
  
Location: 
 

 
Daisy Barn 
Treacle Lane 
Rushden 
Buntingford 
Hertfordshire 
SG9 0SL 
 

  
Applicant: 
 

 
Mr And Mrs R Sedgewick 
 

 Proposal: 
 

Outline application for one detached dwelling (all 
matters reserved except means of access). 
 

 Ref. No: 
 

21/02112/OP 

 Officer: 
 

Alex Howard 

 
       Date of expiry of statutory period: 12/10/2021 
 
 Extension of statutory period:  
 
 Reason for Delay:  
 
 In order to present the application to an available committee meeting. 
 

Reason for Referral to Committee:  
 
The application has been called in by Cllr Steve Jarvis following an objection from 

Rushden and Wallington Parish Council.  

1.0    Site History 
 
1.1 19/02049/PRE - Proposed dwelling and garage.  Withdrawn  
 
1.2 01/00635/1 - Change of use and conversion of barn to 4-bedroom dwelling (as 

amended by plans received on 19/09/2001 and 24/10/2001)  
 
 Conditional Permission  
 
2.0    Policies  
 
2.1    North Hertfordshire District Local Plan No. 2 with Alterations (Saved Policies) 
       Policy 6: Rural Areas beyond the Green Belt  

Policy 14: Nature Conservation  
        Policy 16: Archaeological Areas of Significance and other Archaeological Areas  

Policy 26: Housing Proposals  
Policy 55: Car Parking Standards  
Policy 57: Residential Guidelines and Standards 
 
Supplementary Planning Documents    

        Vehicle Parking at New Development SPD September 2011 
 
 



2.2    National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) 
       Section 2: Achieving sustainable development  

Section 5: Delivering a sufficient supply of homes  
Section 8: Promoting healthy and safe communities  
Section 9: Promoting sustainable development  
Section 11: Making effective use of land  
Section 12: Achieving well-designed places  
Section 14: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding, and coastal change  
Section 15: Conserving and enhancing the natural environment  
Section 16: Conserving and enhancing the historic environment 

 
2.3 Emerging North Hertfordshire District Local Plan 2011 – 2031 Proposed 

Submission   
 

The Emerging Local Plan (ELP) has now been through the re-scheduled examination 
hearings in November and December 2020 and further additional hearings were held 
on 1st and 2nd February 2021.  The Inspector has stated that the hearings are now 
closed, and he does not intend to hold any further hearings. The further main 
modifications were received from the Inspector in March and presented to the Council’s 
Cabinet meeting on 16th March 2021 (seeking approval to proceed with the 
consultation on the modifications). Following this, public consultation was held on the 
further main modifications in May and June, with the responses received from this 
published in July. The Council now hopes to receive the Inspectors final report in the 
Autumn. Weight can be attributed to the emerging North Hertfordshire Local Plan 2011 
- 2031 Proposed Submission (September 2016) Incorporating the Proposed Main 
Modifications November 2018 and the policies contained within it (see below).  The 
weight which can be attributed to the ELP is discussed in greater detail later in this 
report. 

 
       Policy SP1: Sustainable Development in North Hertfordshire  

Policy SP2: Settlement Hierarchy and Spatial Distribution 
Policy SP5: Countryside and Green Belt  
Policy SP6: Sustainable Transport  
Policy SP8: Housing  
Policy SP9: Design and Sustainability  
Policy SP11: Natural Resources and Sustainability  
Policy SP12: Green Infrastructure, Landscape and Biodiversity  
Policy SP13: Historic Environment 
Policy T1: Assessment of Transport Matters  
Policy T2: Parking  
Policy CGB1: Rural Areas beyond the Green Belt  
Policy D1: Sustainable Design  
Policy D3: Protecting Living Conditions  
Policy D4: Air Quality  
Policy NE1: Landscape  
Policy NEx: Biodiversity and Geological Sites  
Policy HE11: Contaminated Land  
Policy HE1: Designated Heritage Assets  
Policy HE4: Archaeology 

 
 
 
 
 
 
