
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT  COMMITTEE       21 JANUARY   2019 
 
Case No: 18/01493/FUL  (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  DEMOLITION OF EXISTING DILAPIDATED MILKING 

SHED AND ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY 
DWELLINGHOUSE 

 
Location:  LONG LANE HOUSE OUTBUILDINGS LONG LANE 

HOUSE  LONG LANE  HEMINGFORD GREY 
 
Applicant:  MR AND MRS SANDERSON 
 
Grid Ref: 529512   270072 
 
Date of Registration:   02.08.2018 
 
Parish:   HEMINGFORD GREY 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -   REFUSE 
 
This application is referred to the Development Management Committee 
as the proposed development represents a departure from the 
Development Plan and Hemingford Grey Parish Council's 
recommendation of approval conflicts with the officer's recommendation 
of refusal. As the scheme is contrary to the provisions of the Approved 
and Draft Development Plan, and is recommended for refusal for the 
reasons set out in this report, it is advertised as a Departure from the 
Development Plan. Resolution is sought from the committee to delegate 
the final decision to the PSM/ Head of Development once the additional 
consultation exercise has been undertaken and provided that no new 
significant material planning considerations are raised as a result of this 
late consultation. However, and for the avoidance of doubt, the site has 
been subject to full consultation by way of neighbour notification, a site 
notice and an advertisement in the Hunts Post 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 The application site is located to the south-east of Hemingford Grey, 

outside of the settlement boundary in the countryside.  The site is 
approximately halfway along Long Lane to its east side and 
historically formed part of the larger Long Lane Farmstead.  

 
1.2 The application site lies within Flood Zone 3a (high probability of 

flooding) in Huntingdonshire District Council's Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment 2017 (SFRA) and defended Flood Zone 2 in the 
Environment Agency (EA) flood Maps for Planning. The applicants 
Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) confirms that the site is located within 
Flood Zone 3. 

 
1.3 'The Milking Shed' building proposed to be demolished (and as 

shown on Drawing No. 01 - Existing Site Plan) is located to the east 
of Long Lane House and forms the eastern boundary. It is a single 
storey 'L' shaped building finished in white painted brick with a pantile 
roof.  The front range of the milking shed building (facing the access 
road) is intact, but the rear range is dilapidated and in a poor state 



where the roof has collapsed and only the external walls and concrete 
floor remain. 

 
1.4 Immediately to the south of the building are 3 former grain siloes 

finished in profiled galvanised steel sheeting and a large barn.  To the 
west (adjoining the site) is a dwelling known as 'The Old Dairy'. 

 
1.5 Existing shared vehicle and pedestrian is provided off of a spur from 

the main access road of Long Lane and provides access to the centre 
of the farm complex and the dwellings known as: The Old Dairy and 
Long Lane House, and the application building 'The Milking Shed'.  

 
1.6 Planning permission is sought for the erection of a single storey 

dwellinghouse following the demolition of the existing dilapidated 
milking shed building. It is understood from discussions with the 
owner of the site that the dwelling is required to provide a self-
contained specialist lifetime housing for a person with restricted 
mobility and has been designed as such, however the application 
does not demonstrate this need and has therefore been assessed as 
market dwelling in accordance with the information provided as part 
of the answer to question 16 in the applicant's application form.     

 
1.7 The footprint of the proposed building will be larger than the footprint 

of the existing milking shed building to be demolished.  The ridge 
height is proposed to have a minor increase of 0.30m. In order to 
retain the historic agricultural nature of the building, the proposals 
seek to re-use the reclaimed materials bricks and roof tiles from the 
demolition.  Upon HDC officer's request, the application has been 
amended since first submission to address local concern about the 
design of the front elevation; the proposals now reflect and maintain 
the rural feel of an agricultural building in accordance with its 
surroundings.  The building will also be painted white as the existing. 

 
2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the planning system to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The NPPF confirms that 'So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
The NPPF sets out the Government's planning policies for:  
* delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
* achieving well-designed places;  
* conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
* conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.2 Whilst the NPPF 2018 has now been published and replaces the 

NPPF 2012, transitional arrangements are in place for authorities who 
have submitted Local Plans submissions prior to the 29 January 2019 
and to ensure consistency, the 2012 framework policies will continue 
to be relevant. For clarity HDC submitted their Local Plan on 29 
March 2018.  

 
2.3 Planning Practice Guide  
 
For full details visit the government website   



https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-
and-local-government  
 
3. PLANNING POLICIES 
 
3.1 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995): 

• H23: Housing Development outside Environmental Limits 
• H31: Residential Amenity and Privacy Standards: 
• H32: Sub-division of Large Curtilages 
• T18: Access Requirements for New Development 
• EN17: Development in the Countryside 
• EN20: Landscaping Scheme 
• EN25: General Design Criteria 
• CS8: Water Supply, Sewerage, Sewage Disposal and Surface 

Water Drainage 
• CS9: Flood Water Management 

 
3.2 Saved Policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002): 
• HL5: Quality and Density of Development 
• HL10: Housing Provision 

