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1 Executive summary 

 
 

This appeal is levied against South Kesteven District Council (SKDC) application reference S21/1333, 

which was a Section 73 application seeking to vary Condition 2 of the approved planning permission 

S20/2145; for changes to the garage design including an infill connection to the main house.  

 

The appeal site lies in the centre of Stubton, a village defined as a ‘small village’ within the South 

Kesteven Local Plan (2018). The site previously included Home Farm Cottage, a two storey, detached 

brick cottage with attached garage, now demolished following a successful planning approval. The 

immediate locality is not densely populated, and residential properties are spaced with generous 

separation distances. The site does not lie in a Conservation Area, but Hayloft Barn (Grade II) lies to 

the east of the site. Immediately the north of the site is an unremarkable single storey building, which 

is used as a village hall. To the south side is a larger detached dwelling house (Ellary House) which is 

set well back from Fenton Road frontage. Ellery House was built in the 1990's and is a substantial two 

storey, red brick and pantile dwelling with hipped roof and dormers to the rear, and integrated 

garaging.  

 

The Section 73 application was refused by the LPA against Policy EN16 of the SKLC Local Plan (2018) 

as it would result in detrimental impact on the setting of the Grade II Listed Building. The decision to 

refuse the application was also weighted on the basis of that the garage link to the main house and 

that the changes would be an inappropriate development for the site in failing to make a positive 

contribution to the local distinctiveness, vernacular or character of the area and is considered by the 

local planning authority (LPA) to be contrary local policies DE1 and SP3.  

 

The materials submitted herein demonstrates that: 

 

1. Views of the Hayloft Barn will be preserved, and that the proposed garage and link connection will not 

hinder the continued enjoyment of this Grade II listed heritage asset or it’s setting, and; 

2. The principle of development has been established on previous development land/the site and the 

appeal proposals are in accordance with Policies SP1, SP2 and Section 5 of the NPPF and; 

3.  The developed footprint is in the context of neighbouring buildings, and makes a positive contribution 

to the street scene, preserving existing hedgerows and tree lines, and of a design and materiality that 

reflects the local vernacular, whilst having limited impact on adjacent properties.  
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2 Application timeline summary 
 

 

2.1 Pre-Application Enquiry 

 
2.1.1 Particulars 

MBC ref:  S20/1026 

Drawings Submitted: 25 June 2020  (Appendix 1) 

Advice received:  21 August 2020  (Appendix 2) 

 

 
2.1.2 Pre-Application Summary 

 

The Applicant purchased the property early 2020, with the intention to re-locate to the village.  Rather 

than allowing the cottage and site to fall into disrepair, the Applicant sought to replace the existing 

property with a new dwelling that can support the family’s needs to downsize, whilst remaining within 

their desired local community.  The replacement allows for a new traditional and sustainable dwelling 

to be erected in accordance with the SKDC’s sustainability strategy.  

 

Following the protocols and procedures in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework 

guidance (para.39), the Applicant made a formal pre-application enquiry on 25 June 2020, submitting 

a document comprising site analysis and a concept scheme prepared by the Agent (Appendix 1).  The 

proposal presented the replacement of the existing dwelling with a new dwelling, L shape in form, with 

an integral garage with accommodation above, served by the existing vehicular access from Fenton 

Lane. The development was circa 320m2 GEA in size.  

 
2.1.3 Pre-Application Advice 

 

A detailed assessment was provided by the SKDC Planning Officer in their letter dated 25 June 2020 

(Appendix 2) in which the Applicant was provided with the following advice: 

• The village of Stubton is identified as a ‘smaller village’ within Policy SP2 of the South Kesteven 

Local Plan, and therefore the principle for residential development is acceptable provided that 

the development complies with SP3 and all other relevant policies, where development will not 

compromise the village’s nature and character. 

• The immediate locality is not densely populated, and residential properties are spaced with 

generous separation distances. Immediately to the north of the site is an unremarkable single 

storey building, which is used as a village hall, not as a habitable dwelling. 

• The existing dwelling is sited in close proximity to a Grade II Listed Building and therefore 

consideration must also be given to Policy EN6. 

• A specialist heritage consultant must demonstrate that the development proposal would not 

lead to less than substantial harm to the significance of this designated heritage asset, any harm 

will be assessed weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.  
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• The County Council as Local Highway and Lead Local Flood Authority has advised that the 

proposal is acceptable in principle.  

• A design and access statement should be provided to support the design and layout of the 

property. Information would be required in the form of a comprehensive design and access 

statement and a heritage impact assessment from an appropriately qualified heritage expert, to 

ensure compliance with the relevant policies mentioned above. 

• Significant landscaping around the perimeter boundary would be expected and not fencing. 

• Prior to any formal submission, consultation with surrounding occupiers, the Parish Council and 

elected members, any observations received and how they have addressed should be made 

clear in your supporting statement. Applications that can demonstrate early, proactive, and 

effective engagement with the community will usually be looked on more favourably than those 

that cannot. 

• A scheme for a replacement dwelling, as described, may be acceptable in principle.  

 

2.2 Full Planning Application Submission (Ref: S20/2145) 

 

2.2.1 Background 

 

Following receipt of the SKDC ’s pre-application advice, and in preparation for a more holistic and 

comprehensive full planning submission, the Applicant sought further consultation with relevant 

authorities and residents by way of preparation and to inform the developed design proposals. 

