
EAST HERTFORDSHIRE DISTRICT PLAN EXAMINATION 
Public Hearings Week 3 East of Stevenage 
 
Statement from Aston Parish Council 
 

1. I am Chris Brett, Vice Chairman APC.  I am also representing Aston Village Society of 
which I am Chairman. 
 

2. This statement complements our written response to the EHC’s Draft DP Public 
Consultation - which still applies. (APC 001 attached) 
 

3. It addresses East of Stevenage (EoS1) Issues 1and 2 
 

4. Issue 1  How and why was the allocated site chosen ahead of other potential 
options particularly having regard to Green Belt boundaries, landscape character 
and demands on infrastructure? 

 
i. EHC has not demonstrated the “exceptional circumstances” that are needed to 

remove this land from GB.  (For detail see APC 001 Appendix 1) 
 

ii. We have not seen evidence that alternative comparable sites were properly 
investigated. 
 
At a District Planning Executive Panel meeting on 8th September 2016, responding to 
a request by councillor Tony Jackson, EHC agreed to produce a report showing how 
alternative sites had been evaluated but have apparently not done so. 
 
EHC’s assertion that, compared to this site, ”the majority of the land assessed 
throughout the district resulted in similar ratings being achieved” is not correct.  The 
EHC Green Belt Review evaluates parcel 2, of which this site is part, as having 
“Paramount importance” not only to “check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up 
areas” but also to “assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment”.   Only 
12 of the 71 (17%) parcels evaluated have similar rating.  
  

iii. The decision to choose this site is not sound. 
It is contrary to the past judgements of three Appeal Inspectors, to EHC’s own 
assessments and policies, and the view of experts employed by EHC. 
 
EHC used SB’s Green Belt Review as a source for detailed information about this site.  
However, in their response to SB’s public consultation for their local plan, EHC were 
highly critical of this document and in particular of its evaluation of land to the east 
of Stevenage. 
 
Furthermore, EHC’s description of the topology of the site in the Settlement 
Appraisal (using data from Stevenage Borough’s documents) is not accurate. It is not 
a secluded plateau, it slopes some 22m (70ft) from the NW to SE, and the tree 
screening is of variable quality, as acknowledged in assessments by both Peter Brett 



Associates PBA) and James Blake Associates JBA).  (ED131 Appendices 8 &12). 
 
The key claim that this site can be visually separated from the larger parcel of land of 
which it is part because of its topography and screening by trees and mini-bunds is 
ill-founded. 
 
Due to its topography the site is not visually separated from the Beane Valley.  
Standing on the higher part of the site, parts of Walkern, Benington, Datchworth and 
Aston End can plainly be seen with the naked eye, over the eastern boundary tree 
line, together with substantial parts of the Beane valley.  In addition, on the southern 
part of the site, the eastern flank of the Beane Valley and dwellings in Aston End, off 
Holders Lane, can plainly be seen.  (For detail see APC 001 Appendix 2) 
 
Clearly any development with roof heights at 7 – 8 metres will visible looking from 
those places into the site. 
 
Unless major earthmoving or construction is carried out the site could never be 
visually separated from the Beane Valley.  
 

iv. If allowed, it would breach the well planned and well-constructed existing GB 
boundary and replace it with one that is not well defined and never could be unless 
it was subject to major building and earth movement.   This would be contrary to 
NPPF para. 85 “When defining boundaries, local planning authorities should.... 
define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and 
likely to be permanent.”   (For detail see APC 001 Appendix 3.) 
 

v. The deliberate and unsuccessful attempts that have been made to separate the site 
from the Beane Valley are contrary to EHC policy, expressed in the EHC Landscape 
Character Assessment, to protect the open nature of the Beane Valley.  It is 
extremely concerning that EHC are not only accepting these attempts but also 
promoting them to justify the suitability of the site for development.  If this 
precedent is established it is difficult to see how any GB would be safe.   (For detail 
see APC 001 Appendix 4.) 
 

vi. The GP development will create urban water run-off which will drain down the west 
bank aquifer of the Beane Valley, which is a fractured chalk structure offering little 
resistance, down to the river Beane.  This could cause pollution in the river which 
would be very difficult to eradicate. 
There is a high profile and nationally supported project to try to restore this very 
rare river environment.  As part of this, Affinity, the company responsible for water 
supply, has already reduced abstraction from the aquifer that feeds this river and has 
built a pipeline to provide an alternative source of water to Stevenage.  A longer-
term part of the project has started to restore the habitat. 
We do not believe this issue has been properly assessed by EHC despite their own 
concerns about it raised in their response to SB’s Local Plan consultation.  (See APC 
002.) 
 



5. Issue 2. Is it deliverable, having regard to the provision of the necessary 
infrastructure and facilities? 

 
i. There are already concerns about the infrastructure, especially road transport, 

needed to meet SB’s own local plan.  EHC themselves have highlighted these 
inadequate plans for infrastructure in their response to SB Draft Local Plan 
consultation.   Similar concerns have also been raised by the Inspector who is 
examining SB’s plan. If allowed, GP would exacerbate this problem. 
 

ii. Considerable work will need to be done to model, design and build 3 roundabouts 
on Gresley Way and to convert roundabouts on the A602 to “smart” roundabouts. 
The model used to evaluate Gresley Way traffic was not able to model traffic on the 
smaller roads east of Gresley Way, but they did acknowledge the likelihood of “rat-
running” by vehicles held up on Gresley Way, along these roads.  Also, the model 
was fed with generic data not data specific to GP which did not recognise that GP is 
4-5 miles away from the Stevenage town centre and facilities. (For detail see APC 
001 Appendix 5.) 
 

iii.  We note that the Inspector has asked EHC to produce a report assessing for each 
site the infrastructure needed, the likelihood of it being provided in time and what 
they will do if it is not provided. 
 

iv. Both PBA and JBA indicate in their reports for Pigeon, that significant landscaping 
will be needed to fully screen and separate the site from the Beane valley. This work 
will take a substantial amount of time, and the growth of trees planted will take even 
longer (the existing trees on the NE of the site have taken30 years to grow). 
 

v. From the above and from comments made during earlier sessions of the hearings it 
seems likely that delivery of houses from this site will not be possible for many years 
and, therefore, make little or no contribution to the 5-year housing supply.  If this is 
true, it would make this site an incredibly poor choice. 
 

vi. We also note that during these hearings EHC have said that the strategy followed for 
this plan is not suitable for the future.  Instead a new strategy based on new 
settlements would be used and EHC was already working with neighbouring 
authorities on this. 
 
When we proposed this approach in LDF workshops in 2008 and again in 2010 in a 
written response to the LDF Public Consultation our ideas were rejected.  In our 
opinion had this strategy been adopted nearly 10 years ago it would have led to a 
progressive and much more sustainable plan.  

 