 
3.3 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009): 
• CS1: Sustainable development in Huntingdonshire. 
• CS3: The Settlement Hierarchy  
• CS10: Contributions to Infrastructure Requirements 

 
3.4 Draft Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 

2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission): 
• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery  
• LP5: Flood Risk 
• LP10: Small Settlements 
• LP11: The Countryside 
• LP12: Design Context  
• LP13: Design Implementation  
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP16: Surface Water 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
• LP35: Rural Buildings 

 
3.5 Supplementary Planning Guidance/Documents: 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide SPD (2017)  
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (2017) 

 
3.6 The LPA consider the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and it 

was submitted for examination on the 29th March 2018. Footnote 22 
of NPPF 2018 states during the transitional period for emerging plans 
submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF 2018), 
consistency should be tested against the previous Framework 
published in March 2012. The plan has therefore reached an 
advanced stage and is consistent with the policies set out within the 
NPPF 2012.  Given the transitional arrangements in place it is 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government


considered that if there is any tension between emerging policies and 
NPPF 2018 the previous framework policies will prevail.  

 
3.7 The Inspector's note outlining the main modifications required to this 

plan following the examination hearings held in July and September 
2018 stated that the wording of LP2, LP5, and LP11 is recommended 
to be amended with "recognise" added in relation to the intrinsic 
character and beauty of the countryside in LP2, with LP5 amended as 
agreed with the Environment Agency and County Council, with 
"protect" replaced with "recognise" in LP11. The Inspector has not 
required any main modifications to any of the other policies listed 
above that would have any material implications for this appeal.     

 
3.8 The emerging Local Plan has now reached an advanced stage and in 

the light of the Inspector's initial findings should be afforded more 
weight. Save for policies LP2, LP5 and LP11 it is considered that 
significant (but not full) weight should now be afforded to the policies 
referred to within the Local Plan to 2036 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission). The Local Planning Authority has agreed to the required 
changes to LP2, LP5 and LP11 but as the required changes to 
Policies LP2, LP5 and LP11 will be the subject of consultation before 
adoption, it is considered that moderate rather than significant weight 
should be afforded to these policies as modified. 

 
 Housing Supply Policies - 
 
3.9 In order to satisfy the requirements of the NPPF to boost housing 

supply the Council must demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply 
of deliverable housing sites to meet its objectively assessed need, 
with an additional buffer to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land; this requirement is set out in paragraph 11 of the 
NPPF.  Due to under delivery in recent years the buffer to be applied 
for the District is 20%. The December 2017 Annual Monitoring 
Review applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the Council has 
a five year supply of housing land.   

 
3.10 The Development Plan policies relevant to the supply of housing 

(En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (HLP) and CS2 
and CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (HCS)) were set 
against a lower Objectively Assessed Need figure such that strict 
application of these policies would result in failure to achieve the 
objectively assessed housing need figure that the Council currently 
has identified as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036. These 
policies are therefore no longer fully up-to-date or consistent with the 
NPPF and, at this time and until the Council adopts the Local Plan to 
2036 with up-to-date policies, the 'tilted balance' as set out within d (ii) 
of para. 11 is engaged. For decision-taking this means granting 
permission in instances where the Development Plan is absent, silent 
or relevant policies are out-of-date unless any adverse impacts would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (having regard 
to the Framework policies taken as a whole), or specific polices of the 
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Footnote 6 to 
the Framework provides some examples of these restrictive policies.  
For clarity the wording of Footnote 6 is: 

 
3.11 Footnote 6: The policies referred to are those in this Framework 

(rather than those in development plans) relating to: habitats sites 



(and those sites listed in paragraph 176) and/or designated as Sites 
of Special Scientific Interest; land designated as Green Belt, Local 
Green Space, an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a National 
Park (or within the Broads Authority) or defined as Heritage Coast; 
irreplaceable habitats; designated heritage assets (and other heritage 
assets of archaeological interest referred to in footnote 63); and areas 
at risk of flooding or coastal change.   

 
3.12 Supplementary Planning Documents 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document 2017  

• Developer Contributions SPD 2011 
• Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (2017) 

  
Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk  
 
4. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 The application site has no relevant planning history; the following 

relevant planning history is in regard to the adjacent neighbouring 
sites: 

 
4.2 15/01951/PMBPA - Agricultural Buildings A, B & C (to the west of the 

site) - Change of use of agricultural buildings to dwellinghouses 
including building operations - APPROVED - 17.12.2015 

 
4.3 16/00859/FUL - Agricultural Buildings A, B & C (to the west of the 

site) - Conversion of agricultural building to form a dwelling with 
alterations to provide garaging and demolition of another agricultural 
building to provide garden curtilage - Approved 20.06.2016. 

 
4.4 16/01845/PMBPA - Agricultural Building C (to the south-west of the 

site) - Change of use from Agricultural to Dwellinghouse including 
building operations - APPROVED - 25.10.2016. 

 
4.5 18/00824/PMBPA - Agricultural Building (to the South of the site) - 

Change of use of an agricultural building to create one dwelling and 
associated operational development (Class Q Part A and B) - 
Pending consideration. 