Responding to the SKDC’s pre-application advice, the Applicant commissioned additional surveys 

and reports to formulate background information in support of the application, which comprised: 

 

• Heritage Impact Assessment (Appendix 3) 

• Design and Access Statement (Appendix 4) 

• Full Planning Drawings ref: S20/2145 (Appendix 5) 

• Revised Planning Drawings ref:S20/2145 (Appendix 6) 

• Further amended drawings ref:S20/2145 (Appendix 7) 

• Comments from Planning Officer (18/01/21) REF: S20/2145 (Appendix 8) 

• Consultant Architect comments (11/01/21) ref: S20/2145 (Appendix 9) 

• Comments from the Consultant Architect ref: S20/2145 (15/02/21) (Appendix 10.1) 

 

2.2.2 Submission Timescales 

 

A full application was submitted on 16 December 2020. The submission was originally due for 

determination on 10 February 2021. Extensions of time were agreed between the Applicant, Agent and 

SKDC, initially to address comments arising from consultations.  

 

Of the public comments made and recorded between December 2020 and February 2021 there were 

a total of 19 people commenting of whom one objected. All those who made comments on the original 
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plans supported the revisions.  On 18 January 2021 the SKDC Planning Officer provided the Agent with 

a copy of initial comments on the design proposals as follows (Appendix 8); 

 

• ‘During my visit to the site, I observed that Hayloft Barn, opposite, has been sensitively 

converted and I consider that this proposed development would impact on its setting. Given 

that our expert conservation officer has concerns, and following my own site visit, I would 

consider that the proposed design of the replacement dwelling is overly complicated and overly 

large and contrary to criteria d. of Policy SP3 and Policy EN6 of the SKDC.   
• In summary, I would suggest that the scale of the replacement dwelling is reduced to a less bulky 

design, of a more modest scale that more reflects the scale and character of the existing 

cottage.  I would welcome your thoughts and would like to offer the opportunity to amend the 

scheme.  Alternatively, I will recommend refusal of planning permission and of course, your 

clients would have the opportunity to appeal or consider a resubmission within 12 months for no 

fee for a revised scheme that overcomes the refusal.’ 

 

N.B. We note that the Consultant Architect had not attended site prior to submission of these 

comments and that the Agent did not receive any formal comments from the 'expert conservation 

officer' during the process, but the Consultant Architect. SKDC’s Planning Officer provided the Agent 

with a copy of initial comments from the Architect Consultant on 11 January 2021 (Appendix 9); 

 

• ‘The existing Cottage on the site, which is to be demolished does, in my opinion, have a 

historic association with and physical impact on the setting to the heritage asset at Home 

Farm Barn nearby across the road. The historic association is that the Cottage was originally 

part of the estate housing farm workers employed at Home Farm. The physical association 

with the barn is the architectural form, scale and identity of the Cottage.  

• If the demolition of the Cottage cannot be prevented under current legislation, then I would 

advise that the replacement dwelling should exhibit the key design characteristics referred 

to in order that it does not compromise the character of the setting and the experience of the 

heritage asset. In this respect I would advise that the scale of the massing of the proposed 

dwelling is excessive and the architectural concept and identity thereby confusing.’ 

On 21 January 2021, the Agent arranged a virtual Teams meeting with the SKDC Planning Officer and 

the Principal Planning Officer.  SKDC’s Principal Conservation Officer also attended this meeting but 

had not provided any comments prior to this meeting. NB: The Consultant Architect who provided 

the design and conservation feedback did not attend the meeting. Following receipt of the SKDC ’s 

advice and following changes were suggested: 

• Omission of dormers windows, as it was noted by SKDC Conservation Officer that these 

were not in keeping with the area.  

• Revised configuration of the garage, separate from the dwelling, as it was noted by SKDC 

Conservation Officer that this was not in keeping with the area. 

• Reconfiguration of the ‘M’ southern gable concept design. 

• Reduce size of overall footprint to the proposals.  
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2.2.3 Revisions 

The Agent sent a series of revised drawings on 3 February 2021 to address SKDC Planning officer’s 

comments during the meeting. The Agent, on behalf of the Applicant, reduced the over footprint of the 

dwelling from 322m2 to 290m2. (Appendix 6) and addressed all the comments that were highlighted 

as concerns during the meeting 21 Jan 2021. On 15 February 2021 the SKDC Planning Officer provided 

the Agent with a copy of additional comments on the revised proposals (Appendix 10.1); 

 

‘In my opinion, the modifications to the design now submitted do not address previous concerns 

regarding the scale and identity of the proposed building and its impact on the principal setting to 

the nearby Home Farm Barn. The approach to the Barn along Fenton Road is particularly important 

and influential, and the (less than meaningful) changes to the previous scheme still retain a building 

of substantial bulk which will, in my opinion, be visually intrusive and architecturally incongruous 

particularly as viewed from this approach.’ 

 

The Agent sent a series of revised drawings on 24 February 2021 to address the Architect 

Consultant’s further concerns following a telephone conversion 19 February 2021. (Appendix 7) The 

changes substantially reduced the overall footprint of the dwelling from 290m2 to 218m2.  

