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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This hearing statement considers Site Allocations – Chapter 12 – East of Stevenage – 

policy EOS1.  This Hearing Statement is made on behalf of the Gates Family relating to 

their land ownership, SLAA site 43/003. 

1.2 I confirm I wish to attend the hearing in regard to Chapter 11 – East of Stevenage. 

 

2.0 CHPTER 12 EAST OF STEVENAGE  

QUESTION 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? 

2.1 The allocated site proposes to deliver 600 dwellings to the sustainable settlement of 

Stevenage under policy EOS1, East of Stevenage.  However, there is nothing in the 

evidence base to suggest that the growth proposed should be an upper limit, indeed, 

the evidence base points to 750 dwellings being more suitable.  We consider that the 

other potential option of enlarging the site area to incorporate adjacent available land 

has not been considered.  In neglecting to do so, the option of integrating a greater level 

of flexibility into the planned level of growth was not considered. 

2.2 The development strategy is reliant entirely upon the timely delivery of the strategic 

allocations and commitments.  We contend that the Stevenage area can take more 

growth and the release of additional land from the Green Belt this location will enable 

the Plan to respond to delays in delivery from other allocated sites, should these arise, 

ensuring a five year supply. 

2.3 The allocated site was initially discounted as a suitable location for a new settlement or 

urban extension at the earlier sieving stages through the East Herts District 

Plan Supporting Document (SSS/01) and not included in the Preferred Options District 

Plan (2014).   
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2.4 The reasons, which are summarised in the East of Stevenage Settlement Appraisal 

(SSS/010), were that it was unsuitable for a new settlement on the basis that it was not 

considered possible to deliver the necessary transport infrastructure.  It was also 

considered unsuitable for a strategic urban extension given the infrastructure required, 

impact on the Beane Valley and the availability of sequentially preferable sites to the 

north and west of Stevenage. 

2.5 The large land parcel of which this site formed part was also considered to be of “very 

low” suitability for development by the East Herts Green Belt Review (GRB/001). 

2.6 However, following representations from Stevenage Borough Council, the findings of 

the Stevenage Green Belt Review (GRB/002 and GRB/003) and information provided by 

the site promoter including proposals for a smaller site area than originally submitted, 

site EOS1 was subject to further assessment and proposed for allocation. 

2.7 Only the site now forming site EOS1 was subject to this further assessment and no 

adjacent sites.  This is despite the Council clearly acknowledging at paragraph 3.1 of 

SSS/010 that “a key element of plan-making is the consideration of reasonable 

alternatives to the development strategy.  Therefore it was considered sensible to assess 

the newly submitted site in the same way that other sites had been assessed.” 

2.8 Firstly, the site was not “newly submitted”; it was simply a smaller part of a larger area 

of land which had already been submitted and considered through the Strategic Land 

Availability Assessment (HOP/004). 

2.9 Secondly, although the site was assessed in the same way as the other allocated sites, it 

was not assessed in the same way as the other SLAA sites.  Only SLAA site 43/002 was 

reconsidered, not the other SLAA sites shown on figure 9 of SSS/010. 

2.10 This has resulted in a failure of the site selection process to consider the site against all 

reasonable alternatives, including the alternative of incorporating adjacent land into the 

allocation.   

2.11 The option of including a larger land area was not considered through the Green Belt 

review process.  GRB/001 initially ruled the area out, however, the Stevenage Green 
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Belt Review 2014 (GRB/002) and 2015 (GRB/003) considered smaller land parcels within 

the larger area and recommended release of this parcel.    

2.12 However, GRB/003 did not consider all potential development sites within the parcel; it 

includes only those directly adjacent to Stevenage as it has been prepared for the 

benefit of Stevenage Borough Council.  The Gates Family site, SLAA site 43/003 was not 

considered in GRB/003 therefore the option of releasing this site from the Green Belt, 

alongside SLAA site 43/002 was not considered. 

2.13 The effect is to exclude land within East Herts District beyond the physical ownership 

boundaries of SLAA site 43/002 from the re-assessment process.   

