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1 Description of Site

1.1 The application site is 2.8 ha of agricultural land located to the south of East End, Langtoft. 
Access to the site is via a gravel drive off East End which is proposed to be improved 
through the demolition of no. 22 - a 2-storey, detached dwelling that fronts the road. This 
front part of the site is within the Langtoft Conservation Area.

1.2 To the west of the site is a pumping station and cemetery, beyond which is the A15. The 
site is flat and visible to the rear of the cemetery from the A15. The edge of the village 
conservation area runs along the north-west edge of the site where there are several listed 
buildings including Gee's Farmhouse and associated outbuildings, Church Farmhouse and 
dovecote and the Waggon and Horses public house.

1.3 To the south-west of the site on the opposite side of the A15 is 'The Rides' - a 1990s 
residential development. To the north-east of the site is further greenfield land which 
appears to be in agricultural use.

1.4 Langtoft Public Footpath no. 2 runs through the site from the rear of the existing cemetery 
and joins with New Road to the north-east of the site.

1.5 It is noted planning permission was previously refused on the site (SK.50/1949/89) and 
dismissed at appeal, albeit the decision was in 1990 and determined under a different 
planning policy context. In summary, the reasons for refusal were:
 Detrimental impact on the form and character of the settlement;
 Detrimental impact on setting of listed buildings and conservation area;
 Cumulative traffic impacts from vehicles accessing the site.

2 Description of Proposal

2.1 Outline consent, including details of access, is sought to demolish 22 East End and erect 
37 dwellings (29 market, 8 affordable). An indicative site plan has been included with the 
submission which shows the dwellings to be accessed from a single vehicular access off 
East End and includes land shown for a new cemetery with associated car parking.  

2.2 The design and access statement states that the dwellings would be a mix of two, three 
and four bedroom detached, semi-detached and short terraced houses, limited to a 
maximum of two storeys in height.

3 Relevant History

Reference Proposal Decision Date
SK.1949/89(20981) Residential development Refused 13/02/1990



4 Policy Considerations

4.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 12 - Achieving well-designed places
Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

4.2 South Kesteven District Council Core Strategy
Policy EN1 - Protection and Enhancement
Policy EN2 - Reduce the Risk of Flooding
Policy H1 - Residential Development
Policy H3 - Affordable Housing
Policy SP1 - Spatial Strategy
Policy SP2 - Sustainable Communities
Policy SP3 - Sustainable Integrated Transport

4.3 Site Allocation and Policies Development Plan Document
Policy SAPH1 - Other housing development

4.4 Lincolnshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan
Policy M11 - Safeguarding of Mineral Resources

5 Representations Received

5.1 Parish Council
5.1.1 Recommend the application is refused for the following reasons:

 Unallocated site is contrary to local plan 
 Housing need for Langtoft for new plan period already met by brownfield site at Stowe 

Road
 Loss of agricultural land
 Increased traffic will add to highway safety concerns
 Impact on heritage assets
 Impact on education and health services
 Proposed cemetery extension not required

5.2 LCC Highways & SuDS Support
5.2.1 The principle of development is acceptable. Please make the applicant aware of the 

requirements for access, parking, turning and layout; as detailed within the Lincolnshire 
County Council Development Design Approach and Development Road Specification.

5.3 Minerals And Waste Planning (LCC)
5.3.1 The proposed development has been identified as being located within a Minerals 

Safeguarding Area. Within a minerals safeguarding area, except for the exemptions set 
out in Policy M11, applications for non-minerals development should be accompanied by a 
Minerals Assessment.

5.4 Historic Buildings Advisor (SKDC)



5.4.1 Advise that the proposal should be resisted on the grounds that it would result in harm to 
the setting of the Conservation Area and neighbouring historic group of Listed Buildings, 
particularly when viewed across open fields to the south and in the street scene of East 
End.

5.5 Education & Cultural Services (LCC)
5.5.1 Request a contribution of £120,375.00 towards education provision in the local area.

5.6 Lincolnshire County Council - Footpaths Officers
5.6.1 Langtoft Public Footpath No. 2 will require formally diverting before any development 

takes place.