NB: It should be noted that these changes were contrary to the original design advice given at the 

meeting 21 Jan 2021 with the Planning Officer. The Consultant Architect requested changes to the 

design as per the original design; ‘L’ shape in form, presence of dormer windows and reduced eaves 

height, elements common to the area.   

 

Feedback from received from the Consultant Architect 16 March 2021 (Appendix 10.2) 

 

I am in receipt of amended details to the above. These now show in particular a substantial reduction 

in the scale and bulk of the proposed dwelling, and modelling and detailing of elements in a more 

appropriate traditional style to better complement the setting (my previous reports refer). I can 

therefore now see no reason to object further to the proposed scheme, subject only to the use of no 

less appropriate external materials (samples to be requested for approval before they are applied)’ 

 
2.2.4 Approvals 

 

On 24 February 2021 the SKDC Planning Officer requested an extension of time until 17 March 2021.   

On 19 March 2021 the SKDC Planning Officer provided the Agent with a copy of approved planning 

permission, granted with conditions. (Appendix 11) The permission also attached the Officers report 

(Appendix 12). 

 

 
2.3 Non-Material Amendment Application Submission (S21/0792) 

 
2.3.1 Particulars 
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Drawings Submitted:   21 April 2021   (Appendix 13) 

Decision notice:    18 May 2021   (Appendix 14) 
 

2.3.2 Background 

 

In April 2021, the Applicant sought to make further changes to the approved permission (ref: 

S20/2145) to seek additional space for their family’s needs as the changes required to satisfy the 

Consultant Architect had substantially reduced the overall footprint to the dwelling. The Agent 

sought further consultation with SKDC’s planning officer on 21 April 2021 who confirmed that these 

non-material changes could be dealt with by a way of a non-material amendment application to the 

approved planning permission ref: S20/2145.  

 

The proposed amendments included changes to permission to re-locate the garage to sit closer to 

the proposed dwelling/Fenton Lane by 6m. Additionally, the design made changes to increase the 

overall footprint from 218m2 to 224m2, increasing the size of the proposed snug, and utility room.  
 

2.3.3 Submission Timescales & Approvals 

 

A non-material amendment application was submitted on 21 April 2021. The submission was due for 

determination on 18 May 2021. No comments or objections were received during the consultation from 

Statutory bodies or public members. On 19 May 2021 the SKDC Planning Officer provided the Agent 

with a copy of the approved planning permission, granted with conditions (Appendix 15). 

 

 

2.4 Section 73 Planning Submission (S21/1333) 

 

2.4.1 Particulars 

 

Submitted:  30 June 2021   (Appendix 16) 

Decision notice:  20 September 2021  (Appendix 17) 
 

2.4.2 Background 

 

In June 2021, the Applicant sought to make further changes to the approved permission ref: 

S20/2145, to seek additional space for their family’s day-to-day needs following a change in general 

lifestyle requirements and working from home whilst the Covid19 pandemic. The changes were also 

required to address the Applicant’s security concerns associated with the passageway between the 

garage and the house. SKDC Planning’s Officer confirmed in 28 June 2021 that a Section 73 

application could be submitted to vary Condition 2 of the approved application ref: S20/2145 for 

these minor changes.  

 

2.4.3 Submission Timescales 
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A Section 73 application was submitted on 30 June 2021. The submission was due for determination 

on 20 September 2021. Of the public comments made and recorded between June 2021 and August 

2021 6 were given in support of, 1 provided comments and 6 objections were submitted (one lady 

submitted two and despite having supported the initial submissions two couples chose to not object) 

The following comments were received from Statutory Consultees: - 

• Parish Council: ‘We have had a public meeting to discuss the proposed plans during which there was 

both support from members of the public as well as some concerns. The Parish Council has received 

one formal letter of concern that has also been submitted separately to SKDC.’ 

•  

• LCC Highways & SuDS Support: ‘The proposal is to vary approved plans of S20/2145 and it does not 

have an impact on the Public Highway or Surface Water Flood Risk’.  

•  

• Historic Buildings Advisor SKDC (Appendix 18): ‘These now show the proposed double garage 

brought forward, linked to the house, and raised in height to provide accommodation within the roof. 

This will reintroduce an excessive bulk to the proposed building that was considered inappropriate 

previously and therefore, in my opinion, should be resisted (my previous reports also refer)’.  

Following receipt of the comments, the Agent on behalf of the Applicant sought to discuss ways to 

reduce the overall scale of the garage with SKDCs planning office. The Agent discussed ways to reduce 

the impact however the Agent received confirmation 07 August 2021 that a further change in roof design 

would not reduce impact and the application would be recommended for refusal. Refer to Officers 

Report (Appendix 17.2) 

 

2.5 Decision to Refuse Permission 

 

2.5.1 Reason for refusal – S21/1333 

 

The following reasons for refusal are as presented in the Decision Notice dated 25 August 2021 
(Appendix 17.1)- 

 

'Part II - Particulars of decision 

 

In pursuance of its powers under the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, the South Kesteven 

District Council refuses to permit the carrying out of the development referred to in Part 1 hereof for 

the following reasons: - 

 

1. The dwelling, by reason of its siting and proximity to Hayloft Barn, would result in a detrimental impact 

on the setting such as to harm the significance of the Grade II Listed Building. Although this would be 

identified as less than substantial harm, the public benefits of the proposal would not outweigh the 

identified harm. The proposal therefore is contrary to Section 16 of the NPPF and Policy EN6 of the 

