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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Written Statement is made on behalf of our clients, Martin Grant 

Homes and Kearns Land Ltd, in respect of its interests in land to the east 

of Redbourn, as part of the forthcoming examination (EIP) of the St 

Albans City and District Local Plan. 

MATTER 4 – THE METROPOLITAN GREEN BELT 

(POLICY S3) 

1.2 The representations made below respond to specific questions raised in 

the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions paper for the Examination 

in so far as they are relevant to our clients.  

Main Issue – Whether the Plan has been positively prepared and 

whether it is justified, effective and consistent with national 

planning policy in relation to the overall approach to the Green Belt. 

1. What is the basis of the Green Belt Review? What methodology has 

been applied and is it soundly based? Is the Council’s approach to the 

Green Belt set out in its response to the Inspector’s Initial Question 16 

and letter of the 2 July 2019 (Green Belt topic paper) robust and in line 

with national guidance? 

1.3 Given the extent of Green Belt coverage in the District, our clients are of 

the opinion that housing need in the District is likely to create the 

exceptional circumstances required to justify alteration of Green Belt 

boundaries. However, we do not consider that the Council has fully 

evidenced and justified the exceptional circumstances for Green Belt 

release (Framework: paragraph 136).  

1.4 The Inspectors’ Initial Questions quite appropriately refers to the two 

stages for Green Belt Review (ED1: Q16). The Council’s response 

(ED18) points, in simplistic terms, to the Green Belt designation for St 
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Albans being so extensive and work not being sufficiently advanced on 

the JSP that development has to take place within the Green Belt.  

1.5 The Inspectors’ have responded (ED23: paragraphs 12-20) to say that a 

thorough investigation of the capacity of the existing urban areas is 

needed and that the Council has not explained St Alban’s approach to 

the Green Belt and why the changes sought are justified. The Council 

has responded by way of the SADC Green Belt Topic Paper (ED25C) 

which claims that the housing trajectory performs the ‘thorough 

investigation of the capacity of existing urban areas’ and that the Green 

Belt Review Sites and Boundaries Study February 2014 (ED25C) 

considered broad locations in the context of the lack of non-Green Belt 

land.  

1.6 We do not consider the Council’s evidence demonstrates that it has 

examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting the identified 

need for development in accordance with paragraph 137 of the 

Framework.  

1.7 Specifically, we do not accept SADC’s statement that “the exceptional 

circumstances required for Green Belt release for development only exist 

in the Broad Locations”. Nor do we accept that only the proposed Broad 

Locations “minimise adverse impacts on the purposes of the Metropolitan 

Green Belt.”  

2. How have the conclusions of the Green Belt Review informed the 

Local Plan? Do decisions on Green Belt releases reflect the need to 

promote sustainable patterns of development, and prioritise sites which 

are previously developed and/or well served by public transport? Where 

is this evident? 

1.8 The spatial strategy for the Local Plan appears to have been progressed, 

principally, on the basis of testing the options for the overall housing 
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number and a series of broad locations for development which respond 

to the settlement hierarchy. It is not apparent that there has been any 

testing of the options for distribution (urban concentration, sustainable 

urban extensions, dispersed approach, new settlement etc.).  

1.9 The Green Belt Review appears only to have informed the plan in so far 

as the Council has drawn on part of its findings to provide commentary 

on the selected broad locations.  In our view, the identification of 

reasonable alternative options for the spatial distribution of growth and 

determining which site or sites would best meet identified housing need 

having regard to Green Belt harm should be entwined as iterative tasks.  

1.10 Failure to consider alternative strategies for development on sites below 

500 homes and at larger villages (or indeed throughout the settlement 

hierarchy) has prevented an appropriate assessment of harm to the 

Green Belt as it relates to the promotion of a sustainable pattern of 

development. 

1.11 Furthermore, the approach taken by the Council does not consider ‘small 

scale sub-areas’ which could be released for development without 

undermining the strategic function or harming the openness of the Green 

Belt. This includes our clients’ site which “makes a limited or no 

contribution towards checking sprawl, preventing merging, safeguarding 

the countryside, preserving setting or maintaining local gaps” (GB004: 

8.3.6).  

3. Has a comprehensive assessment of capacity within built up areas 

been undertaken? Have all potential options on non-Green Belt land in 

the countryside been assessed? 