 
4.6 18/01076/FUL - Agricultural Building C (to the south west of the site) - 

change of use of an agricultural building to create one dwelling and of 
amenity land to form garden curtilage, and necessary building 
operations to facilitate conversion - Pending consideration. 

 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Hemingford Grey Parish Council recommends Approval and 

commented -  'Hemingford Grey Parish Council recommends 
approval as conversion would improve the visual appearance of the 
area and provide an extra dwelling in the Parish. Recommended that 
a condition is added to the effect that the parking area is screened by 
a native hedge. Planning officers also requested to consider the 
following aspects of the application; overdevelopment of a small site, 
the style and number of windows on the north and west elevations in 
relation to the agricultural context and the conversion of the adjacent 
building'.[COMMENTS ATTACHED] 

https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/


 
Officer Comment: The Parish Council's (PC) comments are noted and 
addressed in the main body of report.  Officers noticed that the PC 
referred to the proposal as a 'conversion' - this application is for the 
demolition of the existing building and construction of a new 
dwellinghouse. 

 
5.2 HDC Environmental Health - No objection or comments regarding 

the application. 
5.3 HDC Waste Minimisation Officer - No objections commented - 

'Collections are already made from adjacent properties.  Happy for this 
property to have wheeled bins but they will have to bring them down to 
Long Lane for collection'. 

 
5.4 Environment Agency - made the following comments - In 

accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 
101, development should not be permitted if there are reasonably 
available sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas 
with lower probability of flooding.  It is for the local planning authority 
to determine if the Sequential Test has been applied and whether or 
not there are other sites available at low flood risk as required by the 
Sequential Test in the National Planning Policy Framework. 
By consulting us on this planning application we assume that your 
Authority has applied and deemed the site to have passed the 
Sequential Test. 
We have no objection to the proposed development but wish to make 
the following comments: 
The submitted Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) states that the site is 
located within flood zone 3.  However, the site is located within 
defended Flood Zone 2 on our Flood Map for Planning.  As the site is 
within an area benefitting from flood defences, there is a residual risk 
of flooding in the event of a breach of the River Great Ouse flood 
defences.  The FRA has estimated the 1 in 100 year flood level 
including a 35% allowance for climate change based on in channel 
flow and level data.  However, given the distance of the site from the 
flood defences, the depth of flooding at the site in the event of the 
breach is likely to be considerably less than the in channel flood 
levels.  As such, we consider that the FRA has overestimated the 
depth of flooding at the site in the event of a breach. 
The FRA states that it will not be possible to raise finished floor levels 
300mm above the 1 in 100 year flood level including a 35% allowance 
for climate change as this would mean raising finished floor levels 
approximately 1.5m above ground level.  As such, the FRA 
recommends that flood resilient measures are incorporated into the 
proposed development but does not recommend any raising of 
finished floor levels.  Notwithstanding the above comments, we 
consider that the submitted FRA is acceptable for the scale, nature 
and location of the proposed development. 
Advice for the Applicant - We recommend that the finished floor level 
is raised at least 600mm above ground level to reduce the risk of 
flooding to the development in the event of a breach of the River 
Great Ouse flood defences and should follow current Government 
Guidance. 

 
Officer response: -See main body of this report for application of 
sequential test for the purposes of assessing flood risk. Whilst a 
Sequential Test has been submitted by the applicant, the Test was 



applied to the area of Hemingford Grey and did not pass the 
requirements as set out in the Cambridgeshire Flood and Water 
Supplementary Planning Document (April 2017).  The Authority can 
demonstrate that the districts' general housing needs can be met in 
areas with a lower risk of flooding than this site. 

 
5.5 County Highways - No objections. 
 
5.6 County Rights of Way Team - None received. 
 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 No representations received. 
 
6.2 As the scheme is contrary to the provisions of the Approved and Draft 

Development Plan, and is recommended for refusal for the reasons 
set out in this report, it is advertised as a Departure from the 
Development Plan. Resolution is sought from the committee to 
delegate the final decision to the PSM/ Head of Development once 
the additional consultation exercise has been undertaken and 
provided that no new significant material planning considerations are 
raised as a result of this late consultation. However, and for the 
avoidance of doubt, the site has been subject to full consultation by 
way of neighbour notification, a site notice and an advertisement in 
the Hunts Post. 

 
7. ASSESSMENT 
 
7.1 As explained in the PLANNING POLICY section of this report, the 

current position is that HDC's Development Plan policies in respect of 
the supply of housing are out of date, which means paragraph 11 of 
NPPF 2018 is engaged (tilted balance - more information below).  In 
addition, a new emerging Local Plan policy (on inside/outside built up 
area) is now developing which should be taken into account as part of 
the assessment of this application.   

 
7.2 The Principle, important and controversial issues to consider in the 

determination of this application are: 
• The principle of the development and Flood Risk 
• Impact on character/appearance of the area  
• Impact on residential amenity  
• Highway safety 
• Other Issues 

 
7.3 The fundamental assessment to be made: 

a) Whether the proposed development conflicts with the 
policies outlined in the Development Plan; 
b) If a conflict is identified, whether the application can be 
considered to be in accordance with the Development Plan when 
taken as a whole; 
c) If the proposed development is not in accordance with the 
Development Plan, whether there are any material considerations, 
including emerging policies in the Local Plan to 2036 and the NPPF, 
which indicate that planning permission should not be granted. 