South Kesteven Local Plan.  
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2. The proposed dwelling would result in a redevelopment opportunity which would not be in keeping 

with the character of the area resulting in a form of development that is not sensitive to the setting of 

adjacent dwellings or street scene. The proposal would therefore be an inappropriate development 

for the site as it fails to make a positive contribution to the local distinctiveness, vernacular or 

character of the area. As such, the proposal fails to provide a form of development that is suitable for 

its environment and is considered to be contrary to Policies DE1 and SP3 of the South Kesteven 

Local Plan and the aims and objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework.' 
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3.0 Supporting evidence of case 

3.1 In respect of SKDC South Kesteven District Local Plan (2018) 

Planning Policy DE1 – Promoting Good Quality Design (p.73) 

 

'To ensure high quality design is achieved throughout the District, the Council requires all 

development proposals to; 

 

1. Make a positive contribution to the local distinctiveness, vernacular, and character of the area. 

Proposals should reinforce local identity and not have an adverse impact on the street scene, 

settlement pattern or landscape/townscape character of the surrounding area. Proposals should be 

of an appropriate scale, density, massing, height and material, given the context of the area;' 

 

a. NB: the initial pre-application scheme included proposed floor plans and a site plan, 

highlighting the presence of an integral garage. The designs drew upon the floor plan of the 

existing cottage and its integral garage abutting the street scene. The pre-application 

response did not highlight any concerns regarding the integral connection but noted the 

scheme to be acceptable in principle.  The appeal proposal was developed based on the 

pre-application comments that were received from SKDCs Planning Officer.  

b. NB: The application was accompanied by a Design and Access Statement, alongside a 

Heritage Impact Assessment to demonstrate how the proposals were of an appropriate 

scale, density, and mass, given the context of the site.   

c. NB: the appeal proposal occupies a similar site area to the existing footprint that includes 

ancillary outbuildings, Home Farm cottage and its associated integral garage and car port. 

The appeal proposal presents a small increase of 15% in built footprint (Gross External 

Area), compared to that of the original cottage (now demolished); from 158m2 to 182m2. 

d. NB: The Agent and Applicant have worked closely with all parties (public and planners) to 

address any potential concerns through several drawing revisions, and in turn, has 

substantially reduced the extent of development by 25% from 322m2 (the original scheme) 

to 257m2 (appeal proposals) to address these concerns. 

e. NB: The appeal proposal includes an appropriate material palette, traditional in appearance 

and form, endorsed by the local authority Planning and Conservation team following the 

successful discharge of conditions for the approved planning application.  

f. NB: The point in issue here is the connection of the garage to the house and the raising of Its' 

roof. Comments from several parties (both SKDC and individuals making comment) seem 

to be bringing the whole scheme into focus in their comments. This is erroneous as there is 

an existing approved scheme and this application related solely to the amendments 

 

2. 'Ensure there is no adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring users in terms of noise, light 

pollution, loss of privacy and loss of light and have regard to features that minimise crime and the 

fear of crime;' 
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a. NB: the pre-application requested for consultation with local neighbours which the 

Applicant carried out; all to the satisfaction of the local authority and statutory consultees. 

Positive feedback was received from all immediate adjoining owners including the Village 

Hall. It should be noted that whilst several objections were received, these were not from 

immediate neighbours. All changes to the design during the process have been discussed 

with all public parties.  

b. NB: The applicant undertook further detailed discussions with the Village Hall to satisfy 

initial concerns regarding impact on their existing solar panels. The Agent has confirmed 

that an agreement has been made between both parties.  

c. NB: The appeal proposal included a statement within the submission highlighting the 

importance of the garage connection, in accordance with Secured by Design. The appeal 

design seeks to reduce the opportunity for crime, creating a safer, more secure, and 

sustainable environment for the neighbourhood.  

d. NB: The appeal proposal includes a reduced eaves height, alongside a shallow roof pitch 

restricting the overall height of the garage to 6.0m, this sits below the proposed cottage 

ridge line.  

 

3. 'Provide sufficient private amenity space, suitable to the type and amount of development 

proposed.' 

 

a. NB: the proposed scheme included a site plan that provides sufficient amenity space, 

alongside enhancement of the landscaping, particularly to support local wildlife, in 

accordance with SKDC’s Design Guide. The appeal scheme retains a large proportion of the 

spacious plot.  

 

4. 'Development proposals should seek to: Retain and incorporate important on-site features, such as 

trees and hedgerows and, incorporate, where possible, nature conservation and biodiversity 

enhancement into the development; Provide well designed hard and soft landscaping; and 

effectively incorporate onsite infrastructure, such as flood mitigation systems or green 

infrastructure, as appropriate.'  

 

a. NB: the appeal proposals submitted were considered to adhere with the local policies 

referenced. The appeal proposals seek to retain all trees and hedgerows within the 

boundary of the application site.  

