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SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

Report of: Development Manager

To: Planning Committee - 10 April 2018

(Author: David Gedney -  Senior Planning Officer)

Purpose: To consider Planning Application H13-0056-18

Application Number: H13-0056-18 DDate Received: 16 January 2018

Application Type: FULL

Description: Residential development - bungalow and detached garage

Location: Off Pipwell Gate Moulton Seas End Spalding

Applicant: Mr & Mrs N Gibbons AAgent: G R Merchant Ltd

Ward: Cowbit, Weston and Moulton WWard Councillors: Cllr R Grocock
Cllr A Casson
Cllr A R Woolf

1.0 REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION

1.1 The proposal raises policy issues that warrant Committee consideration and the applicants are
related to a District Councillor.

2.0 PROPOSAL

2.1 Full planning permission is sought for the erection of a 2 bed bungalow and detached garage. It
is a re-submission following the refusal of an outline application for a single storey dwelling on a
smaller plot (ref. H13-1189-16). The latter was dismissed on appeal on grounds that it failed to
accord with the socio and environmental dimensions to sustainable development.

2.2 The current application is accompanied by additional information from the applicants' agent and
employer indicating why a dwelling is required on this particular site. It is summarised later in
the report.

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

3.1 The appeal site (some 0.17ha) is located on the southern side of Pipwell Gate. A number of
agricultural buildings/sheds are located within the front section, whilst the rear is presently a
vegetable garden separated by a shallow drain with trees along it. A bungalow (no. 56 Pipwell
Gate) is situated to the west.

4.0 RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES

4.1 The Development Plan



South Holland District Local Plan, July 2006

The South Holland Local Plan 2006 was formally adopted on 18 July 2006. Following a
direction from the Government Office for the East Midlands under paragraph 1(3) of Schedule
18 to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as of 18 July 2009 only certain Local
Plan policies have been extended and continue to form part of the development plan.  In the
context of those saved policies referred to below, it is considered that the Local Plan was
adopted in general accordance with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (albeit
under the transitional arrangements).  Those policies referred to below are considered to accord
with the thrust of guidance set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, and in the
context of paragraph 215 of the NPPF should therefore continue to be given substantial weight
in the decision making process.

SG1 General Sustainable Development
SG2 Distribution of Development
SG3 Settlement Hierarchy
SG4 Development in the Countryside
HS7 New Housing in the Open Countryside including Other Rural Settlements
SG14 Design and Layout of New Development
SG15 New Development: Facilities for Road Users, Pedestrians and
SG16 Parking Standards in New Development
SG17 Protection of Residential Amenity
SG18 Landscaping of New Development

If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made
under the Planning Acts, Section 38 (6) to the Town and Country Planning Act as amended by
the 2004 Act states that the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

National Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), March 2012

Paragraphs 7, 8, 14 and 17;
Sections 6, 7 and 10.

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), 2014

5.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

5.1 H13-1189-16 - Outline - Residential development, single storey dwelling - Refused 25 January
2017.

Reason: The site is not considered to be a suitable site for housing with regards to the
principles of sustainable development and the protection of the rural character of the open
countryside. It would also encourage further applications of a similar nature, which would then
be hard to resist. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SG1, SG2, SG4 and HS7 of the
South Holland Local Plan and Paragraphs 14, 17, 49 and 55 of the National Planning Policy
Framework, 2012.

The application was dismissed on appeal on grounds that it failed to accord with the socio and
environmental dimensions to sustainable development. The Inspector concluded that Moulton
Seas End has a limited range of services and access to the village is via narrow, mostly unlit
rural roads without segregated footways. Consequently, occupiers would rely on the private car
for meeting day to day needs. Moreover, the development of the site would introduce a further
urban form and extend existing ribbon development, encroaching further into the open
countryside.

6.0 REPRESENTATIONS

6.1 Moulton Parish Council

The proposed dwelling is not in keeping with the nearest properties and access is on to a very
narrow lane that is prone to flooding.