 
 Policy Weighting: 
 



7.4 Paragraph 215 of the NPPF 2018 advises that due weight should be 
given to Development Plan policies which pre-date the NPPF 
according to their degree of consistency with the Framework. 

 
7.5 Paragraph 48 of the NPPF 2018 identifies the weight to be given to 

emerging plans. The LPA consider the Local Plan to 2036 to be a 
sound plan and it was submitted for examination on the 29th March 
2018. The plan has therefore reached an advanced stage and is 
consistent with the policies set out within the NPPF. 

 
7.6 The LPA considers that NPPF 2018 has a slightly more positive 

approach to development in the countryside than the restrictive 
development plan policies which have a specific countryside focus 
(H23, EN17 and CS3), and this partial inconsistency requires a 
reduction in the weight afforded to those policies (from 'full' to 
'significant' when assessing development proposals. 

 
7.7 Policy En25 of the Local Plan 1995; HL5 and HL6 of the Local Plan 

Alteration 2002; CS1 of the Core Strategy (2009) are all broadly 
consistent with the NPPF and these policies can therefore be 
afforded full weight. 

7.8 Emerging policies LP2, LP11, LP12 and LP13 follow a similar vein 
and are also considered to be broadly consistent with the NPPF. 
Except for policies LP2 and LP11, as the emerging policies have now 
been subjected to examination, the LPA considers that significant 
weight can be afforded to these policies. The proposed main 
modifications to policies LP2 and LP11 (to replace 'protect' with 
'recognise') as set out in a paragraph above, will be subject to further 
consultation. The Local Planning Authority has agreed the changes. 
In light of this, it is considered that 'moderate' rather than 'significant' 
weight should be afforded to these policies as modified 

 
7.9 Policy CS1 of the adopted Core Strategy (2009) sets out the criteria 

for sustainable development and is broadly consistent with the NPPF. 
Having regard to the NPPF paragraph 215, this policy is considered 
to have full weight, given the NPPF requirement for development to 
be sustainable and jointly and simultaneously achieve economic, 
social and environmental gains. 

 
 The Principle of the Development and Flood Risk:  
 
 Development Plan Policies with specific relevance to the proposed 

development: 
 
7.10 Policy En17 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 asserts that 

development outside defined village environmental limits will be 
restricted to that which is essential to countryside recreation or 
activities essential to the efficient operation of local farming, mineral 
extraction or public utility services. Policy H23 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan 1995 emphasises that there will be a general presumption 
against housing development outside environmental limits. The 
application site is outside of the village limits. Therefore, the proposed 
dwelling is contrary to policies En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan 1995. 

 



7.11 Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy (2009) promotes sustainable 
development and details a range of considerations for new 
development. 

 
7.12 Policy CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy (2009) identifies 

Hemingford Grey as a 'Smaller Settlement' and indicates that 
development over and above residential 'infilling' (up to three 
dwellings within the built-up area) may be acceptable where the 
proposal demonstrates that the most sustainable option for the site is 
secured. 

 
 Identified Policy Conflict: 
 
7.13 The proposed development conflicts with policy EN17 of the Local 

Plan (1995) as the development is not listed in the policy wording. It 
also conflicts with policy H23 of the Local Plan (1995) as the 
development is not required for the efficient management of 
agriculture, forestry or horticulture. 

 
7.14 The restriction of development (other than expressly stated forms) in 

the countryside through the provisions of EN17 and H23 requires an 
assessment as the extent which this policy accords with the NPPF. 

 
7.15 The LPA considered that both EN17 and H23 do not reflect the more 

nuanced approach to development in rural areas as identified in the 
NPPF.  Accordingly, EN17 and H23 are considered, to a moderate 
degree, to conflict with the NPPF.  Therefore, whilst the proposed 
development conflicts with policies EN17/H23 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan (1995), this degree of conflict does not carry a significant 
amount of weight, given the inconsistencies between these policies 
and the NPPF. 

 
 Emerging Local Plan Position: 
 
7.16 The recognition of the conflict between EN17/H23 and the NPPF is 

reflected in the policy direction of the emerging local plan. Emerging 
policy LP10 identifies Hemingford Grey as a Small Settlement. The 
supporting text to LP10 notes that "a proposal for development on 
land well-related to the built-up area may be supported where it 
accords with the specific opportunities allowed for through other 
policies of [the emerging plan]'.   

 
7.17 Emerging policy LP10 is more permissive than its Development Plan 

equivalents. In addition, emerging policies LP2 and LP10 have 
recently been subjected to formal examination. With regard to 
Paragraph 48 of the NPPF, it is considered that policy LP10, at this 
time, can be afforded significant weight.  Policy LP2 should be 
afforded moderate weight for the reasons outlined above. 

 
7.18 Emerging Policies LP5 and LP11 (both afforded moderate weight) 

states that the built-up area excludes gardens in the curtilage of 
buildings on the edge of the settlement where the land relates more 
to the surrounding countryside (LP11) and LP5 seeks to steer 
development to sequentially preferable sites (summarised).  

