@

H09/0198/02

RESERVED MATTERS

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

Tel:

Description:

Location:

Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Land off St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks

VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02

Targets: To case office
Inspected by

Extra contacts

Refer outstanding

44 DWE Newbuild

Listed building:

Conservation Area:

CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Site/Press Advert MAJ
Site/Press Advert MAJ
Clerk to Holbeach PC

Mrs Harrington
Clir C N Worth

R chiedins O e 4P 2o doxe.

26-FEB-02

05-MAR-02
12-MAR-02
26-MAR-02

S 0 U TH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIC
Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services

Bob Atkins
Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
01775 767968

Case Officer:

L SMITH

TARGET COMMITTEE  03-APR-02
Report deadline: ~ 20-MAR-02

TERM DATE: 16-APR-02

Agreed TD Ext:  18-JUt-02

PRTET TR G2

Sent Expiry
05-MAR-02 26-MAR-02
11-JUN-02 02-JUL-02

01406 426739 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEII 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




. S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

H09/0198/02

RESERVED MATTERS

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.

Tel: 01775 767968
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Case Officer:
L SMITH
Location: Land off St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks

VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02

Targets: To case officel 26-FEB-02
Inspected by 05-MAR-02

Extra contacts 12-MAR-02

Refer outstanding 26-MAR-02

TARGET COMMITTEE  03-APR-02
Report deadiine:  20-MAR-02

TERM DATE: 16-APR-02

Agreed TD Ext:  18-JUL-02
44 DWE Newbuild

Listed building:
Conservation Area:

CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Sent Expiry
Mr & Mrs Potter 1 White City Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Reeve Wildwinds 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs J J Sprake 21 Crown Avenue 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
B Smith & B Anaman The Old Vicarage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
P Smith 3 White City Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr J Dunham Snr, Mr Carol Ann 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Waltts 2 Somerset Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
B Lumley Tree Tops 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Davison Five Trees 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
F E Janes Chapel House 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs J Pond Colin Esk 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Johnson Woodlyne 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Rust Laceytone Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
R Johnson Marsh Villa 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
P & J Johnson Woodbyne House 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Price West Lodge councigTMAY'oz 21-JUN-02
P Beard Old Forge Cottage Priory RO1AMAY-02 21-JUN-02
J Durham Snr, C Dunh Carol Ann Spalding31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr T Rust 5 Browne Wilkinson W rtlEanI; M1EMAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs M Hay Hartley House Telepho 1- 2?-)8;% 6l 21-JUN-02
Mrs K Loten c/o Holbeach St Mark Fax: 51-% 504253 21-JUN-02

Mr & Mrs Jackson

Applejack

Email:  31-MAXsRand.gov.uk21-JUN-02




H09/0198/02

RESERVED MATTERS

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins
Chief Executive
Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services

Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.

Tel: 01775 767968
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Case Officer:
L SMITH
Location: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02 TARGET COMMITTEE  03-APR-02
Targets: To case officer ~ 26-FEB-02 Report deadline: ~ 20-MAR-02
Inspected by 05-MAR-02
Extra contacts  12-MAR-02 TERM DATE: 16-APR-02
Refer outstanding 26-MAR-02
Agreed TD Ext;  18-JUL-02
44 DWE Newbuild
Listed building:
Conservation Area:
CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT
Sent Expiry
Mr & Mrs Richards 20 Crown Avenue 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr D Tickner 3 Main Road 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr G Crouch The Beagles 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs G Crouch The Beagles 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Miss R Rowson New Buildings 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
H Waterfall 8 Browne Wilkinson W 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs J C H Stobart Coastguard Station 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs O Mitchell Holbeach & District 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
John Hayes MP House of Commons 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr R Crowhurst Fairview
Mrs T James Emily Jane
Mrs C Rook 3 Browne Wilkinson W
S & V Almey 2 Holly House
Miss R Janes Chapel House
G E Laith 21 Lapwater Lane
Mrs A Hogg & Mr P Da 2 St Marks Road Council Offices
Mr J Atkins 22 Crown Avenue Priory Road
Mr R Johnson St Marks Road Spalding
Mr & Mrs Holland 9 Lapwater Lane Lincolnshire
Mr M Williams & Miss Lavender Cottage el 2XE. ol
H V Spencer 4 Browne Wilkinson W felephone: 28:;;?; T ey
Mr & Mrs Allen 19 Lapwater Lane Email: Info@sholiand.gov.uk




H09/0198/02

RESERVED MATTERS

S 0 U TH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

Mr & Mrs Jackson

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.