 

5. 'All major development (as defined in the Glossary) must demonstrate compliance with:  

Neighbourhood Plan policies; Manual for Streets guidance and relevant Lincolnshire County Council 

guidance, village design statements, where approved by the Council.  For new residential proposals, 

development should perform positively against Building for Life 12;'  

 

a. NB: the design proposals submitted were considered to adhere with the local policies 

referenced and seek to provide a sustainably sourced dwelling. 
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3.2 In respect of SKDC South Kesteven District Local Plan (2018) 

Planning Policy SP3 – Infill Development (p.30) 

 

'In all settlements defined in Policy SP3, infill development, which is in accordance with all other 

relevant Local Plan policies, will be supported provided that:  

 

1. 'It is within a substantially built-up frontage or re-development opportunity (previously development 

land);' 

a. NB: the appeal proposals submitted are considered to adhere with the local policies 

referenced. The appeal proposal is within the substantially built-up frontage of Stubton 

settlement, on previously developed land and does not extend beyond the built form of the 

settlement.  

b. NB: the appeal proposal occupies a similar site area to the ancillary outbuildings, original 

dwelling, integral garage, and car port of the demolished cottage.  

c.  

2. 'It is within the main built-up part of the settlement;'  

 

a. NB: the design proposals submitted were considered to adhere with the local policies 

referenced. The appeal proposal is within the substantially built-up frontage of the 

settlement, on previously developed land and does not extend beyond the built-up partof 

the settlement. 

 

3. 'It does not cause harm or unacceptable impact upon the occupier’s amenity of adjacent properties;' 

 

a. NB: Although concerns were raised regarding the proximity of the dwelling to the 

neighbouring village hall, to the north side, the scheme was amended and reduced 

significantly in form and massing. The L gable adjacent to the Village Hall was significantly 

reduced to 1.5 storeys in height, limiting impact on the adjacent Village Hall as per 

discussions with the Consultant Architect and SKDCs Planner.  

b. NB: The Applicant is a member of the Village Hall, and it is noted that the building is not a 

habitable dwelling, nor used on a regular basis. A solar shading exercise was presented by 

the Applicant to Village Hall members to explain the minimal impact it would place on the 

building. 

 

4. 'It does not extend the pattern of development beyond the existing built form; and it is in keeping 

with the character of the area and is sensitive to the setting of adjacent properties.' 

 

a. NB: the design proposals submitted were considered to adhere with the local policies 

referenced. 

b. The appeal application accompanied a Design and Access Statement which demonstrated 

how the proposals were of an appropriate scale, density and massing given the context of 

the infill site. 
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c. The appeal application was accompanied by a Heritage Impact Statement which 

demonstrated how the proposals were of an appropriate scale, density and massing given 

the context of the site and the setting of the adjacent Hayloft Barn. 

 
3.3 In respect of SKDC Planning Policy EN5 - South Kesteven District Local Plan (2018) 

Policy EN5– The Historic Environment (p.71) 

 

1. 'The Council will seek to protect and enhance heritage assets and their settings in keeping with the 

policies in the National Planning Policy Framework. Development that is likely to cause harm to the 

significance of a heritage asset or its setting will only be granted permission where the public 

benefits of the proposal outweigh the potential harm. Proposals which would conserve or enhance 

the significance of the asset shall be considered favourably. Substantial harm or total loss will be 

resisted. Proposals will be expected to take Conservation Area Appraisals into account, where these 

have been adopted by the Council. Where development affecting archaeological sites is acceptable 

in principle, the Council will seek to ensure mitigation of impact through preservation of the remains 

in situ as a preferred solution. When in situ preservation is not practical, the developer will be 

required to make adequate provision for excavation and recording before or during development.' 

. 

a. NB: the previous cottage has now been demolished following approval of the application 

S10/2145. The appeal proposal does not have an elevated degree of impact upon the setting 

of the listed barn, or any other heritage assets.  

b. NB: The application was accompanied by a Heritage Impact Assessment, as requested by 

the LPA, and which demonstrated how the proposals were of an appropriate scale, density 

and massing given the context of the site. It concluded that it did not place harm on the 

adjacent heritage asset.  

c. NB: The proposed footprint of the dwelling was significantly reduced during the planning 

consultation period, to bring in-line with the existing built environment to address concerns 

regarding the impact on the heritage asset from SKDC’s planning officer.  
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4.0 Challenging the reason for refusal 
 

The decision draws upon the two reasons for refusal as set out in the Officer’s Report. For this appeal, 

supporting evidence is provided within this statement to demonstrate: 

 

• Views of Hayloft Barn and continued appreciation of the heritage asset and the proposed garage 

link will not place harm on the heritage asset.   

• The form of development is suitable to its environment and is considered in accordance with DE1 

of the South Kesteven Local Plan (2018).  

• The development is suitable to its environment and is considered in accordance with DE1 of the 

South Kesteven Local Plan (2018).  

• The appeal proposals have minimal impact on neighbouring properties.  

 

4.1  Principle of Development  

The decision report notes that ‘Section 5 of the NPPF seeks to ensure that there is a sufficient supply 

of homes and advises that sites of all sizes contribute to the housing requirement of an area,' with 

para. 78 stating that: "to promote sustainable development in rural areas, housing should be located 

where it will enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities. Planning policies should identify 

opportunities for villages to grow and thrive, especially where this will support local services. Where 

there are groups of smaller settlements, development in one village may support services in a village 

nearby’.  

The application is for a change to the garage design including a small infill connection to the dwelling. 