 
 NPPF Position: 
 



7.19 The presumption in favour of sustainable development is clearly 
outlined within the NPPF. Section 5 (paragraphs 59 - 80) focuses 
upon the objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes.   

 
7.20 Paragraph 78 states that "…housing should be located where it will 

enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities…where there 
are groups of smaller settlements; development in one village may 
support services in a village nearby".  However, footnote 6 to 
paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF (revised framework) sets out specific 
policies which indicate that development should be restricted, 
including development in areas at risk of flooding and therefore the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development does not apply in 
this instance.  The applicant therefore has to demonstrate that the 
proposals pass the sequential test in regard to flooding. 

 
 The Principle of the Development Summary 
 
7.21 Notwithstanding the identified conflict with EN17/H23 of the 1995 

Local Plan, for the reasons set out above and having regard to the 
provisions in paragraph 8 and section 5 of the NPPF (Delivering a 
sufficient supply of homes), along with emerging policies LP1 and 
LP2, it is considered that flood risk is a key issue in principle in 
determining whether an application site is an appropriate location for 
new residential development.  The planning Practice Guidance (PPG) 
states that dwellings are regarded as being 'more vulnerable' in terms 
of flood risk. 

 
7.22 The principle of adding a dwelling on the site which is in flood zone 3a 

is considered to be unacceptable, unless the Sequential test is 
passed.  More detail on flooding is covered in the paragraphs below. 

 
7.23 Policy LP11 of the Local Plan to 2036 Proposed Submission 2017 

states that development within the countryside will be restricted to the 
limited and sporadic opportunities as provided for in other policies of 
the plan. Amongst other requirements, development must protect the 
intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and not give rise to 
noise, odour, obtrusive light or other impacts that would adversely 
affect the use and enjoyment of the countryside by others. 

 
7.24 As the site is located outside of the built up area, a new build dwelling 

would normally be resisted, however in order to satisfy the 
requirements of the NPPF to boost housing supply the Council must 
demonstrate an up-to-date five year supply of deliverable housing 
sites to meet its objectively assessed need, with an additional buffer 
to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; this 
requirement is set out in paragraph 47 of the NPPF.  

 
7.25 Due to under delivery in recent years the buffer to be applied for the 

District is 20%. The December 2017 Annual Monitoring Review 
applies the 20% buffer and demonstrates that the Council has a five 
year supply of housing land.   

 
7.26 It is acknowledged that the Development Plan policies relevant to the 

supply of housing (En17 and H23 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 
(HLP) and CS2 and CS3 of the Huntingdonshire Core Strategy 
(HCS)) were set against a lower Objectively Assessed Need figure 
such that strict application of these policies would result in failure to 



achieve the objectively assessed housing need figure that the Council 
currently has identified as part of the emerging Local Plan to 2036.  

 
7.27 It is also acknowledged that the above policies are therefore no 

longer fully up-to-date or consistent with the NPPF and, at this time 
and until the Council adopts the Local Plan to 2036 with up-to-date 
policies, the 'tilted balance' as set out within d ii of para. 11 is 
engaged. For decision-taking this means granting permission in 
instances where the Development Plan is absent, silent or relevant 
policies are out-of-date unless any adverse impacts would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (having regard 
to the Framework policies taken as a whole), or specific polices of the 
Framework indicate development should be restricted. Footnote 6 to 
the Framework provides some examples of these restrictive policies. 
As mentioned above, footnote 6 of the NPPF 2018 states that where 
there are policies in the NPPF relating to, amongst other things, areas 
at risk of flooding, the 'tilted balance' is not engaged. 

 
 Application of the Sequential Test (Flood Risk) 
 
7.28 The site is located within the Environment Agency's Defended Flood 

Zone 2 and Flood Zone 3 in the Council's 2017 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (SFRA). The National Planning Policy Framework states 
that the SFRA will provide the basis for applying the sequential test 
and the SFRA 2017 follows the guidance in the Government's 
Planning Policy Guidance.  Existing raised defences, which the SFRA 
specifically does not take account of, provide some protection to 
existing properties in this area. 

 
7.29 The applicants FRA confirms that the site is located within Flood 

Zone 3.  The Planning Practice Guidance states that dwellings are 
regarded as being 'more vulnerable' in terms of flood risk. 

 
7.30 The proposed development would increase the number of separate 

residential units in the locality by one.  The proposed intensification in 
the number of residential units would increase the number of 
households to be affected by any future flooding and would not fall 
within minor development as defined by the PPG (since the proposal 
is for the demolition of an existing building and construction of a new 
residential unit). 

 
7.31 Paragraph 163 of the NPPF states that is should be ensured that 

flood risk is not increased elsewhere and development should only be 
considered appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by 
a site specific FRA and following the sequential test, and if required 
the exception test, if it can be demonstrated that: within the site, the 
most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest flood risk 
unless there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; and 
development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, sustainable 
drainage systems are incorporated and that any residual risk can be 
safely managed, including by emergency planning. 