Applejack

Tel: 01775 767968
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Case Officer:
L SMITH
Location: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02 TARGET COMMITTEE ~ 03-APR-02
Targets: To case officer  26-FEB-02 Report deadline:  20-MAR-02
Inspected by 05-MAR-02
Extra contacts  12-MAR-02 TERM DATE: 16-APR-02
Refer outstanding 26-MAR-02
Agreed TD Ext:  18-JUL-02
44 DWE Newbuild

Listed building:

Conservation Area:

CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Sent Expiry

Mr & Mrs Potter 1 White City Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Reeve Wildwinds 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs J J Sprake 21 Crown Avenue 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
B Smith & B Anaman The Old Vicarage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
P Smith 3 White City Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr J Dunham Carol Ann 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Watts 2 Somerset Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
B Lumley Tree Tops 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr C Davison Five Trees 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
F E Janes Chapel House 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs J Pond Colin Esk 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Johnson Woodlyne 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Rust Laceytone Cottage 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
R Johnson Marsh Villa 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
P & J Johnson Woodbyne House 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr & Mrs Price West Lodge CouncBoMAY-02 21-JUN-02
P Beard Old Forge Cottage Priory 842dMAY-02 21-JUN-02
J Durham Snr, C Dunh Carol Ann cpalding 1 -MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mr T Rust 5 Browne Wilkinson W PEI 1 22A-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Mrs M Hay Hartley House Telephahb- N0 1161  21-JUN-02
Mrs K Loten c/o Holbeach St Mark Fax:  31-MAWSD2!1253  21-JUN-02

Email: 34 _\Np@Ro/andgovulo4_ jUN-02



H09/0198/02

RESERVED MATTERS

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

Tel:

Description:

LLocation:

Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Land off St Marks Road

S 0 U TMH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins
Chief Executive
Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services

Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Holbeach St Marks

VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02

Targets: To case officel 26-FEB-02
Inspected by 05-MAR-02

Extra contacts 12-MAR-02

Refer outstanding 26-MAR-02

44 DWE Newbuild

Listed building:
Conservation Area:

CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT

Mr & Mrs Richards
D Tickner

Mr G Crouch

Mrs C Crouch
Miss R Rowson

H Waterfall

Mrs J C H Stobart
Mrs O Mitchell
John Hayes MP
Site/Press Advert
Site/Press Advert
Mrs Harrington
Clir C N Worth

20 Crown Avenue

3 Main Road

The Beagles

The Beagles

New Buildings

8 Browne Wilkinson W
Coastguard Station
Holbeach & District
House of Commons
MAJ

MAJ

Clerk to Holbeach PC

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.

01775 767968
Case Officer:
L SMITH
TARGET COMMITTEE  03-APR-02
Report deadline:  20-MAR-02
TERM DATE: 16-APR-02
Agreed TD Ext:  18-JUL-02
Sent Expiry
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
05-MAR-02 26-MAR-02
11-JUN-02 02-JUL-02
01406 426739 31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
31-MAY-02 21-JUN-02
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEVY 2XE
Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253

Email:

Info@sholland.gov.uk




H09/0198/02
RESERVED MATTERS

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

. 4 .
Tel c / 1‘\ 7\b."“\

Description: Erection of 44 dwellings
(Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks

VALID DATE: 19-FEB-02

>

Targets: To case officer  26-FEB-02
Inspected by 05-MAR-02
Extra contacts 12-MAR-02
Refer outstanding 26-MAR-02
44 DWE Newbuild
Listed building:
Conservation Area:
CONSULTATIONS CARRIED OUT
Site/Press Advert MA.J
Mrs Harrington Clerk to Holbeach PC
Clir C N Worth

(D?)Oih ‘ﬂ)“if 55{5‘@ Y Chn J{yfp

S 0 U TH

HOLLAND

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.

01775 767968

Case Officer:

L SMITH

TARGET COMMITTEE  03-APR-02
Report deadline:  20-MAR-02

TERM DATE: 16-APR-02

Agreed TD Ext:

Sent Expiry
05-MAR-02 26-MAR-02
01406 426739 28-FEB-02 21-MAR-02
28-FEB-02 21-MAR-02

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk



for DC

Fee validation check:

DC RECORD SHEET Registration |
» Reference -1 1.2 o jem | TR 4 R
. ;e O Cross-reference
Case Officer PN
Directions
Standard  Scale dwg Non-standard  Ariced [ | Advert oner [
’ ——

Surface water Reg 4 Env Assess

Agric appraisal I i LB (510) LDC ‘ I
Direction authorised by No of copies Details
Senior Officer
Further direction au- No of copies Details
thorised by Senior Of-
ficer
Information satisfactory

]

Consultations/Publicity

Amended description £~ .4 . ,.‘, P
‘ PNt oy -~ ol p SN
) w /"H

LA AL Mj .

Non-Standard
E E E l I.' -I
Setting of LB
Public Right of Wa

Depérture

Consultations

Conserv Area

Discretionary

>> County Planning.