The site area is defined in the Planning Officer’s report as an area substantially built-up, and in turn 

the principle of development on the site has been approved and established as per Policy SP1, SP2 & 

SP3 of SKDC's Local Plan (2018). The appeal proposal seeks to increase the overall GEA footprint of 

the garage by a minimal 10m2, to provide more space for the Applicant's day-to-day needs, but also 

addressing their security concerns. 

Whilst the desired footprint sought to align with that of the original cottage, the new garage and 

associated dwelling requires additional space to adhere to current Building Regulation standards. 

The design also reflects upon guidance from the Technical Housing Standards (2015) for minimum 

room sizes. This increase in area also provides a sustainable building, that can meet the needs of 

future generations/tenants who will require an office space.  

The emerging SK Local Plan (2018) makes it clear that Stubton is a sustainable settlement, which 

can accept infill development in accordance with SP2 & SP3. The appeal proposal makes best use of 

the existing site in the countryside to accommodate a new, sustainable, family home. The site 

includes a large extent of garden, typical of the surrounding plots. The proposed density is clearly 

appropriate to the surrounding area and the setting.  
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As per Paragraphs 10 and 11 of the NPPF, ‘At the heart there is a presumption of sustainable 

development, and thus approving sustainable development proposals that are up to date with the 

Development Plan should be concluded without delay’. In recognition of this, the appeal site utilises 

sustainable measures where possible. The design includes an air source heat pump, alongside the 

use of modern sustainable materials throughout the design. Additional floor space is required to 

facilitate such sustainable measures; an area of plant space is located within the proposed garage 

link to service the air source heat pump.  The proposals reflect the guidance from the NPPF 

Paragraph 134 that state 'significant weight should be given to sustainability', addressing current 

climate change concerns. 

The additional proposed floor area also provides sufficient useable floor space above the existing 

garage, although with reduced height. The proposals seek to facilitate a 'working from home' culture, 

brought on by the Covid 19 pandemic. During the early planning stages in January 2021, the office 

was removed from the scheme to reduce the overall footprint as requested by SKDC. However, the 

Covid 19 pandemic is still present, all employers and employees are being forced to be practical, 

flexible, and sensitive to each other’s situations when working from home during the pandemic. This 

office space is vital for the Applicant's needs for flexible working, to enable their business to continue 

as normal.  

Rather than adding to the additional ground floor footprint, the Applicant is seeking to sensitively, 

and sensibly, utilise the existing roof space to the garage, reducing the need for further ground floor 

urban sprawl and householder extension applications soon. Whilst the planning officer has noted 

that the Covid 19 element should not be a consideration, in our view, this is a material change to 

working practices that should be taken seriously and has fundamentally changed the world of work. 

The implementation of an office space also reduced commuting time for the Applicant; a reduction 

in carbon emissions, abiding to the government sustainability guidance as set out in the NPPF 

Paragraph 92.  

4.2  Impact on the Character of the Area   

 

Using topographical data for the heights and proximity of adjacent buildings, the Agent has modelled 

the proposed development, and in the specific context of Hayloft Barn to address concerns regarding 

impact on the character of the area.  The images below demonstrate that the proposed dwelling would 

not significantly harm or impede views of the Hayloft Barn. 
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Proposed View A North from Fenton Lane/Claypole Road junction towards Hayloft Barn 

  

 

View A demonstrates the following benefits: 

• Views of Hayloft barn will be fully preserved, alongside the setting of the asset.  

• The proposed cottage’s massing and form is in keeping with local vernacular of Stubton and the 

design clearly compliments the streetscene.   

• The proposed garage link has an extremely limited impact on the street scene and sits behind the 

main elevation, discretely hidden by the replacement dwelling.  

• The garage is not visible when travelling from Fenton Lane towards St. Martin’s Close from the 

south as the sensitive design proposes a ridge line lower than the main dwelling.   The proposed 

garage sits lower than the proposed cottage and does not visually impact on the setting of the 

heritage asset. 



 
 
 
 
 
 

19 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Proposed View  B - South from Fenton Lane/St. Martin’s Close towards Hayloft Barn 

 

View B demonstrates the following benefits: 

• Preservation of extended views of Hayloft Barn, which remains a dominant feature in key views.  

• The proposed garage connection sits lower than the proposed ridge line and is not visible from the 

streetscene and north approach and places no impact on the setting of Hayloft Barn from the north.  

• The proposed design sympathetically sets back the garage link, so it sits behind the roof and ridgeline 

of the Village Hall.  

 

The additional information provided herein clearly shows that views and the setting of Hayloft Barn 

will be maintained and allow for the continued appreciation of the heritage asset from Fenton Lane 

and the wider surroundings.  Furthermore, the design and character of Fenton Lane will not be 

affected by this minor change to the approved proposals.  
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The Officer’s report notes that; ‘The barn is situated approximately 14m from the corner of the 

original Home Farm Cottage, a former workers cottage, and the buildings are thought to have been 

historically linked. It is considered important that the replacement of Home Farm Cottage could 

have an impact upon how the barn is experienced by people/vehicles travelling both north and south 

along Fenton Road.’ 

It should be noted that the appeal proposals for the form and massing of the main dwelling 

(endorsed by SKDC) have not changed since the approved application. These proposed changes 

are merely an increase of 10m2 to the ground floor plan to connect the garage to the proposed 

dwelling, on the opposite side of the property and with no direct relationship to the listed building. 