5.6.2 The section of footpath within the development boundary should be surfaced with stone to 
a width of 2m.  The final specification is to be agreed with the highway authority.  It would 
also be desirable to surface the link to the A15 in conjunction with the affected landowner.

5.6.3 Section 6.4 of The Design and Access Statement refers to a 'dedicated cycle/walking 
route' within the proposed development.  In practice it would be undesirable to encourage 
cycling on the public footpath.

5.7 Environmental Protection Services (SKDC)
5.7.1 A phase I and II survey is required as the site has potential for land contamination given its 

previous agricultural use.

5.8 Heritage Lincolnshire
5.8.1 The site is of archaeological interest and therefore, given this it is recommended that the 

developer should be required to commission a Scheme of Archaeological Work, in the 
form of an archaeological evaluation to determine the presence, character and date of any 
archaeological deposits present at the site. This evaluation should initially consist of 
geophysical survey followed by a programme of trial trenching.

5.9 Affordable Housing Officer (SKDC)
5.9.1 The affordable housing requirement is 35% which would equate to 13 units on-site.

5.10 NHS England
5.10.1 Request a contribution of £24,420.00 towards health care facilities in the local area.

5.11 Anglian Water Services
5.11.1 Foul water drainage - The sewerage system at present has available capacity for these 

flows.

5.11.2 Surface water drainage - A sustainable drainage system is proposed which would not 
affect Anglian Water owned assets.

5.12 Welland & Deeping Internal Drainage Board
5.12.1 Request further details of surface and foul water drainage discharges.

6 Representations as a Result of Publicity



6.1 This application has been advertised in accordance with the Council's Statement of 
Community Involvement and 105 letters of representation have been received - 102 
objecting and/ or raising concern and 3 for the proposed development.  The points raised 
can be summarised as follows:

6.2 Objection/ concern

1. Planned housing need for Langtoft already met
2. Further impact on local school which does not have capacity
3. Impact on already stretched local health facilities
4. Detrimental impact on Langtoft conservation area
5. Increased traffic would exacerbate highway safety problems at A15 junction
6. Detrimental impact on wildlife
7. Impact on insufficient local infrastructure (water, sewerage, electric, broadband)
8. Lack of village amenities
9. Pedestrian safety from increased traffic
10. Demolition of attractive, existing dwelling that makes a positive contribution to the 

character of East End and conservation area
11. Noise and disturbance impacts during construction
12. A15 crossroad improvements needed
13. Extension to cemetery not needed
14. Cemetery car park would encourage anti-social behaviour
15. Loss of trees
16. Potential for future development
17. Air quality impacts
18. Relocation of footpath would have a detrimental impact on the existing amenity
19. Local planning policy states a preference for brownfield sites
20. Similar development previously refused on highway grounds
21. Loss of privacy

6.3 Support

1. Good layout
2. Affordable homes needed
3. Increased cemetery space
4. There is a demand for new homes
5. Infrastructure could be improved

7 Evaluation

7.1 Principle of Development

7.1.1 Planning law requires that the Local Planning Authority make decisions in accordance with 
the local development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The local 
development plan is currently made up of the Core Strategy (2010) and the Site Allocation 
and Policies Development Plan Document (SAP DPD 2014). However, this is due to be 



replaced with a new Local Plan early next year. As that plan progresses increased weight 
can be attributed to those emerging policies. 

7.1.2 Core Strategy Policy SP1 sets out the Spatial Strategy for the district which focusses 
development on the main towns, whilst allowing some development in the Local Service 
Centres (LSCs). Langtoft is defined as a LSC by Core Strategy Policy SP2. Policy H1 
permits for a modest level of development within the LSCs to enable them to maintain 
their viability and continue to function as sustainable centres. This is clarified in the text [at 
paragraph 5.1.11] which limits development in LSCs to identified allocated sites and 
infill/redevelopment sites within the built-up areas of the settlements. 