Acknowledged / Standard Consults / Public register

]

All

ROW
T15
TRA

Selected

Viz:’

L]

ENV
EA

DEM
LB

[ 00 O

ARC
AG
[HAZ

HSC
PLA

ADV
ADJ

L0 O

————
—

OTHER

) 4

Extra (Case Officer after in-

spection)

Specify:

Second Stage (after revali-
dation)

Reconsult
None D
Y

Specify

Senior Officer confirmed: /£ 2, - 2~32.

Residents (Adjacent only)

Addresses :

Deliver/Post

Residents(consult first time)

Addresses :

Deliver/Post




Assessment

Notes for Case Officer

Site Inspection

Accuracy ?
Neighbours ?

Boundaries 7

Features 7

Inspectedby  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Date -

Site Nolice posted by _@? o Cf) A/V\LJU"M
Date - -A;hé

Resident Notices delivered by

Date

Telephone and Visitor Record
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Validation Record Sheet

Reference ... .-, |

Submitted Fee £ 3 3¢, Fees Invalid
Receipt No (=2 [ "] Correct fee| £ G3((] Nil / discount Reason: Reminder
Date received 0 ren I Fees e
Additional £ Receipt No Site plans Cancelled
VALID | .~ é Refund £ Voucher No Certificate [ | o
Other E

Type : L2

Description :

(if different from form)

Site area

No of dwellings L+ (J-

Floorspace

edevelop / Use / Ext / Alt / Works

Earlier permission reference

GRID REFERENCE

S23915) 231362

Building Control records:
Already submitted - Ref

Request needed

o
A
——

NOTES



Planning Application Plotting Check
SPATIAL INFORMATION

Land Charges entries include Reference; Description; Date of notice; Date registered; Part of LLC Register
Other entries contain descriptions or references only

Wards

COUNCILORS
Holbeach Hurn 70987606 C N Worth

Code G
Parish Boundary

ADMINID ONS_CODE FC HA COUNT
005589 HOLBEACHCP 3903 13980.620 0

Planning Applications from1998
DISPLAYFLG

H08/0963/98 20602 537183 331365 0
H09/0198/02 20575 537181 331362 0



S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr & Mrs Potter

1 White City Cottages

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8GY
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire

PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:

H09/0198/02

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant; Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London lLincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

B Smith & B Anaman

The Old Vicarage

St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PE!1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk

D0




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

P Smith
3 White City Cottages
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding
Lincs.
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE
Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: {01775) 711253

Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr J Dunham Snr, Mr J Dunham Jnr & Carol Dunh

Carol Ann
Main Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE
Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253

Email: info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office
16 Carlton House Terrace

London
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Willow Lodge"
Horseshoe Road
Spalding
Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr & Mrs Davison
Five Trees

St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEII 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (OQutline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

P & J Johnson
Woodbyne House
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8DZ

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location:; Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr & Mrs Price

West Lodge

Crown Avenue

Holbeach St Marks

Spaiding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent; East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr T Rust

5 Browne Wilkinson Walk

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8HE
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI 1l 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs M Hay
Hartley House
Holbeach Marsh
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8EW

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire

PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no: H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Qutline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr D Tickner

3 Main Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8DZ

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:

H09/0198/02

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr G Crouch
The Beagles
Main Road
Holbech St Marks
Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE
Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253

Emait: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs G Crouch

The Beagles
Main Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI1 2XE
Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253

Email: Iinfo@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs O Mitchell

Holbeach & District Civic Society

1 Wheatsheaf Close

Holbeach

Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 76116l
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office
16 Carlton House Terrace

London
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Willow Lodge"
Horseshoe Road
Spalding
Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr R Crowhurst
Fairview
Leadenhall Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spaiding

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI I 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midiands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs T James

Emily Jane

27 Crown Avenue

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs C Rook

3 Browne Wilkinson Walk
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8HE

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEII 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

S &V Almey

2 Holly House

Leadenhall Road

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:  H09/0198/02

Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office
16 Carlton House Terrace

London
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Miss R Janes
Chapel House
Main Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

S 0 U TMH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Willow Lodge"

Horseshoe Road

Spalding

Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEII 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type:  RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

G E Laith

21 Lapwater Lane
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8ET

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI} 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Emait: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U TH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mrs A Hogg & Mr P Daw
2 St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8DZ

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire

PEI1 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:  H09/0198/02

Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office

16 Carlton House Terrace

London
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr J Atkins

22 Crown Avenue
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8EU

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Wiliow Lodge"

Horseshoe Road

Spalding

Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholtand.gov.uk




Application no:

H09/0198/02

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr R Johnson

St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding

Lincs.
Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent:

Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office

16 Carlton House Terrace

London
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

S 0 U TH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

East Midlands Design Assoc.
“Willow Lodge"

Horseshoe Road

Spalding

Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr & Mrs Holland
9 Lapwater Lane
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8ET

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:

Applicant:

Description:

Location:

