gcppP
TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANTS

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (as amended)

HEARING STATEMENT

on behalf of St Albans & District Council land at Ragged Hall Lane

LPA Reference: 5/2023/1300



CONTENTS
1) Introduction
2) Scope of Evidence
3) Background
(i) The Site Context
(i) The Development Proposals
(i)  The Planning Framework
4) Assessment
(i) Green Belt harm — effect on openness and purposes
(i) Any other harm

(i) Very Special Circumstances

(iv)  Overall Planning Balance






1.0 SCOPE OF THE HEARING STATEMENT

1.1 The statement is structured as follows, in line with the proper approach from

national policy:

Inappropriate development within the Green Belt

e The effect upon the openness and purposes of the Green Belt

e Any further harm

(i) Landscape character
(i) Efficient use of land
(ii)  Infrastructure (RfR2)

e Whether the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm
would be clearly outweighed by other considerations so as to amount to

the very special circumstances required to justify the proposal.

¢ Planning Balance

1.2 The statement considers (i) the site context, (ii) the development proposals and

(iii) the planning framework.

1.3 In this statement, the following scale of weight has been used:

Very Substantial’
Substantial
Moderate
Limited

No Weight

' taken to mean Substantial at the higher end of the spectrum.



2.0

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

BACKGROUND

(i) Site Context

The Appeal Site measures 2.1 hectares in total and comprises an irregular parcel
of land, located off of Ragged Hall Lane within the precinct of St. Alban’s City
District Council (SACDC). The Appeal Site will be accessed following demolition
of 52 Ragged Hall Lane.

The Appeal Site comprises grassland, previously in agricultural use, and is
dissected by a Public Right of Way (010), which crosses the southwest part of the
Appeal Site. There are no statutory listed buildings on site, and it is not in a

conservation area.

Ragged Hall Lane comprises a ribbon development that has intensified since the
1960s. Properties on Ragged Hall Lane are generally large plots with buildings
set back from the road with vehicular crossovers and front drives. There are
examples of more recent individual plot developments along Ragged Hall Lane

that have taken a more modern approach to design.

While the architectural language and plot sizes along Ragged Hall Lane vary
widely, the overarching character is modern suburban-type housing. It is not
considered that the property which would be demolished possesses any

architectural or historic merit.

The surrounding area is generally rural, albeit with some relatively small-scale
residential and mixed development; and beyond the vegetation adjacent to the
west and north boundaries lie open fields or tree belts, generally free of built

development.

The site lies outside the city of St. Albans. The site is located on land outside the
settlement of Chiswell Green and is therefore within the open countryside and

within the Metropolitan Green Belt.



2.7

2.8

2.9

(ii) The Development Proposal

Outline planning application to include up to 53 dwellings (c3), associated green
infrastructure, drainage, and all ancillary works, new junction off ragged hall lane
following demolition of no. 52 ragged hall lane. Detailed approval is sought for

access arrangement only, with all other matters reserved.

(iii) Planning Framework

1. The Development Plan

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 confirms that
the determination of applications for planning permission must be made in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate

otherwise.

The Development Plan consists of the following:

e The saved policies of the Council’s District Local Plan Review 1994
(including its associated adopted Proposals Maps) (the Local Plan
Review)

e St Stephen Neighbourhood Plan (2019-2036) (the Neighbourhood Plan)

e HCC’s Waste Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD
(2012);

e HCC'’s Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan 2007.

2.10 The following policies were cited in the reasons for refusal:

e Policy 1 of the Local Plan Review — Metropolitan Policy 1 - Metropolitan
Green Belt

e Policy 74 Retention of existing and proposed landscpaing



2.1

2.12

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

e Policy 143b of the Local Plan Review - Implementation
These are the most important policies for the determination of the application for
the purposes of paragraph 11(d) of the National Planning Policy Framework

(NPPF).

2. Weight to be afforded to the most important policies

As the Council cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites,
and by virtue of its housing delivery test results, footnote 8 of paragraph 11(d) of
the NPPF deems the most important policies for determining the application out-
of-date. However, the saved policies remain development plan policies until the
emerging local plan is adopted and, whilst the policies are deemed to be out of
date, an assessment still needs to be made of the weight to attach to these

policies.

Paragraph 219 of the NPPF states that: “existing policies should not be
considered out-of-date simply because they were adopted or made prior to the
publication of this Framework. Due weight should be given to them, according to
their degree of consistency with this Framework (the closer the policies in the plan

to the policies in the Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).”

Given this, it is necessary to consider the weight that should be attributed to these

policies according to their degree of consistency with the NPPF.

Policy 1 LP — Metropolitan Green Belt is referred to in reason for refusal 1. This
policy confirms that in the Green Belt, permission will not be granted for
development outside Green Belt Settlements except in identified exceptional
circumstances, which do not apply to the Appeal Proposals, or except in very
special circumstances. The Policy goes on to indicate that new development
within the Green Belt shall integrate with the existing landscape. Siting, design
and external appearance are particularly important and additional landscaping will

normally be required.

It is considered that Policy 1 is consistent with the NPPF, which confirms at
paragraph 147 that inappropriate development is, by definition, harmful to the

Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special circumstances



2.17

2.18

2.19

(VSC). Paragraph 148 confirms that substantial weight should be given to any
harm to the Green Belt. VSC will not exist unless the potential harm to the Green
Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm resulting from the
proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations. Paragraphs 149 and 150
set out exceptions to inappropriate development. Whilst the categories of not
inappropriate development in LP Policy 1 do not match up with the categories of
paragraphs 149 & 150 of the NPPF, this is not material on the facts of the case
since there is no dispute that the development is inappropriate. The policy
requirement to integrate with the landscape is consistent with paragraph 174 (b)
of the NPPF. Therefore, full weight should be given to LP Policy 1 at this appeal.
Appeal decisions acknowledge that Policy 1 is broadly consistent with the NPPF .2

It is considered that Policy 74 is consistent with the NPPF which requires the
retention of good quality landscape and provision of good quality new
landscaping. The policy requirement for such a provision is consistent with
paragraph 174 (b) of the NPPF

Policy 143B LP - Implementation expects planning applications for the
development sites to include within them, provision for infrastructure
consequences. The provision of mitigation from development is consistent with
the NPPF.

3. Operation of paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF

Since the most important policies for determining the application are out of date,
it is necessary to consider the effect of paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF. This states

as follows:

“where there are no relevant development plan policies, or the policies which are
most important for determining the application are out-of-date, granting
permission unless: i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect
areas or assets of particular importance provides a clear reason for refusing the

development proposed; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly

2 Burston Nurseries Appeal paragraph 17 — Appendix SC 1






