18:49 

F 63 72 76 3m 

    
18:27 
18:29 

G 74 82 87 On bridge roadway 
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Conclusions from observed results at Locations 1 and 2 

Every measure at Latton Island taken over time indicates a tranquil environment. 

Every measure at the central crossing, which is an environment with a crossing, like that proposed at Latton, shows that even at a distance of 200 to 
420m from the road crossing the persistent levels of sound are damaging to mental health, in that the sound indices stress and closer to, likely to damage 
hearing. At Latton the levels experienced are very likely to be worse and for the sound to spread more extensively EW up and down the valley and South 
towards and across Harlow. 

Conclusion on noise 

The overwhelming conclusion is that the Eastern Crossing, if built, will have a detrimental effect over several kilometres within the valley environment 
and across Harlow. 

Noise contributes significantly to ill health and to construct this crossing and fail to take onboard the alternatives is to damage one of the very few 
tranquil places in the town where residents and the wildlife can recuperate and survive.  

The diagram shows the considerable portion of the side of the Valley that it is proposed should be cut away to protect the residents of the Gilston Estate 
HGGT development. The same protection is not afforded for the Valley environment and north Harlow and beyond. 
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Diagram Landscaping 

Diagrams: noise pollution - effects of cuttings – daytime 

 

 

Gilston Harlow 
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Noise would seem to be spread and dispersed from the cutting: Gilston is protected by the banking but the sound travelling towards Harlow is 
unhindered 

Noise at night 

After sunset and often during daylight hours the effects of traffic noise are frequently amplified when air in the shaded valley and near the ground cools 
faster than the air at above the valley.  Refraction of the sound occurs and the sound waves that would have been dispersed upwards will get curved 
and travel further affecting Harlow, particularly Old Harlow, Harlow North and Mark Hall, more than Gilston adding to the already annoying noise from 
the M11. Sound travels across the town and heavy freight trains on the Anglia line can be clearly heard in Church Langley.  

CH350 and CH1500 are two cuttings: CH1500 directly affects the sound distribution across the valley and water flow into it. 
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Landscaping and the effect of the road being low in the valley 

As has been observed at the Central Crossing and indicated by the sound level readings recorded above, the effect of a road crossing is to retain sound 
within the Valley, the length of roadway contained in a steeper sided valley and along the top edge is several kilometres. This will concentrate the sound 
in the valley at Latton and have a far greater detrimental effect than the sound at Fifth Avenue. At the Central crossing sound levels were measured and 
are uncomfortably high, despite the land being relatively flat across a wide-open flood plain where sound is dispersed: there’s no such possibility of such 
dilution at Latton and off towards Harlow.  

Diagram: proposed Eastern Crossing Soundscape 
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There’s also the question of landscaping within the Valley, along the north side above and opposite Latton Island. 

The landscape has already been recently re-shaped to prevent sound from the area, which will be sound from the causeway raised road, from reaching 
the Gilston estate development. 
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References, extracts and bibliography 

Extracts from documents from consultants, agencies and stakeholders as logged and published in the 
East Herts Planning Portal references 1045 and 1051 HGGT Planning Applications. 

Environment Agency re Thames Water HGGT response - sewers  
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Copy of letter from the EA  

HNL 227692 JH - Due by 31 Aug 21 - RE: HNL 226017 JH - 210705/jf12 Stort Valley Latton Island to 
Harlow Mill 
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Construction 
Occupancy build phase  
NOTE the occupation phase is 23 years to complete the development 
 
This is unacceptable especially when there are other ways of doing this. 
 

Changes in design  

A design that used a bridge to span and not enter the Valley was abandoned; this may have avoided 
significant impacts on the ecology of the Valley.  

A raised road with culverts was adopted and then changed: the adaptations significantly increased the 
number of culverts: 

Flooding, especially that is caused by overflowing of watercourses, can be exacerbated by operational 
and maintenance failures. These failures can be due to neglected or inadequate maintenance of 
watercourses resulting in bottlenecking and a reduction of their hydraulic capacity. Flooding can also 
be caused or exacerbated by bridge or culvert blockages, * although these are not necessarily due to 
maintenance failures and may be caused by debris, natural or man-made, swept along by flood flows”. 