3.0    Representations 



 
3.1 Site Notice and Neighbour Consultation – Objections received from Honeypot 

Cottage, Treacle Cottage, Flint Cottage, Risden Cottage and Field Cottage (Summary): 
 

o There has never been a building on this site; it’s always been garden land.  
o Any building here would dominate the landscape and be out of character.  
o Not in keeping with the Conservation Area. 
o Proposal fails to comply with Saved Policy 6 and 29, as well as Emerging Policy CGB1 

of the Local Plan. 
o Dwelling here would be clearly visible from surrounding footpaths.  
o Little green space proposed with the development. 
o Turning circle that is for emergency services and refuse next to the site would 

potentially be impacted by the proposal. This would be dangerous and adversely 
impact upon neighbour’s well-being. 

o The proposal is not sustainable and will increase cars and traffic. There is no public 
transport, and the village lacks facilities/services. 

o Concerns over a ‘temporary road’ used for construction. 
o Proposal would be out of character with Grade II listed properties nearby. 
o Potential for large vehicles to hit properties due to the narrow nature of Treacle Lane.  
o The site is not within the main core of the village and therefore cannot be classed as 

infill.  
o Proposal does not relate to an existing agricultural building.  
o Fear that a precedent will be set for future development.  
o Modern design would be out of keeping with village character. 
o Proposal would block views to Field Cottage from the A507. 

  
3.2 Hertfordshire Highways – No objection. 
 
3.3 Rushden and Wallington Parish Council – Object on the following grounds 

(summary): 
 

o Rushden is a Category B Village within the ELP and is within the Rural Area beyond 
the Green Belt within the SLP/ELP.  

o The proposal fails to meet any development criteria or enhance the rural area, due to 
its size and design.  

o There is no identified rural housing need.  
o Site is outside the village core (centred around Church Green) and therefore this 

cannot be an infill development.  
o Planning policies and decisions should avoid isolated homes in the countryside. 
o The proposal is not related to agriculture, forestry, or affordable/social housing. It is 

also not related to an existing rural building as is detached self/contained.  
o Four-bedroom house will increase cars and traffic down the narrow Treacle Lane with a 

single turning circle. No public transport and facilities in the village.  
 
3.4 Environmental Health (Air Quality) – None received.  
 
3.5 Environmental Health (Land Contamination and Noise) – No objection subject to 

conditions.   
 
3.6 Waste and Recycling – Advisory comments.  
  
4.0    Planning Considerations 
  
4.1    Site and Surroundings 
 



4.1.1 Daisy Barn is a large property at the southern end of Treacle Lane, Rushden. The 
property benefits from a spacious plot with a large rear/side garden, bounded by large 
mature hedging. The site is outside of the Conservation Area and is designated within 
the Rural Area beyond the Green Belt.   

  
4.2    Proposal 
 
4.2.1 The application seeks outline planning permission for the erection of one detached 

dwelling on the area of side garden south-east of the host property. All matters are 
reserved apart from access which seeks to retain the turning circle conditioned on the 
original barn conversion in 2001.  

 
4.3    Key Issues 
 
4.3.1 The key issues in the determination of the application are the principle of the proposal 

in light of planning policy and whether the proposal would constitute sustainable 
development. As all matters are reserved apart from access, therefore details relating 
to design, landscaping, layout, and scale are not to be considered. 

  
 Principle of Development 
 
4.3.2 There are a number of Saved (SLP) and Emerging Local Plan (ELP) policies, as well 

as objectives and principles within the NPPF, relevant to this application. It is worth 
noting at this stage that the ELP is at an advanced stage of preparation, being 
published subject to two rounds of hearings, and modified twice. In accordance with 
paragraph 48a of the NPPF, the ELP can generally be attributed substantial weight in 
my view, due to its advancement towards adoption which is estimated to be in Spring 
2022. Furthermore, with respect to SLP policies, these can also be afforded substantial 
weight due to their fundamental compliance with the objectives of the NPPF. 