6.2 LCC Highways/SUDs

Does not wish to restrict the grant of permission.

6.3 LCC Archaeology

No archaeological impact.

6.4 John Hayes MP

I fully appreciate Mr & Mrs Gibbons' desire to build a property on land which they own off
Pipwell Gate. There are already buildings on the site so they would not be developing an open
space; it is adjacent to a cottage. They argue that their proposal would enhance the site, which
currently houses run down farm buildings, and they would be happy to consider a planting
scheme. Mr & Mrs Gibbons have told me that the neighbour supports their application. They do
not want to build the property for financial gain, but to ensure they can remain in Moulton Seas
End, where they both work. I realise that Pipwell Gate is a narrow lane, but planning permission
has recently been granted for three properties nearby, which are also on a narrow lane. I
therefore fully and enthusiastically support Mr & Mrs Gibbons latest planning application.

6.5 Public

Objections/concerns raised by the owner/occupiers of 9 Pipwell Gate (summarised):
Outside settlement boundary; Previously dismissed on appeal; Situated on a very narrow rural
lane making the access to and from the site quite dangerous; No footpath from village; Few
amenities and no public transport, so great reliance upon the use of a vehicle; Drainage in
Moulton Seas End very poor.

A letter of support has been received from Robin Buck of Jack Buck Farms (summarised):
Mr and Mrs Gibbons have worked for Jack Buck Farms for 31 and 18 years respectively. They
are highly skilled, key personnel in this growing business. Plot has belonged to family for
generations; Cannot be unsustainable because eliminates the need for car journeys to and from
work; Site has been used for storage of redundant equipment and is therefore brownfield; Site
very good fit within the locality and does not extend onto agricultural land; very helpful from a
security and operational point of view to have 2 senior employees living close to our site; Other
dwellings have been allowed nearby.

6.6 Information from Applicants' Agent (summarised)

Both Mr & Mrs Gibbons are employed by Jack Buck Farms Ltd who own and farm the
surrounding land and their main offices and depot are approximately 150 metres away and they
currently own the rear garden area of the application site. The use of motor vehicles would be
greatly reduced as Mr & Mrs Gibbons will walk to work!

Currently the site is on the South/Eastern fringe of Moulton Seas End and is occupied by
derelict buildings (sheds). Development of the site and comprehensive landscaping scheme will
enhance this approach into the village.

7.0 MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

7.1 The main issue in this case is whether the proposal would represent a sustainable form of
development, having regard to social, economic and environmental factors.

7.2 The site is outside a defined settlement limit within the South Holland Local Plan, 2006 and the
South East Lincolnshire Local Plan 2011-2036 (Publication Version March 2017). Moulton Seas
End is defined as an "Other Rural Settlement" in the South Holland Local Plan, 2006 and an
"Other Service Centre and Settlement" in the South East Lincolnshire Local Plan 2011-2036
(Publication Version) - March 2017.

7.3 It is therefore within an area regarded as countryside. Saved Local Plan Policy HS7 indicates
that new housing will only be permitted in the countryside, including "Other Rural Settlements"
such as Moulton Seas End, where it is proven essential to meet the needs of rural workers, or
the proposal is for small scale, rural exception affordable housing. Policy HS7 is in conformity



with guidance contained in Section 6 of the National Planning Policy Framework, specifically
Paragraph 55, which seeks to avoid new homes in the countryside unless there are special
circumstances.

7.4 Addressing the above, the applicants' employer has indicated that it would be very helpful from
a security and operational point of view to have 2 senior employees living close to their site.
Whilst this is the case, it has not been satisfactorily demonstrated that there is an essential
need for someone to live in this location for operational/managerial reasons. Consequently, the
proposal is not wholly in accordance with Local Plan Policy HS7.

7.5 It is accepted that the Council does not currently have a five-year supply of deliverable housing
sites. Paragraph 49 of the Framework states that relevant policies for the supply of housing
should not be considered up to date if a local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year
supply of deliverable housing sites.