7.1.3 The SAP DPD does not allocate this site within Langtoft. Therefore, the proposal would be 
subject to Policy SAP H1, which states that new greenfield sites outside of allocations, on 
the edges of settlements will not be considered acceptable. Policy SAP H1 states:

" Other than those sites which are allocated, new greenfield sites on the edges of the 
towns and villages will not be considered acceptable for new housing development"

7.1.4 Small infill sites of 10 or fewer houses are allowed under SAP policy SAP H1 subject to 
various criteria set out below:

"Planning permission will only be granted for small infill (sites of 10 or fewer houses) and 
redevelopment sites provided that the development:

i) can be satisfactorily accommodated by: the existing local highway network; the 
waste water treatment and sewerage network and; the local education and health 
provision.

ii) will not have a detrimental impact upon the quality of life of adjacent residents and 
properties. 

iii) will not compromise the nature and character of the settlement. iv) is in accordance 
with the criteria of Policies EN1, EN2, and EN4 of the Core Strategy."

7.1.5 This site is agricultural, greenfield land beyond the existing built form and is not an 
allocated site and cannot be reasonably described as infill development. Development at 
this location would be an encroachment into open countryside which would extend the 
built form of the village which is contrary to Core Strategy Policies SP1 and H1 and SAP 
DPD Policy SAP H1.

7.1.6 The Council is preparing a new Local Plan which will cover spatial development across the 
whole District for the period from 2011- 2036. In addition, it will set in place new and 
updated planning policies which will replace those in the current Core Strategy and Site 
Allocation and Policies Development Plan Policies. 

7.1.7 The emerging plan includes Policy SP4, Development on the Edge of Settlements which 
does allow for development on the edge of larger settlements such as Langtoft. However, 
little weight can currently be attributed to this policy which is currently under examination 
and subject to main modification. In any case, emerging Policy SP4 requires, amongst 
other criteria, demonstration of substantial support from the local community which has not 
been evidenced in this application.



7.1.8 The Council's latest published position in relation to five year land supply was on 1 April 
2019 which indicated the Council has 5.95 years of land supply and therefore it is 
considered that full weight can be given the current development plan policies. 
Furthermore, the identified housing need for Langtoft for the new plan period has already 
been with the proposed allocation in the emerging Local Plan already being granted 
permission by S17/1900.

7.1.9 Taking the above into account the site clearly fits the definition of a greenfield site on the 
edge of a village beyond the existing built up area. The proposal is therefore contrary to 
the current adopted spatial policies - Core Strategy Policies SP1 and H1 and SAP DPD 
Policy SAP H1 and emerging Local Plan Policy SP4.

7.2 Impact on the Character of the Area

7.2.1 Core Strategy Policy EN1 seeks to ensure development is appropriate for its context and 
states that development proposals will be assessed in relation to (amongst other criteria) 
local distinctiveness and sense of place, the quality and character of the built fabric and 
their settings. SAP Policy SAP H1 also requires proposals to accord with Policy EN1 and 
not compromise the nature and character of the settlement. Further, paragraph 127 of the 
NPPF provides that planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments are 
sympathetic to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and 
landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation or change.

7.2.2 It is noted that the general pattern of development in the immediate area is established by 
a linear, road frontage spatial arrangement of dwellings. These dwellings occupy 
appropriately sized plots, fronting the public road, with front and rear amenity areas. This 
is particularly the case around the historic core of the village that is protected by its status 
as a conservation area. 

7.2.3 The proposed development would involve the demolition of 22 East End to create a 
significant access road to serve the development. This would also remove a significant 
part of the low boundary wall to the frontage of 22 East End that makes a positive 
contribution to the street scene. 

7.2.4 The proposal would erode the sense of openness and "edge of village" character of this 
part of the settlement which can be appreciated from the A15 and Langtoft Public 
Footpath No. 2. The proposal is in outline form although indicative plans show a typical, 
modern estate pattern of development which is uncharacteristic in this part of the village 
although limited conclusions can be drawn regarding the design and layout of the scheme 
as this level of detail would be required at reserved matters stage.

7.2.5 Notwithstanding the detailed design required by a reserved matters application, the 
demolition of 22 East End including its outbuildings and boundary wall as well as the 
encroachment into the open countryside would have a detrimental impact on the character 
of the street scene and the rural setting of the village which would be contrary to Core 
Strategy Policy EN1, SAP DPD Policy SAP H1 and the NPPF (section 12).