 
4.3.3 Following revised publications of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 

councils five-year land supply position has deteriorated. At the time of writing, the 
Councils five-year land supply is 1.47 years, which is a significant shortfall, therefore 
the contribution that these kinds of developments would make is both relevant and 
important. Therefore, appropriate weight should be given to the provision of one 
dwelling on this site in my view. In instances where the LPA cannot demonstrate a 
five-year land supply, the tilted balance is engaged in accordance with paragraph 11d 
of the NPPF, where permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing 
so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against 
policies within the NPPF as a whole. However, in line with footnote 7 policies, the 
application of policies which protect heritage assets must give a clear reason for refusal 
in order to dis-engage the tilted balance.   

 
 Relevant Planning Policy 
 
4.3.4 The application site is located within Rushden which is designated as a Category B 

settlement within Policy SP2 of the ELP, where it states that: 
 

“infilling development which does not extend the built core of the village will be 
allowed”.   
 
This is echoed within the supporting text of Policy SP2 which states that Category B 
villages will be allowed to accommodate limited infill development that does not expand 
the built core of the village into the surrounding countryside. 

 



4.3.5 Moreover, given that Rushden is not a Selected Village for the purposes of the SLP 
and is designated within the Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt, Saved Policy 6 is 
relevant in this instance. It states:  

 
 “In Rural Areas beyond the Green Belt, the Council will maintain the existing 

countryside and villages and, and their character.  Except in Selected Villages 
(Policy 7), a development proposal will normally be allowed only if: 

o it is strictly necessary for the needs of agriculture, forestry or any proven need 
for local community services, provided that: 

o the need cannot practicably be met within a town, excluded village or 
selected village, and 

o the proposal positively improves the rural environment; or 

o it would meet an identified rural housing need, in compliance with Policy 29; or 

o it is a single dwelling on a small plot located within the built core of the 
settlement which will not result in outward expansion of the settlement or have 
any other adverse impact on the local environment or other policy aims within 
the Rural Areas; or 

o it involves a change to the rural economy in terms of Policy 24 or Policy 25”. 

 
4.3.6 Moreover, ELP Policy CGB1 considers development within the Rural Area Beyond the 

Green Belt, stating: 
 
 “In the Rural Areas beyond the Green Belt, as shown on the Policies Map, 

planning permission will be granted provided that the development:  
 

a. is infilling development which does not extend within the built core of a 
Category B village.  
b. meets a proven local need for community facilities, and services or rural 
affordable housing in an appropriate location.  
c. is strictly necessary for the needs of agriculture or forestry.  
d. relates to an existing rural building.  
e. is a modest proposal for rural economic development or diversification; or  
f. would provide land or facilities for outdoor sport, outdoor recreation and 
cemeteries that respect the generally open nature of the rural area”. 

 
4.3.7 The application site is an area of land that is classed as residential garden for the host 

property, Daisy Barn. Following clarification with the Planning Enforcement team, who 
looked at historical aerial photographs of the site, it is considered that this area of land 
has been used as a residential garden since the original barn conversion took place in 
2001. For this reason, it is my opinion that the land has an existing residential use, 
meaning that the use of the land before and after the proposed development would be 
the same. The assessment would be different if the area in question were paddock 
land, where no residential use exists, which would hold an objection in principle in my 
view. However, with respect to the relevant aforementioned SLP and ELP policies, 
given that the area in question is currently residential garden land, the principle of 
residential development is acceptable in my opinion, as a further subdivision of an 
existing residential plot would have less impact on the character of the countryside 
than would be the case if the proposal was for a new plot encroaching into open 
countryside. 

 



4.3.8 ELP Policies SP2 and CGB1 allow for infilling development that does not extend the 
built core of a Category B village, which is broadly similar to the purposes and aims of 
SLP Policy 6. Notwithstanding the loose principle of development set by the use of this 
land as residential garden, in my opinion, development on this site would not extend 
the built core of the village because the existing boundary is the outer most part of the 
village core, in the absence of a defined settlement boundary. The land beyond the 
boundaries to the south and east would be outside the village core in my view, but the 
clear boundary between the site and the adjacent fields identifies that this site is the 
outer most part of Rushden in my opinion. The site has buildings within close proximity 
located to the north-west and east, in the form of Daisy Barn and Field Cottage, which 
lends itself to being an infill plot in my view. That said, it could also be argued that, 
given the location of the site at the southernmost point of Treacle Lane, any 
development here would extend the built core of Rushden, through the erection of a 
building on an area where there is currently no built form towards the open countryside. 
Therefore, there is potentially a conflict with aspects SLP and ELP policies in this 
regard.  