7.6 Paragraph 49 of the Framework goes on to stress that, in the absence of a five year supply,
housing applications should be considered in the context of a presumption in favour of
sustainable development.  Paragraph 14 also states that there is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development and, where the relevant policies are out of date, planning permission
should be granted, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework.
Paragraphs 7 and 8 explain that the three mutually dependant dimensions to sustainable
development are social, economic and environmental.

7.7 An Economic Role - the proposal would contribute towards housing supply and future
occupants would work locally and support local services and make a contribution to the local
economy. There may also be employment opportunities associated with the construction, albeit
in the short term.

7.8 A Social Role - the scheme is deliverable and the proposal would help to provide the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations. However, the site is
located within a settlement with few local services and facilities. The nearest village with
facilities such as local shops and a primary school is Moulton approximately 3.9km to the south.
The nearest towns are Holbeach (5.5km approximately) and Spalding (10.3km approximately).
The site does not therefore have good access to local services.

7.9 An Environmental Role - The site is not on a public transport route and there is no footway link
to local services. It is recognised that both Mr & Mrs Gibbons are employed by Jack Buck
Farms Ltd, who own and farm the surrounding land and their main offices and depot are
approximately 150 metres away. Consequently, trips to work would not require use of a motor
vehicle. However, there would still be a high dependence on the use of motor vehicles to
access other local services and facilities. This would increase carbon emissions, contrary to the
requirements of the environmental role of planning. It would also be contrary to one of the core
planning principles of paragraph 17 of the Framework to make the fullest use of public
transport.

7.10 Moreover, existing development along Pipwell Gate within the built-up form of the village is
predominantly frontage, terminating prior to the junction with Green Lane on the eastern side
and before that on the western side. The site is located beyond the existing built form of the
village within an area regarded as countryside. It is considered that the proposal would
constitute a consolidation of scattered development, as opposed to frontage infill. Moreover, the
site presently has an agricultural/rural character. The erection of a dwelling would domesticate
the site and make it appear more suburban. Such development would have a harmful effect
upon the character and appearance of the rural fringe of the village and the countryside.

7.11 The proposal is therefore contrary to Saved Policies SG4 and SG14 of the South Holland Local
Plan, 2006. These policies are in accordance with advice within the Framework, which seeks to
protect the character of the countryside.  Paragraph 17, for example, indicates that planning
should recognise the intrinsic character of the countryside. Paragraph 58 indicates that new
development should respond to local character.

7.12 The South East Lincolnshire Local Plan 2011-2036 (Publication Version) March 2017 defines



Moulton Seas End as an "Other Service Centre and Settlement", which is low in the settlement
hierarchy and does not have the services or ability to accommodate further growth. Moulton
Seas End is therefore identified as an area of "development restraint" and the emerging Local
Plan only provides minimal opportunity for frontage infill.

7.13 The Plan aims to provide a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites but only allows minimal
opportunity for frontage infill development within Moulton Seas End. Recent permissions
referred to by the appellant fall within this category. The proposal does not and is considered
unsuitable due to conflict with the emerging Plan's locational strategy, adverse environmental
impacts, and poor location. If permitted, it would encourage further applications of a similar
nature, which would then be hard to resist, contrary to the aims and objectives of the
Framework and emerging local plan to ensure that new development is sustainable and
protects the character and appearance of the area and countryside.

7.14 The appellant has made reference to recently approved applications within Moulton Seas End.
However, the applications referred to are frontage infill development within the existing built up
form of the village. The proposal, however, constitutes a consolidation of scattered development
beyond the fringe of the village. In any event, it is rarely possible to compare different sites.
Each application should be determined on its own merits.

7.15 It is considered that frontage residential development could be accommodated with a
satisfactory level of amenity for future occupiers and also without materially harming the
amenity of nearby residents.