7.3 Impact on Heritage Assets



7.3.1 The Local Planning Authority is required to have special regard to preserving the Listed 
Buildings and their settings in relation to Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the 'Act'). No harm should be caused with the historical 
assets and their surroundings requiring to be preserved or enhanced. 

7.3.2 The Local Planning Authority is required to ensure that with respect to any buildings or 
other land in a conservation area, special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area, through the Planning 
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 at Section 72.

7.3.3 Furthermore, the importance of considering the impact of development on the significance 
of designated heritage assets is expressed in the NPPF (section 16). The NPPF advises 
that development and alterations to designated assets and their settings can cause harm. 
These policies ensure the protection and enhancement of the historic buildings and 
environments. Proposals that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive 
contribution to or better reveal the significance should be treated favourably.

7.3.4 As discussed above, the proposal would involve the demolition of 22 East End and its 
outbuildings and boundary wall which make a positive contribution to the conservation 
area. These would be replaced by an access road to serve a modern housing 
development. The proposal would also erode the rural setting of this historic part of the 
village. This would neither preserve or enhance the conservation area nor the setting of 
the listed buildings affected by the proposal. Although the proposal would result in the 
provision of 37 dwellings (including 8 affordable), this is not considered to be a sufficient 
public benefit to outweigh the harm caused to these designated heritage assets.

7.3.5 The proposed development would therefore be contrary to Core Strategy Policy EN1 and 
the NPPF (section 16).

7.4 Impact on Residential Amenity

7.4.1 Core Strategy Policy EN1 and the NPPF para 127 seek to ensure a good standard of 
amenity for existing and future occupiers of developments. 

7.4.2 Concerns have been raised about potential overlooking and loss of privacy to existing 
adjacent properties, as well as noise/disturbance during construction. These concerns are 
noted. However, the plan is for illustrative purposes only and the detailed layout, scale and 
appearance would be determined at reserved matters stage where detailed issues of 
neighbours' amenities would be assessed. It is considered that the site is sufficiently large 
to accommodate up to 37 appropriately designed and sited dwellings, without 
compromising the residential amenities of future occupiers or occupiers of neighbouring 
dwellings.

7.4.3 In respect of noise and disturbance during construction, whilst there will inevitably be 
some additional noise and disturbance, which is temporary in nature, it would not be 
necessary or appropriate in this instance to impose any restrictive conditions as this is 
covered by other legislation.



7.4.4 Taking the above into account, the proposal would not lead to unacceptable living 
conditions for occupiers of existing properties or future occupiers of the proposed 
development in accordance with Core Strategy Policy EN1 and the NPPF para 127.

7.5 Highway Issues

7.5.1 The NPPF is very clear that when assessing developments that generate significant 
amounts of traffic, decision makers should apply the following tests and take account of 
whether:

a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be - or have 
been - taken up, given the type of development and its location;

b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of 

capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to 
an acceptable degree. 

7.5.2 Development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where there 
would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts 
on the road network would be severe.

7.5.3 These requirements are broadly reflected in Core Strategy Policy SP3, which requires the 
sustainable location of new development and also that it meets the objectives of the local 
transport plan for Lincolnshire.

7.5.4 The proposal to demolish 22 East End would allow the creation of a suitable access to 
serve the development and the site is large enough to accommodate adequate off-road 
parking and turning space. 

7.5.5 Whilst concerns raised about the impact of additional traffic particularly at the A15/ East 
End junction by the Parish Council and members of the public are noted, LCC (as 
Highway Authority) do not object on highway safety or traffic capacity grounds (subject to 
conditions), and they do not consider that the proposal in itself would result in a severe 
impact on the road network as required by the NPPF to refuse the application on transport 
grounds.

7.5.6 Therefore, in respect of highway safety and traffic capacity, the proposal complies with 
Core Strategy Policy SP3 and the NPPF (section 9).

7.6 Other Matters

7.6.1 Various other matters relevant to the determination of the application have been raised 
following the consultation period including the impact of the development on wildlife, trees, 
air quality, land contamination, archaeology, loss of agricultural land and the requirement 
for a minerals assessment. Although some details i.e. archaeology and land contamination 
could be reasonably secured by condition, insufficient detail has been submitted to fully 
assess the application. As there is a fundamental objection to the proposal on policy 
grounds further information was not requested from the applicant, however the lack of 



information on matters which are fundamental to the determination of the application are 
also included as a reason for refusal.