 
4.3.9 However, it is acknowledged that the Council cannot demonstrate a 5-year land supply. 

At the time of writing, the Council’s five-year land supply is 1.47 years, which is a 
significant shortfall and therefore the provisions set out in paragraph 11 of the NPPF 
encourages the supply of housing in the context of the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. The planning balance will be outlined later in this report.  

 
 Sustainability  
 
4.3.10 The overarching goal of the NPPF is to achieve sustainable development, as outlined 

within paragraph 7. The three overarching objectives of economic, social, and 
environmental sustainability are considerations that should be weighed up in the 
planning balance.  

 
4.3.11 With respect to economic sustainability, the erection of 1 dwelling would bring modest 

benefits throughout the construction phase, which would likely utilise local tradesmen. 
Other economic benefits as I see them, are the use of more local services in 
surrounding villages, as well as slightly more distant services in Letchworth and 
Baldock. These benefits are considered to be modest in my view and attribute modest 
weight.  

 
4.3.12 Social sustainability would be impacted through the delivery of 1 dwelling against the 

Districts five-year land supply position, which has significantly deteriorated and 
warrants engaging of the tilted balance. As I have already pointed out, the contribution 
that small sites can make to an areas housing figures is important, and this should be 
given modest weight in my view. 

 
4.3.13 Lastly, environmental sustainability would be impacted significantly by the development 

in my view. The applicant states that they wish to incorporate sustainable building 
methods and technology into this development. They state that the host dwelling is 
limited in its potential for further sustainable measures, given its age, so a new dwelling 
would allow them to pursue sustainable living. These are all welcomed by the LPA and 
would make a positive impact upon the environment. That said, Rushden has very little 
in the way of services regardless of its designation as a Category B settlement. This 
means that the occupiers would likely rely on private vehicles for the majority of their 
needs which is not inherently sustainable for the purposes of the environmental pillar. 
However, the additional trips generated by a single dwelling would be unlikely to 
generate movements sufficient to conflict with the aims of the NPPF to minimise the 
need for travel and maximise use of sustainable transport modes. Therefore, this 
should be attributed moderate weight in my opinion.  



 
       Heritage Assets 
 
4.3.14 As stated, the site and host property are outside of the Conservation Area, but they are 

within close proximity to a neighbouring listed building, Field Cottage. The supporting 
planning statement makes a case that a dwelling on this site would not have any 
material harm to the designated heritage asset, given previous planning decisions on 
the neighbouring property and the indicative design of the dwelling. In my view, the 
principle of a dwelling on this location would have some harm, albeit less than 
substantial, upon the setting of the neighbouring listed building, given its visibility from 
the A507 over the countryside that would be screened by a dwelling on site. Paragraph 
202 of the NPPF states:  

 
 “Where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm to the  

significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against 
the public benefits of the proposal including, where appropriate, securing its 
optimum viable use”. 
 

4.3.15 As such, it is considered that a dwelling on this site would lead to less than substantial 
harm to the setting of the nearby listed property, Field Cottage. The public benefits of 
this proposal are a modest delivery of 1 dwelling against the 5-year land supply. In my 
opinion, the proposed development would not enhance or better reveal the significance 
of the neighbouring listed building; in fact, it would likely do the opposite, but this harm 
is still considered to be towards the lesser end of less than substantial harm. Given that 
the application is for a single sustainably built dwelling for the occupants of Daisy Barn, 
it is my considered view that the modest benefits of 1 dwelling in this location outweigh 
the less than substantial harm to the designated heritage asset. This is in accordance 
with Section 16 of the NPPF and ELP Policy HE1.  