1.12 The Green Belt Topic Paper appears to rely on the housing trajectory to 

evidence urban capacity, noting that “total capacity from all of these 

sources is circa 5,000 homes, clearly far short of the 14,608 homes 
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set out by the Government’s ‘standard methodology’ for housing 

‘need’. This clearly indicates the scale of unmet needs which could 

only be met by Green Belt release” (ED25C: 1.6).  We do not consider 

this to be a comprehensive assessment of capacity.  

1.13 It would appear to us that the Council is relying on the notion that finding 

14,608 homes on non-Green Belt Land is so unlikely that it is not 

reasonable or necessary to undertake the assessment. This is patently 

wrong and a risky strategy for plan making in a District with a Green Belt 

designation. 

1.14 The assessment is required in order to ascertain the amount of homes 

that can be accommodated outside of the Green Belt which in turn 

underpins the case for exceptional circumstances for Green Belt release 

and frames the assessment for harm to the Green Belt to enable 

judgments about site release to be made.  

1.15 The Council’s failure to consider sites with less capacity than 500 homes 

means not all sites can have been considered.  

5. Have discussions taken place with neighbouring authorities about 

whether they could accommodate some of the identified housing need? 

1.16 CD005 The Local Plan: Publication Document SADC Regulation 22 (c) 

Consultation Statement Appendix 1 - Publication Draft Local Plan - 

Analysis of Issues Arising (March 2019) includes references to having 

considered “potential unmet development needs from neighbouring 

authorities and their potential to provide for St Albans” and that “There 

has been and will be ongoing joint working with neighbouring local 

authorities including the South West Herts Group. Duty to co-operate is 

considered to be met.” However, no further details appear to be set out in 

the evidence base.  
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7. Do the exceptional circumstances, as required by paragraph 136 of the 

Framework, exist to justify the plan’s proposed removal of land from the 

Green Belt? 

1.17 As stated above, our clients are of the opinion that housing need in the 

District is likely to create the exceptional circumstances required to justify 

alteration of Green Belt boundaries. However, we do not consider that 

the Council has fully evidenced and justified the exceptional 

circumstances for Green Belt release (Framework: paragraph 136).  

8. Are all the sites and their boundaries clearly shown on a map? 

1.18 The treatment of the Green Belt on the Local Plan proposals map is not 

clear. The Key provides for ‘S6 Broad Locations for Development (wider 

boundaries including retained Green Belt Land)’ and ‘L8 Primary 

Residential Areas’. Annex 1 of the Local Plan (ED25F) includes a 

breakdown of the Council’s calculations in respect of the broad locations, 

the net developable area and the site capacity.  

1.19 It is important to note that Broad Locations are not allocations. 

Notwithstanding the calculations set out in Annex 1 of the Local plan it is 

not clear how the primary residential areas relate to the overall amount of 

homes being directed to each individual broad location. The amount of 

land identified in Annex 1 does not always appear to corroborate to the 

proposals map (i.e. S6i and S6iv). This presents problems when trying to 

understand how the exceptional need for homes relates to harm to the 

Green Belt in individual areas and in overall strategic terms.   

1.20 The worst case scenario here is that not all of the land removed from the 

Green Belt is required in order to deliver the quantum of housing directed 

to a broad location; meaning in essence that the land did not need to be 

removed from the Green Belt and that in this respect there are no 

exceptional circumstances to do so for whole tracts of land in the broad 
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locations.  

1.21 Whilst we might presume that the retained Green Belt land within the 

Broad Location boundary should be used for Green Infrastructure this is 

also not clear in the absence of masterplan processes.  

11. Did the Council consider the designation of safeguarded land in the 

Plan, and should this be identified? 

1.22 The Redbourn Pre-Submission Draft (Regulation 14) Neighbourhood 

Plan has recommended the release of sites from the Green Belt for 

residential development, including our clients’ site (Policy RED7).  

1.23 We note that paragraph 136 of the Framework confirms that detailed 

amendments to Green Belt boundaries can be made through 

Neighbourhood Plans, this is in circumstances where “a need for 

changes to Green Belt boundaries has been established through 

strategic policies.” In its current form, the Local Plan does not include the 

necessary flexibility for Neighbourhood Plans to make detailed 

amendments to the Green Belt boundary on suitable sites.  

1.24 Neighbourhood planning is supposed to give communities the power to 

develop a shared vision for their area (Framework: paragraph 29). Whilst 

there is disparity between the Local Plan and the Redbourn 

Neighbourhood Plan there is an opportunity to address that through 

either the allocation of the land east of Redbourn or designation of 

safeguarded land which can be considered through Neighbourhood Plan 

processes.  In our view, the Local Plan should be amended to enable 

development to come forward to meet local need and aspirations in 

Redbourn.  

 