8 Section 106 Heads of Terms

8.1 As the application consists of more than 10+ dwellings, it would trigger the requirements of 
Policy H3 (Affordable Housing). Based on 37 dwellings the affordable housing requirement 
would be for 13 affordable dwellings. The application proposes the provision of 8 
affordable dwellings and in the absence of a viability argument is contrary to Core Strategy 
Policy H3.

8.2 Further, in order to mitigate the impact of the development on local infrastructure the 
following contributions have been requested:

Education - £120,375
Health - £24,420

8.3 Again as there is a fundamental objection to the proposal on policy grounds further 
discussion in relation to the affordable housing requirements and infrastructure impact 
mitigation measures was not progressed. Furthermore, these matters could reasonably be 
secured by condition (or legal agreement) and have not therefore been included as a 
reason for refusal.

9 Crime and Disorder

9.1 It is considered that the proposal would not result in any significant crime and disorder 
implications.

10 Human Rights Implications

10.1 Articles 6 (Rights to fair decision making) and Article 8 (Right to private family life and 
home) of the Human Rights Act have been taken into account in making this 
recommendation.

10.2 It is considered that no relevant Article of that act will be breached.

11 Conclusion

11.1 There is a fundamental policy objection to development at this location and identified harm 
to the character and appearance of the area and designated heritage assets. The 
application also lacks information on a number of matters fundamental to the 
determination of the application. The public benefits of 37 dwellings (including 8 
affordable) at this location do not outweigh the harm caused and it is recommended that 
planning permission is refused for the reasons set-out below.

RECOMMENDATION: that the development is refused for the following reasons



1 The application site is open greenfield land beyond the established built up area of 
the village which is not allocated and cannot be reasonably described as a small infill 
site or a brownfield redevelopment site. The proposal does not fall under any of the 
categories of development described in the Core Strategy that would be considered 
acceptable in such a location. There are no other overriding material considerations 
relevant to the specific site or the district as a whole which justify development of this 
greenfield site for housing. The site is therefore considered to be an unsustainable 
site for development which is contrary to Core Strategy Policies SP1 and H1, Site 
Allocation and Policies Policy SAP H1 and emerging Local Plan Policy SP4.

2 The proposed development would result in unacceptable encroachment of built form 
into the open countryside to the south of the village which contributes positively to 
the character and appearance of the area and the rural setting of this historic part of 
the village. The proposal would therefore harm the character and appearance of this 
part of the village and its setting. There are no other overriding material 
considerations which outweigh the harm caused. As such the proposal is considered 
contrary to Core Strategy Policy EN1, Site Allocation and Policies DPD Policy SAP 
H1 and the NPPF (section 12).

3 The demolition of 22 East End and its outbuildings and boundary wall, which make a 
positive contribution to the conservation area, and replacement with an access road 
to serve a modern housing development would neither preserve or enhance the 
conservation area nor the setting of the listed buildings affected by the proposal. The 
proposal would also erode the rural setting of this historic part of the village. The 
public benefits arising from the provision of 37 unsustainably distributed housing 
(including 8 affordable dwellings) is not considered to be sufficient to outweigh the 
harm caused to these designated heritage assets and would be contrary to Core 
Strategy Policy EN1 and the NPPF (section 16).

4 Insufficient information has been submitted to fully assess the drainage and ecology 
impacts which are fundamental to the determination of the application and required 
by Core Strategy Policies EN1 and EN2 and therefore planning permission should 
not be granted.

5 The proposed development has been identified as being located within a Minerals 
Safeguarding Area. Within a minerals safeguarding area, except for the exemptions 
set out in Policy M11, applications for non-minerals development should be 
accompanied by a Minerals Assessment. Insufficient information has been submitted 
to fully assess these impacts and therefore planning permission should not be 
granted.



Note(s) to Applicant:

1 There is a fundamental objection to the proposal and it is considered that this cannot 
be overcome. Consideration has not been delayed by discussions which cannot 
resolve the reasons for refusal. The decision therefore accords with paragraphs 38 
of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable



Site Location Plan

Proposed block plan