Whilst the Officer notes Hayloft Barn to sit 14m from the corner of the proposed dwelling, the 

proposed garage conversion sits over 27m away, set back from the front elevation. As illustrated in 

Views A and B, the proposal is hidden by the Village Hall and the proposed cottage.  

The Officer’s Report notes that; ‘The original scheme for the erection of a replacement family home 

approved under S20/2145 was amended by the applicant, after negotiating with the Local Planning 

Authority, including "setting the garage further back with no accommodation above - reducing the 

overall mass.'' It should be noted that a further application was approved by SKDC, re-locating the 

garage closer to the dwelling by circa 6m to allow for the inclusion of a back door link (application ref: 

S21/0792).  The application received no objections from Statutory bodies or members of public.  

N.B. The Agent notes that this approval is contrary to the previous advice given by SKDC’s 

Consultant Architect who highlighted the need to set the garage further away from Hayloft Barn 

behind the rear of the proposed dwelling, to reduce any impact on the heritage asset. However as 

demonstrated within View A and B, no further or increased impact is placed on the proposed 

heritage asset within the appeal proposals. The advice provided to the Agent and Applicant by 

SKDC during the planning process has been contradictory to previous advice that they stated at 

pre-application/full planning stages as mentioned in Section 3.   

The Officer’s report notes ‘if the demolition of the Cottage cannot be prevented under current 

legislation, then I would advise that the replacement dwelling should exhibit the key design 

characteristics referred to in order that it does not compromise the character of the setting and the 

experience of the heritage asset (Hayloft Barn)."  

The small scale ‘infill’ development of 10m2 between the garage and the approved dwelling places no 

harm on the adjacent heritage asset as previously justified in the Heritage Impact Assessment. From 

the south the proposed the proposed dwelling mirrors the form of the previous cottage with a strong 

gable end, this forms a direct face to face link between the site and Hayloft Barn. There is general 

acknowledgement (from several consultees) that the design of the garage connection would be 

complimentary to the street scene of Fenton Road, and furthermore that the design is in keeping with 

the surrounding properties. 

 

A separate report has been undertaken by an appropriate heritage consultant for the Heritage 
Supporting Statement Appendix to Statement of Case - refer to appendix 19. The report concluded 
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that the setting of the Grade II listed Hayloft Barn is poorly understood by the Council and 
therefore the Site’s contribution to its experience and the changes brought about by the 
proposed development have not been clearly evaluated or articulated. This Statement, alongside 
the HIA (Appendix 3) demonstrates that the Application would have a neutral impact upon the 
setting of the Grade II listed building Hayloft Barn. As such the RFR 1 of the Decision notice is not 
supported by the evidence and the Council have incorrectly assessed the degree of impact that 
the Site’s redevelopment would bring to the setting of the Grade II listed building.  

 

 
4.3  Design Matters  

 

The Planning Officer’s report refers to the Consultant Architect comments as ‘I am in receipt of 

amended details to the above. These now show the proposed double garage brought forward, linked 

to the house, and raised in height to provide accommodation within the roof. This will reintroduce an 

excessive bulk to the proposed building that was considered inappropriate previously and therefore, 

in my opinion, should be resisted (my previous reports also refer)’. 

 

Planning approval has already been granted by SKDC in May 2021 for the proposed double garage to 

be set forward by 6m, bringing the garage building line closer to the street scene (application ref: 

S21/0792). It appears that the Consultant Architect was unaware that this has already been approved 

by SKDC.  

 

Within the decision report, the Consultant Architect comments on 're-introducing excessive bulk' and 

it appears that such comments are relating back to the previous 5 bedroom dwelling (GIA 322m2) 

scheme. The design has significantly changed since the initial application and the appeal proposals 

seek to introduce a small 10m2 garage link and make minor changes to the height of the garage. The 

original plans for the full planning application were revised substantially from a large, luxury 5-

bedroom linked property to a 4 bedroom 'cottage' property, an overall reduction from GIA 322m2 to 

255m2. The L gable adjacent to the Village Hall was significantly reduced to 1.5 storeys in height, 

limiting impact on the adjacent Village Hall as per discussions with the Architect Consultant and 

SKDCs Planner. It is quite clear from the proposed elevations that the form and massing is of a 

traditional ‘cottage’ style, extended with single storey additions, with a reduced eaves height. It is not 

of ‘excessive bulk’, or similar to the larger executive dwellings in close proximity to Hayloft Barn on St. 

Martins Close.  The garage proposals seek to merely increase the height of the eaves by 900mm and 

the ridge height by 1500mm, creating a 1.5 storey attic space, common of the area, and we consider 

that this is a modest, proportionate addition. 

 

The appeal proposal included a statement within the submission highlighting the importance of the 

garage connection, in accordance with Secured by Design. The appeal design seeks to reduce the 

opportunity for crime, creating a safer, more secure, and sustainable environment for the 

neighbourhood. The object of the appeal proposal is to enhance the existing approval to create a 

secure neighbourhood environment to Home Cottage Farm which will present a less attractive target 

for criminals. As per the guidelines by ‘Secured by Design’ the proposals seek to utilise the garage as 
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a ‘real’ barrier to define ownership and increase natural surveillance. The design seeks to remove the 

blank corridor and provide the development with a single side gate, adjacent to the Village Hall.  