 
7.32 The Cambridgeshire Flood and Water Supplementary Planning 

Document (April 2017) (CFWSPD) confirms that the geographical 
area of search for the sequential test should be agreed between the 
applicant and the Local Planning Authority in advance of the search.  
The CFWSPD states at stage A under paragraph 4.4.6 that this is 



usually over the entire local planning authority area and may only be 
reduced in discussion with the local planning authority because of the 
proposed development's functional requirements and objectives (e.g. 
catchment area for a school, community facilities, a shop, a public 
house, appropriate land use areas and regeneration zones etc.) and 
because there is an identified local need for that type of development.   

 
7.33 Whilst the applicant sought guidance from the LPA as demonstrated 

in the FRA and letter to the LPA dated 28th May 2018 (letter at 
Appendix C of the FRA) it is not clear within the FRA what advice was 
received from the Authority, the applicant goes onto say in the FRA 
that they reviewed the availability of alternative sites within the 
villages of Hemingford Abbots and Houghton and concluded that 
there were no other available sites  within the identified villages that 
offered the same development opportunity at a lesser flood risk, and 
concluded that the site passed the Sequential test.   

 
7.34 Stage B within the CFWSPD requires the developer to identify and list 

reasonably available site, using a range of sources such as 
allocations, monitoring data, land availability assessments, property 
agents' listings, and historic windfall rates.  Stage C involves 
obtaining flood risk information for all identified sites.  Only at Stage D 
should the developer apply the sequential test.  In carrying it out, 
developers should list the reasonably available site against the 
original site, state how they compare regarding flood risk, and any 
reasons why they are unsuitable or not available.  At Stage E, the 
CFWSPD requires a conclusion on whether there are any other 
reasonably available sites in areas with a lower probability of flood 
risk. 

 
7.35 The PPG states that the suitability of sites in Flood Zone 3 should 

only be considered if there are no reasonably available site in Flood 
Zones 1 or 2 (areas of low and medium probability of flooding).  This 
is referred to as the sequential test, however the Local Planning 
Authority consider the need for market housing (which is applied for 
here) is not just limited to the Hemingford Grey area only, the need is 
district wide.  Through the Housing Economic Land Availability 
Assessment (HELAA), the Authority has identified sites for new 
housing in areas at lower risk of flooding within the wider district. 

 
7.36 Whilst it is acknowledged that other permission have been granted in 

Flood Zone 3 in the past, each application must be considered and 
assessed on its own merits and against the policy position at the time, 
including the most up to date flood risk modelling (in this case the 
2017 SRFA). 

 
7.37 The process outlined in the paragraphs above and as set out in the 

CFWSPD does not appear to have been carried out sufficiently, or in 
recent consultations with the Local Planning Authority.  It has not 
been demonstrated that the sequential test has been passed.  
Allowing residential development on the application site would, 
therefore, conflict with the advice in the NPPF which seeks to steer 
new development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding.  The 
proposal therefore fails the sequential test as the Council has 
sufficient sites available in areas at lower risk of flooding to meet it 
general market housing needs.    

 



7.38 The application has been assessed in consultation with the EA, whilst 
the EA has not objected as it is assumed that the Local Planning 
Authority has applied and deemed the site to have passed the 
sequential test, it is for the Local Planning Authority to determine if 
the sequential should be applied and whether or not there are other 
sites available at lower flood risk. As demonstrated above the 
sequential test has not been passed, the application has therefore 
failed to demonstrate that the future occupiers of the development 
would be safe from flooding.  The proposed development would 
therefore be contrary to Policy CS9 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 
1995 (LP) and CS Policy CS1.  LP policy CS9 states that the Council 
will normally refuse development proposals that prejudice schemes 
for flood water management.  CS policy CS1 addresses sustainable 
development in Huntingdonshire, and requires amongst other things 
that development will be delivered while managing flood risk.  In 
addition the proposals would fail to comply with paragraphs 155 - 164 
of the revised Framework which seek to steer new development to 
areas with the lowest probability of flooding, and the Cambridgeshire 
Flood and Water SPD. 

   
 
 
 
 Impact upon the Character and Appearance of the Area  
 
7.39 The proposal is for a single dwelling, slightly larger than the footprint 

of the existing building. The replacement dwelling requires a minor 
increase in ridge height, the increase is considered to be acceptable 
as it will not exceed the height of the surrounding properties. 

 
7.40 The materials used in the erection of the new dwelling will be 

sympathetic to the rural nature of the area and will re-use the 
reclaimed materials.  

 
7.41 Since the submission of the application the proposals have been 

amended taking into account the comments received from the Parish 
Council, changing the fenestration to the front elevation to create 
maintain the surrounding agricultural feel and character of the area. 

 
7.42 Paragraphs 124 and 127 of The NPPF state that the creation of high 

quality buildings and places is fundamental to what the planning and 
development process should achieve.  Creating better places in 
which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to 
communities.  Local Authorities are encouraged to engage between 
applicants and communities throughout the process to achieve well-
designed places which, amongst other things are sympathetic to the 
local character and history, including the built environment and 
landscape setting.  In line with advice in the PPG officers sought 
amendments to the scheme to address the above and to resolve 
problems that can be resolved through amendments/negotiations. 
The amendments were therefore encouraged to ensure that 
proposals reflected the local characteristics of the area. 