Pollution and legal directives which apply: 

The Consultant’s report points out that all current watercourses will be affected by the HGGT project. 
PAGE 46 TABLE 

Page 47-48 lists opportunities but there is no indication that any of these will be adopted. 

There is the clear and concerning verbatim statement:  

“However, at this stage of the design process, further survey and assessment is required to understand 
whether there is an opportunity to improve the situation for flood risk, and thereby support restoration 
of a more natural channel that enhances fluvial processes and biodiversity. This can be included in the 
proposed WFD Mitigation and Enhancement Strategy, to be conditioned through with the outline 
planning permission if approved. However, at this stage, any improvements that may occur as a 
consequence of this specific design considerations have not been taken into account within the impact 
assessment due to the current uncertainties of its deliverability.”  

In other words: no commitment to take any of the measures to reduce the flood risk as have been 
identified by AECOM HGGT consultants. 

“In addition, any existing unsewered domestic sewage discharges (that pollute the tributary Fiddlers 
Brook) could be connected to the new foul sewer network installed across the Site, where practicable, 
to remove another source of pollution to the brook, …. cannot be guaranteed.” Further in respect of 
runoff waters,” the mitigation index for the proposed treatment train for E5 exceeds the hazard index 
for Total Suspended Solids (TSS).” 
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Any such failure breaches the EU Water Directive as adopted into law by the UK from 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/water-framework/info/intro_en.htm 

This directive requires surface water is returned improved and ground water should have zero 
pollution. 

HGGT is increasing flood risk by not following the measures as directed see 
https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/flood_risk/better_options.htm 

For example, see https://ec.europa.eu/environment/water/adaptation/ecosystemstorage.htm 

The directives list measures that need to be in place. 

These measures are not being applied in the Stort Valley, only within the separate area within the 
Gilston estate red line boundary: the Valley and Harlow do not benefit because in the valley there is: 

 No restoration of wetlands which can store flood water and help “slow the flow” of flood waters. 

 No Provision of reservoirs in agricultural areas which can store flood water during flood events, and 
otherwise be high nature value areas. (in the Valley) 

 No maintaining and restoring biodiversity, by strengthening the functionality of ecosystems. 

 No provision of nature protection areas which can also be valuable for recreation and increasing life 
quality. 

 No improving water quality and restoring water resources. 

Note:  from report  
 
HGGT are advised that the effects of pollution at Harlow won’t matter because they will be dispersed 
downstream.  
 
But they will surely matter in Harlow and between Harlow Mill and Parndon Mill? 

 

Technical notes from HGGT Consultants  
Ref 60286648 24 08 2018  
 
In July 2017, following a review, the Eastern Crossing was revised to replace a bridge section with a 
series of culverts, this has the potential to increase flood risks.  
 
The only concern expressed by HGGT, and the EA is to establish that the change would not result in the 
overtopping of the crossing roads by flooding events, there’s no consideration of the effect on the 
ecology and environment or wildlife and habitats in the valley 
 
Restrictions to the flow of water that are as much as by 15.6 % in section 1 at the more northwest end 
of the culvert and 13.7 at the southeast end will increase flood risks. 
 
Restricted flows result in increased deposition of silt that further restricts flow and magnifies flooding. 
The report says that across the whole and considerable area of many acres the flood depth will be 
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increased by between 2 cm and 10cm in scenarios regarding the influence of what we now know about 
climate change are highly probably, underestimates future levels.   
 
This may not appear to be significant but over the 1000 acres 10 cm equates to a mass of water flowing 
of around 40 million kilograms that could do much flood damage. 
 

Biodiversity Net Gain #BNG peeps: what are the important differences between Metrics 2.0 & 3.0? 

 

 