The Planning Officer’s report refers to ‘Policy DE1, states that all development proposal will be 

expected to make a positive contribution to the local distinctiveness, vernacular, and character of 

the area. Reinforcing local identify and not have an adverse impact upon the street scene. It is not 

considered that the proposed dwelling meets the aforementioned criteria in this instance.’ 

Furthermore, The Planning Officer’s report makes note to ‘the development now includes an 

attached garage, with room above resulting in a structure that is taller than the original cottage and 

is not considered to be in keeping with the character of the area or sensitive to the setting of 

adjacent property, as set out in Policy SP3.’   

In addition to the justification provided within the D&A Statement, the proposals clearly highlight the 

key drivers to reinstate the original character to the site and this includes proposing a dwelling shape 

and volume like the original cottage and associated integral garage. The proposed material palette is 

of high quality, traditional materials of timber, and reclaimed brick, matching the character of the 

area.  The original cottage (now demolished) included an integral garage that was unsightly in 

appearance. It should be noted that integral garages are a common mass within Stubton village. 

Several smaller scale cottage buildings in the village feature an attached garage configuration near 

listed properties. Of note is 6, Claypole Lane that sits directly opposite Hayloft Barn, a two-storey L 

outrigger with accommodation above and double garage below.  

The Officer’s report notes the proposed garage sits 'taller' than the original cottage. However, this is 

incorrect, as a thorough review of the topographical survey notes that the proposed garage sits 

slightly lower that the original cottage, hidden by the main dwelling’s roof line.   

In regards ‘in keeping with the character of the area’, using an attractive pallet of materials and a 

strong design approach, this proposal will make a positive contribution to the surrounding area in 

comparison to the existing dwelling. The traditional and appropriate material palette that is 

proposed has already been approved by SKDC in the conditions (ref: S21/1623), although we note 

that the decision notice references that this is still ‘under consideration’. The new dwelling has been 

designed to respect the current nature of the rural context and will be an attractive and sensitive 

piece of architecture, traditional in form.   

 
4.4  Impact on Neighbouring Properties 

The Planning Officer’s report (p.5) refers to ‘Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposed increase in 
the height of the garage would have some impact upon the users of the neighbouring village hall, it is 

considered that separation distances (approximately 5.9m) would be such that the impact would not 

be so great so as to warrant the refusal of planning permission. As such the proposal would comply 

with Policy DE1 of the SKLP and Section 12 of the NPPF.’  
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It should be noted that the design of the garage roof has been designed with a minimal pitch, whilst in 

keeping with the cottage. The proposed garage has been designed to have minimal views out onto 

adjacent properties and where windows are proposed in the garage, these will be obscured glazing.  

Furthermore, The Agent and Applicant have worked closely with all parties to address any potential 

concerns through several drawing revisions, and in turn, has substantially reduced the extent of 

development by 25% to 322m2 GIA (Gross Internal Area)to reduce concerns from the Village Hall. 

As such the proposal would comply with Policy DE1 of the SKLP and Section 12 of the NPPF. The 

proposals clearly highlight that the impact on adjacent properties would not warrant the refusal of 

the planning permission.  

 

4.5  Highways 

Para 109 of the NPPF states that 'development should only be prevented or refused on highways 

grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 

impacts on the road network would be severe.'  

The submitted plans, following amendments, show adequate off-street parking and turning facilities 

for the proposed dwelling. The Highway Authority do not object to the proposal. 

4.6  Drainage 

The site has been identified by Lincolnshire County Council as an area at increased risk from 
surface water flooding although the site is not identified as being within a Flood Zone by the 

Environment Agency. The proposals indicated that surface water will be disposed of by way of a 

soakaway and that foul sewage is to be disposed of by way of a package treatment plant. It was 

considered that these methods of disposal are satisfactory. 

 
4.7 Summary and Response to Public Comments & Objections 

 

Over the course of this application, the proposals attracted 6 offers of support, 6 objections (although 

limited design/planning comment) and 1 neutral comment.  Three comments were received from 

Statutory bodies, two in favour and one objecting. A full compilation of the public responses during the 

application is provided within the appendices (Appendix 20), with a commentary and response to 

each of the reasons for objection and why we believe that this proposed development should be 

afforded permission.   
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5 Conclusions  
 

The introduction of a small hallway to link the garage to the approved replacement dwelling will provide for 

improved security, access, and use of the house.  The modest, proportionate increase in accommodation 

above the garage means that there is no incremental sprawl to the development, and contains the mass within 

acceptable limits, minimising visual impact.   

 

The advice and guidance from the SKDC Planning representatives has been confusing and contradictory at 
times. However, the applicant reduced the bulk of the house to reflect their observations but that has 

compromised what families would want from a modern home. Furthermore, For development to have an 
impact upon the setting of a heritage asset it must generate a meaningful and palpable change to the 
experience of those aspects of a building that afford it significance. This Statement, alongside the HIA 
(Appendix 3) demonstrates that the Application would have a neutral impact upon the setting of the 
Grade II listed building Hayloft Barn. 

 

In addition to improving security this proposal seeks to complement the main house with office space which is 

an essential feature to provide for flexible working arrangements, which have fundamentally and irreversibly 

altered because of the pandemic.  

 

 
 
 