 
4.3.16 As stated already, following revised publications of the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), the councils five-year land supply position has deteriorated. At this 
time, the council cannot demonstrate a five-year land supply, and in these 
circumstances, the tilted balance set out in paragraph 11 of the NPPF is engaged. 
However, in line with footnote 7 policies, the application of policies which protect 
heritage assets must give a clear reason for refusal in order to dis-engage the tilted 
balance. In my view, given that the less than substantial harm attributed by the 
principle of this development is outweighed by the public benefits of 1 dwelling against 
the 5-year land supply and local economic/social benefits, the application of footnote 7 
policies affecting designated heritage assets does not provide a clear reason for 
refusal. Therefore, the tilted balance is not dis-engaged in accordance with paragraph 
11d of the NPPF, whereby permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts 
of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits 
 
Planning Balance 
 

4.3.17 In the absence of a five-year land supply and in accordance with paragraph 11d of the 
NPPF, planning permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so 
would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. The application of footnote 
7 policies has not provided a clear reason for refusing development, which means the 
neutral balance is not engaged in this instance.  

 
 
4.3.18 The area of land in question is currently used as a residential garden and has been in 

such a use since the original barn conversion took place, on the balance of 
probabilities. Therefore, there is a principle for further residential development in this 
instance because the existing and proposed use of the land would remain the same; 



residential. This principle of residential development should be awarded moderate 
weight in the planning balance in my opinion. 

 
4.3.19 With respect to Rushden’s designation as a Category B settlement and the fact that    

the site is within the Rural Area Beyond the Green Belt, it could also be argued that, 
given the location of the site at the southernmost point of Treacle Lane, any 
development here would extend the built core of Rushden. However, in my considered 
opinion, the proposed development would not extend the built core of the village 
towards an area of open countryside because the existing boundary is the outer most 
part of the village core, in the absence of a defined settlement boundary. For this 
reason, as well as owing to the existence of other dwellings to the north-west and east 
the proposal can be considered as infill development because the site is not isolated 
from other development. The scheme is therefore considered in line to ELP Policy SP2 
and CGB1, as well as SLP Policy 6. These policy considerations should be awarded 
great weight in the planning balance in my view.  

 
4.3.20 With respect to the three pillars of sustainability, the scheme has some modest 

economic and social benefits, including the construction phase that would utilise local 
services, the use of services in nearby villages and towns and the addition of 1 
dwelling towards the Districts housing supply shortfall. Furthermore, the scheme also 
seeks to incorporates environmental benefits, such as the incorporation of sustainable 
building methods and technology into the development. That said, regardless of the 
Category B designation the occupants would likely be forced to use private vehicles for 
access to services locally but seeing as the application is for a single dwelling the trips 
generated by the proposal would likely not generate movements sufficient to conflict 
with the aims of the NPPF. The scheme is therefore considered acceptable with 
respect to the three pillars of sustainability.  
 

4.3.21 Lastly, the application site is within relatively close proximity to the neighbouring listed 
building, Field Cottage. In my view, the principle of a dwelling on this location would 
have some harm, albeit less than substantial, upon the setting of the neighbouring 
listed building, but this level of harm is outweighed by the benefits of 1 dwelling against 
the 5-year land supply and modest social, economic, and environmental benefits in my 
view. This is deemed in accordance with Section 16 of the NPPF and ELP Policy HE1 
which should be awarded moderate weight.  
 

4.3.22 As such, the proposed development would provide an additional dwelling, effecting the 
shortfall in housing land supply, albeit limited to one. It is my considered view that the 
scheme has a favourable principle of development, owing to the sites existing use as a 
residential garden. The proposal attributes on-balance compliance with the relevant 
Saved and Emerging Local Plan policies and it would occasion less than substantial 
harm to the setting of the nearby listed building, where the public benefits do outweigh 
the harm in my view. The scheme would also have modest social, economic, and 
environmental benefits locally. As such, in the absence of a 5-year land supply, the 
harm occasioned by the principle of this development, which is limited to less than 
substantial harm to the setting of a nearby listed building, does not significantly 
outweigh the benefit of 1 dwelling against the Council’s 5-year land supply and modest 
local economic, social, and environmental benefits. Therefore, on balance it is 
considered that the proposed development should be approved.  