7.16 The County Highways Authority has raised no objections on highway safety grounds.

7.17 The site is located within Flood Zone 3 of the Environment Agency's Flood Map for Planning.
The latest Agency Flood Maps have been created as a tool to raise awareness of flood risk with
the public and partner organisations, such as Local Authorities, Emergency Services and
Drainage Authorities. The Maps do not take into account any flood defences. The South
Holland Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Feb 2017) is therefore used to apply the sequential
test. In this respect, the site is located within an area identified as "Danger to Some". However,
it is not possible, consistent with wider sustainability objectives, for all new housing within the
district to be delivered within an area of no risk and this is a less severe category.

7.18 If it is not possible to locate the development within an area of lower flood risk, the exceptions
test should be applied. It is a method to demonstrate and help ensure that flood risk to people
and property will be managed satisfactorily, while allowing necessary development to go ahead
in situations where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding are not available.The NPPF and the
PPG set out two elements to the Exceptions Test. First, proposed development is required to
show that it will provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk,
and second, that it will be safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere and, where
possible, will reduce flood risk overall. This is aimed at allowing necessary development to go
ahead in situations where suitable sites at lower risk of flooding are not available whilst helping
ensure that flood risk to people and property will be managed satisfactorily.

7.19 In terms of the first element, the proposal scores positively against the aims and objectives of
the Local Planning Authority's sustainability appraisal and would provide wider sustainability
benefits to the community that outweigh flood risk. This includes the provision of additional
sustainable housing within the district to meet the needs of the population, as required by the
National Planning Policy Framework.

7.20 In terms of the second element, the Environment Agency has recommended that the properties
be two-storey and that finished floor levels (FFLs) be set at least 500mm above existing ground
level. Flood resilient construction should also be incorporated within the development up to
300mm above finished floor level and future occupants are advised to sign up to the
Environment Agency's free Floodline Warnings Direct Service.

7.21 Details of drainage should be made the subject of conditions. The soil structure within the
vicinity is considered suitable for soakaways.

7.22 Conclusion



7.23 It is recognised that the proposal is deliverable and would help to provide the supply of housing
required to meet the applicants' needs and the needs of future generations.  However, the
benefits of the proposal are outweighed by the harm that it would cause in terms of other social
and environmental factors such as the distance from local services, reliance upon the motor car
to access local services and facilities and the development's effect upon the rural character and
appearance of the area. The site is not therefore considered to be suitable for housing with
particular regards to the principles of sustainable development and the protection of the rural
character of the area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SG1, SG2, SG4, HS7 and
SG14 of the South Holland Local Plan and Paragraphs 7, 8, 14, 17, 49, 55 and 58 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, 2012.

88.0 RECOMMENDATIONS

8.1 Refuse permission

9.0 REASONS FOR REFUSAL

1. It is recognised that the proposal is deliverable and would help to provide the supply of housing
required to meet the applicants' needs and the needs of future generations.  However, the
benefits of the proposal are outweighed by the harm that it would cause in terms of other social
and environmental factors such as the distance from local services, reliance upon the motor car
to access local services and facilities and the development's effect upon the rural character and
appearance of the area. The site is not therefore considered to be suitable for housing with
particular regards to the principles of sustainable development and the protection of the rural
character of the area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies SG1, SG2, SG4, HS7 and
SG14 of the South Holland Local Plan and Paragraphs 7, 8, 14, 17, 49, 55 and 58 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, 2012.

2. The determined plans are:
Dwg. no. 3051-15-10A;
Dwg. no. 3051-15-11A.
Flood Risk Assessment by Geoff Beel Consultancy dated November 2016 accompanying
planning application ref. H13-1189-16.

Background papers:- Planning Application Working File

Lead Contact Officer
Name and Post: Richard Fidler ,  Development Manager
Telephone Number: 01775 764428
Email rfidler@sholland.gov.uk

Appendices attached to this report:
Appendix A Plan A