 
7.43 It is considered that the proposal represents an acceptable 

development in terms of the layout, scale, massing and materials and 
will have a reduced impact upon the character and appearance of the 
area by virtue of the revised dwelling design.  The proposals are 



therefore considered to be an appropriate design for this location.  
Paragraph 130 of the NPPF states that permission should be refused 
for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities 
available for improving the character and quality of an area and the 
way it functions, the objection on design grounds was overcome by 
the recent amendment. 

 
7.44 The location of the dwelling is considered to fall outside of the built up 

area of the settlement and therefore conflict to a degree with policies 
H23 & EN17 of the Local Plan (1995) and policy CS3 of the Core 
Strategy (2009). However, the NPPF is clear that the framework can 
override development plan policies which are not consistent with the 
provisions of the NPPF and this is a material consideration in the 
determination of the current application. 

 
7.45 On balance, the size, scale and form of development are considered 

to not cause any significant or demonstrable harm to the character 
and appearance of the area and are broadly in accordance with 
policies En25 & H32 of the Local Plan (1995) and policies LP12 & 
LP13 of the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission (2017).  

 
 
 
 Impact upon Neighbouring Residential Amenity 
 
7.46 The proposals are of a sympathetic design and scale when compared 

to the appearance of the surrounding buildings. 
 
7.47 In terms of its relationship with neighbouring properties, there is a 

good level of boundary treatment proposed in the form of 1.8 metre 
fencing to denote private amenity space and provide screening 
between the proposed dwelling and the neighbouring properties. The 
proposals are single storey and there are no windows that will 
facilitate overlooking to the neighbouring residential properties.  

 
7.48 It is considered the scale, orientation and the proposed boundary 

treatments, between the proposal and the neighbouring properties 
would lead to no significant impact in regards to overlooking or 
overshadowing. 

 
7.49 The dwelling would have sufficient private amenity space in the form 

of a private garden area denoted by 1.8m high close boarded fencing. 
On balance, given the positioning of the proposed dwelling it is 
unlikely that the development will not have an unduly overbearing 
detrimental impact upon residential amenities. 

 
7.50 Overall, it is considered that the development will not lead to a 

significant loss of amenity to the adjoining properties. The proposal is 
considered to be in accordance with Policies H31 of the Local Plan 
(1995) and Policy LP15 of the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission (2017). 

 
 Highway Safety  
 
7.51 In terms of highway safety, the proposed access to the site is retained 

in accordance with the existing access and safety arrangements. One 



additional dwelling is proposed and in this context it is considered that 
the site can be accessed safely.  

 
7.52 There are no maximum or minimum parking standards that need to 

be applied to developments as per the requirements of the NPPF. It is 
shown on the submitted plans that a minimum of two parking spaces 
are proposed. It is considered that there is sufficient parking space on 
the site to meet the requirements of policies H31 of the Local Plan 
1995, and LP17 & LP18 of the Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission (2017).  

 
 Other Issues 
 
7.53 Development Obligations - Part H of the Developer Contributions 

SPD (2011) requires a payment towards refuse bins for new 
residential development.   

 
7.54 A Unilateral Undertaking was submitted as part of the application 

dated 14th August 2018. The proposal therefore meets the 
requirements of Policy CS10 of the Core Strategy 2009.  

 
7.55 There are no other material planning considerations which have a 

significant bearing on the determination of this application. 
 
 Pre-application advice and neighbouring permissions 
 
7.56 Within the Design and Access statement (D&A) dated July 2018 

under 'Pre-application advice and neighbouring permissions', the 
applicants states that a pre-application enquiry was submitted under 
reference 1407271PENQ, where it was concluded by the LPA officer 
at the time that a dwelling at this site may be supported subject to 
detailing and justification, this pre-application advice was issued prior 
to the publication of the Huntingdonshire SFRA 2017, the new draft 
Local Plan has been the trigger for the Council to reconsider its 
approach to assessing flood risk in meeting its objectively assessed 
housing need. The SFRA together with the EA from the basis for 
applying the sequential test. 

 
7.57 The D&A also identifies that application 16/01845/PMBPA and 

16/00859/FUL have provided permission for demolition, conversion, 
adaption and extension of other agricultural buildings at Long Lane 
Farm and states that these consented applications support the case 
for a further dwelling in this location. 