 
 
4.4    Conclusion 
 
4.4.1 In conclusion, the proposed development would provide one additional dwelling against 

the current 5-year land supply shortfall, as well as modest social, economic, and 
environmental benefits. The site has a favourable principle of development for 



residential which is supported, on balance, by the relevant SLP and ELP policies. The 
application is an outline, which only allows for consideration of relevant planning policy, 
the principle of development and sustainability. In my view, the principle of residential 
development is acceptable, and the harm occasioned by such a proposal, which is 
limited to less than substantial harm to the setting of a nearby listed building, does not 
significantly outweigh the benefits. The scheme is therefore deemed complaint with 
Policies 6 and 57 of the Saved Local Plan, the general provisions set out within the 
NPPF and Policies CGB1, SP2 and SP5 of the Emerging Local Plan.  

 
4.5    Alternative Options 
 
4.5.1   N/A 
  
4.6    Pre-Commencement Conditions 
 
4.6.1 N/A 
 
4.7    Climate Change Mitigation Measures 
 
4.7.1 In accordance with the consultation from Environmental Health, a condition stating that 

the proposed development shall incorporate an EV charging point will be implemented 
on any subsequent decision notice. This is in accordance with Section 14 of the NPPF 
2021. 

 
5.0    Recommendation 
 
5.1    That planning permission be APPROVED subject to the following conditions: 
 
 1. Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, approval of the details of 

the siting, design and external appearance of the development and the landscaping of 
the site (hereinafter called "the reserved matters") shall be obtained in writing from the 
Local Planning Authority. 

  
 Reason: To comply with the provisions of Article 3 of the Town and Country Planning 

(General Development Procedure) Order 1995 as amended. 
 
 2. Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning 

Authority before the expiration of 3 years from the date of this permission, and the 
development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 2 years from 
the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved. 

  
 Reason: To comply with the provisions of Section 92 of the Town and Country 

Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory 
Purchase Act 2004. 

 
 3. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out wholly in accordance with the 

details specified in the application and supporting approved documents and plans 
listed above. 

 
  
 Reason: To ensure the development is carried out in accordance with details which 

form the basis of this grant of permission. 
 
 4. Prior to occupation, the proposed new dwelling shall incorporate an Electric Vehicle 

(EV) ready domestic charging point. 
  



 Reason: To contribute to the objective of providing a sustainable transport network 
and to provide the necessary infrastructure to help off-set the adverse impact of the 
operational phase of the development on local air quality.  

 
 5. Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted 

Development) Order 2015 as amended no development as set out in Classes A, B, C, 
D and E of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the Order, (or any subsequent Statutory 
Instrument which revokes, amends and/or replaces those provisions) shall be carried 
out without first obtaining a specific planning permission from the Local Planning 
Authority. 

  
 Reason: Given the nature of this development, the Local Planning Authority considers 

that development which would normally be "permitted development" should be 
retained within planning control in the interests of the character and amenities of the 
area. 

 
 6. Before the first occupation of the dwelling hereby approved, secure cycle storage is to 

be provided in the rear garden. 
  
 Reason: To comply with the provisions of the SPD Parking Provision at New 

Developments. 
 
 7. The hammerhead turning point required under planning application 01/00635/1 shall 

be maintained in accordance with the submitted HM Land Registry plan and retained 
in perpetuity.  

  
 Reason: the turning point is used by Waste Management Services and Emergency 

Services, therefore it is important that such access is not obstructed by the 
development. 

 
 
 Proactive Statement: 
 
  Planning permission has been granted for this proposal.  Discussion with the 

applicant to seek an acceptable solution was not necessary in this instance.  The 
Council has therefore acted proactively in line with the requirements of the 
Framework (paragraph 38) and in accordance with the Town and Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