2.14 The result is that the comments made by Stevenage Borough Council in 2014 are still 

valid; the Council have missed the opportunity to consider an alternative level of 

development and that more homes in this location “could make a positive contribution 

to medium-term development requirements, introduce greater flexibility and certainty 

to the East Herts strategy and provide sustainability advantages over a number of the 

sites that have been identified.” 

2.15 The choice of area for allocation appears to have been entirely developer led; whilst the 

location was highlighted by Stevenage Borough Council, the specific site was suggested 

by the landowner which naturally included only their own land.   

2.16 The stakeholder engagement and developer meetings detailed in sections 6 and 7 of 

SSS/010 involved only the landowner’s agent for SLAA site 43/002, and no adjacent 

landowners.   

2.17 The evidence base, specifically the Transport Modelling, demonstrates that the East of 

Stevenage area could accommodate up to 750 dwellings.  The evidence also suggests 

that a higher level of development would be preferable, to aid delivery of a new school.  

Stevenage is a sustainable location.  However, only 600 dwellings are proposed. 

2.18 The decision to allocate 600 dwellings instead of 750 appears to relate entirely to the 

provision of open space on site, as detailed in paragraph 8.3 of SSS/010.  However, as 

outlined above, the reasonable alternative of enlarging the site boundaries to enable 
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delivery of the desired amount of open space, plus 750 dwellings, has not been 

considered.    

2.19 An enlargement to the proposed allocation to include SLAA site 43/003 would enable 

delivery of the full 750 dwelling capacity for this area, as set out in our regulation 19 

representations which were accompanied by an illustrative strategy diagram.  

2.20 The consideration of alternative options appears to relate solely to whether there is an 

alternative location to locate this same level of development, and to establish this the 

Council looked to HOP/004.   

2.21 Firstly, this consideration was made after the capacity of the site was reduced due to 

specific on-site open space constraints. 

2.22 Secondly, it would appear from the evidence base that the site was only compared to 

the entire 248 ha submitted by the same landowner, and not the other SLAA sites which 

appear on figure 9 of SSS/010, individually.   

2.23 No further mention is made of the sites to the north of Stevenage, the availability of 

which led to the exclusion of this location through the earlier sieving process under 

SSS/001.  

2.24 The site was also considered against the options of diverting development beyond the 

Green Belt to less sustainable locations, or the option of a new settlement. 

2.25 At no point was the reasonable alternative of a larger site sufficient to accommodate 

the full 750 dwelling capacity considered. 

2.26 The flawed site selection process has resulted in an erratic treatment of potential 

development sites.  No consistent and rigorous assessment has been made of the 

impact of alternative options on Green Belt, landscape character and infrastructure.  

SLAA sites 43/002 and 43/003 were both discounted through the earlier stages for the 

same reasons, both achieved an identical assessment under GRB/001 and HOP/004, yet 

only SLAA site 43/002 has been reconsidered and proposed for allocation. 

2.27 A consistent and rigorous assessment would have demonstrated that the proposed 

allocation could be enlarged to increase capacity.  Whilst the Council contend that they 
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can deliver their full objectively assessed need with only 600 dwellings in this location, 

enlarging to the site to enable a greater capacity will ensure flexibility.   

2.28 It is an accepted principle that flexibility is essential to soundness.  Flexibility will enable 

the plan to respond to delays in delivery from other allocated sites, should these arise, 

ensuring a five year supply. 

2.29 We contend that SLAA site 43/003 should be released from the Green Belt and 

safeguarded .  SLAA site 43/003 is a well-contained site. The northern boundary is 

defined by Box Wood and the B1037 (which can be straightened as part of the 

development), the south western boundary by the proposed allocation and small 

woodland and the south eastern boundary by a farm track, which can be reinforced by 

new structural landscaping. 

2.30 Release of this site form the Green Belt can only be achieved through a review of the 

Local Plan.  Therefore, should delays to the strategic sites occur, a review of the Plan will 

be necessary to maximise the capacity in this sustainable location.  Conversely, the 

release of this site now would enable the Plan to react quickly to delays in delivery.  It 

would enable both sites to be master planned as a whole to deliver a comprehensive 

development scheme. 

 