 
7.58 Firstly application 16/01845/PMBPA effectively gave consent for the 

adjacent property (the Old Dairy) under Class Q in Part 3 of Schedule 
2 to the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 
Development) (England) Order 2015 (the GPDO) for a conversion of 
an agricultural building to a dwelling-house.  As part of Class Q a 
prior notification proposal should meet the conditions and criteria of 
Class Q, and development is permitted under Class Q for conversion 
of an agricultural building and building operations reasonably 
necessary to convert the building.  As part of this process under 
Class Q, where the site is in an area within Flood Zone 2 or Flood 
Zone 3, the LPA has a requirement to consult with the EA.  In this 
instance the change of use of the building involved an increase risk in 
the vulnerability classification (agricultural use to residential), the EA's 



advice on flood risk issues raised by changes of use (i.e. not a new 
building) states that in such cases the applicant will need to show 
through a flood risk assessment that users of the development will not 
be placed in danger from flood hazards and depending on the risk, 
mitigation measures may be needed. The application sufficiently 
demonstrated that the flood risks could be mitigated, and as the EA 
advice goes on to clarify, changes of use are not subject to the 
sequential or exceptions test the application was therefore approved 
and subsequently, application 16/00859/FUL was approved grating 
full planning permission for the conversion of an agricultural building 
to form a dwelling having regard of the realistic fall-back position, in 
that the site had the benefit of permitted development rights under 
class Q of the GDPO which would enable the building to be converted 
and the building could be converted into a residential unit. 

 
7.59 This application did not form part of the previous applications and has 

therefore been considered on its own merits.  The consideration of 
the fall-back position can only be considered where the fall-back 
position is a realistic option, also where necessary, an applicant has 
demonstrated that the fall-back position is achievable, and there is a 
real prospect of a fall-back development being implemented. 

 
 
 
 Consideration of the Fall-back Position: 
 
7.60 The applicant has stated that the whole building will be dismantled 

and the materials re-used because the building is structurally 
incapable of conversion and therefore the change of use would not be 
possible under the prior approval process for the conversion of an 
agricultural building to a dwellinghouse.  The fall-back position can 
only be given weight if the implementation of the change of use is a 
realistic proposition; in this case, given the current state of the 
building it is not a realistic proposition to convert the building under 
class Q of the prior approval process in the GDPO. In any event, the 
new dwelling will have a larger footprint than the existing building. 
The fall-back position therefore cannot be given any material weight 
and does not need to be considered. 

 
 Conclusion 
 
7.61 As explained in this report, having regard to all the relevant adopted 

and emerging policies, the application of paragraph 11 of the NPPF 
2018 is also necessary as part of the assessment of this application. 
Footnote 6 to paragraph 11(d) of the NPPF 2018 sets out specific 
policies in the Framework which indicate that development should be 
restricted, including development in areas at risk of flooding. Given 
that Offices have found that the revised Framework's policies relating 
to areas at risk of flooding indicate that development should be 
restricted, the presumption in favour of sustainable development does 
not apply in this instance - put differently, the 'tilted balance' is not 
engaged. 

 
7.62 To conclude on the planning balance, being located in an area with a 

high flood risk probability and not being able to satisfy the sequential 
test, officers consider that the applicant has failed to demonstrate that 
the proposed development would be safe from flooding. This means 



that the benefits of the scheme would not outweigh the significant 
harm that arises from not being able to demonstrate that a more 
vulnerable use cannot be steered to an area of lower flood risk. This 
is a significant factor weighing against the proposed development and 
would render the proposed development contrary to Policy CS9 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 (LP) and Core Strategy Policy CS1 
as well as emerging Policy LP5 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 
2036: Proposed Submission (2017). and the Cambridgeshire Flood 
and Water SPD (2017). 

 
8. RECOMMENDATION  - Refusal for the following 

reason 
 

1. The proposal would result in non-essential development in 
an area at high risk of flooding contrary to the NPPF, which 
seek to locate development away from areas which are at 
the highest risk of flooding. The proposal is therefore 
contrary to paragraphs 155 - 164 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (2018), Policy CS9 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995, Policy CS1 of the Local 
Development Framework  Core Strategy 2009, Policy LP5 
of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 
Submission (2017) and the Cambridgeshire Flood and 
Water SPD (2017). 

If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an audio 
version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to accommodate 
your needs. 
 
 
CONTACT OFFICER: 
Enquiries about this report to Debra Bell Development Management Officer 
01480 388139 
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Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: developmentcontrol@huntingdonshire.gov.uk

Sent: 16 August 2018 19:49

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Comments for Planning Application 18/01493/FUL

Planning Application comments have been made. A summary of the comments is provided below.

Comments were submitted at 7:48 PM on 16 Aug 2018 from Mrs Gail Stoehr.

Application Summary

Address:
Long Lane House Outbuildings Long Lane House Long 
Lane Hemingford Grey 

Proposal:
Demolition of existing dilapidated milking shed and 
erection of single storey dwellinghouse 

Case Officer: Debra Bell 

Click for further information

Customer Details

Name: Mrs Gail Stoehr

Email: katie@lgs-services.co.uk

Address:
30 West Drive, Highfields Caldecote, Caldecote, 
Cambridgeshire CB23 7NY

Comments Details

Commenter 
Type:

Town or Parish Council

Stance:
Customer made comments in support of the Planning 
Application

Reasons for 
comment:

Comments: Hemingford Grey Parish Council recommend approval as 
conversion would improve the visual appearance of the 
area and provide an extra dwelling in the Parish.
Recommended that a condition is added to the effect 
that the parking area is screened by a native hedge.
Planning officers also requested to consider the following 
aspects of the application; overdevelopment of a small 
site, the style and number of windows on the north and 
west elevations in relation to the agricultural context and 
the conversion of the adjacent building
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