H09/0198/02

Nestwood Homes Developments
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office

16 Carlton House Terrace
London

Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline HOS/0963/98)

Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Willow Lodge"
Horseshoe Road
Spalding
Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr M Williams & Miss A Campling
Lavender Cottage

Lincoln Lane

Holbeach St Marks

Spalding

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Application no:  H09/0198/02

Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck & "Willow Lodge"
The Crown Estate Office Horseshoe Road
16 Carlton House Terrace Spalding
London Lincs PE11 3JA
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

19-SEP-02
Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has
been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of
applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

H V Spencer

4 Browne Wilkinson Walk
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding

Lincs. PE12 8HE

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIT 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Application no:

Applicant:

Description:

Location:

H09/0198/02

Nestwood Homes Developments
Beck Bank West Pinchbeck &
The Crown Estate Office

16 Carlton House Terrace
London

Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

Type: RESERVED MATTERS

Dear Sir/Madam,

PLANNING DECISION

The above application for planning permission has now been considered, together with your comments, and it has

been decided that permission should be granted in this case.

The full details, including any conditions which may have been imposed, can be seen by inspecting the register of

S 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Agent: East Midlands Design Assoc.
"Willow Lodge"
Horseshoe Road
Spalding
Lincs PE11 3JA

19-SEP-02

applications which is available in this Department during normal office hours.

Yours faithfully

Head of Planning & Development

Mr & Mrs Allen
19 Lapwater Lane
Holbeach St Marks

Spalding

Lincs.

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire

PEII 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




Anglian Water
New Developments
Enterprise House
Waterside South
Lincoln

LN5 7JE

Dear Sirs,

S 0 U TMH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Mr S Thorn
HO09/0198/02

From:

Our Ref:
Your Ref:

4™ October 2002

Residential Development — Erection of 40 Dwellings at land off St Marks Road, Holbeach St

Marks, Spalding, Lincs.

I attach a letter for your attention from a resident in connection with enquiries about the sewage
system in relation to the above development.

Yours faithfully,

Steve Thomn
Admin Assistant
Development Control

Copy to:

Nestwood Homes Developments
The Corner House

Beck Bank

West Pinchbeck

Spalding

Lincs.

The Crown Estate Office
16 Carlton House Terrace
London

SW14 SAH

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Info@sholland.gov.uk

Email:
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South Holland District Council, Woodbyne House,
Environment & Health Dept, Holbeach St. Marks,
Council Offices, , Spalding,

Priory Road, ~ Lincs.

Spalding, Lincs PE12 8DZ

PE11 2XQ

2nd October 2002

Residential Development H09/0963/98 -}l
Hoq‘ ry te‘c"g\__ (lM.-J\&J H#/

Dear Sir,

I have been advised to write to you regarding the Sewage System being used on the above
housing development at Holbeach St Marks.

Ourselves and other residents are very concerned that the sewage is to be put into the
Main Drain through the centre of the village, and is very near to houses. Could you please
give us answers to the following questions.

Can you assure us all that this system will never breakdown and cause a terrible stench and
air pollution
What happens when we have an electricity failure, I understand that raw sewage oozes

until the electric supply has been rectified, how long would we have to put up with the
stench from blocked pipes. Holbeach St Marks does have electricity failure, more so

with 40 more houses.

Cracked or faulty pipes would cause seeping sewage, how long would we have to endure a
smell as this problem may only canse smells periodically.

The sewage system designed fo go through the village is completely wrong. An existing
system could be up-dated and used, or a complete rethink of the sewage system of these

houses should be put into place.

We would be pleased to meet you and discuss this problem with you, you could then see
for yourselves how close the houses are to the drain.

Ag these houses are now being built a prompt reply would be appreciated, or perhaps the
building should cease until all problems and concerns are dealt with.

Yours Faithfully,




ENVIRONMENT AGENCY

ANGLIAN REGION

WATER RESOURCES ACT 1991, PART 1III

NOTICE OF APPLICATION FOR CONSENT IN PURSUANCE OF SCHEDULE 10 (AS
AMENDED BY THE ENVIRONMENT ACT 1995)

Notice is hereby given, in accordance with Schedule 10 of the Water Resources Act 1991 (as amended
by the Environment Act 1995), that an application has been made to the Environment Agency, Anglian
Region, by Nestwood Homes Developments Ltd for consent to discharge 25 cubic metres per day of
Treated Sewage Effluent from a new residential development adjacent to the church, St Marks Road,
Holbeach St Marks, Spalding, Lincolnshire, into the drain adjacent to St Marks Road at National Grid
Reference TF 3726 3129.

Any person who wishes to make representations about the application should do so in writing to the
Area Environment Manager, Environment Agency, Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2
5HA, to arrive not later than 21 November 2002, quoting reference No.PRNNF/12883.

A copy of the application may be inspected free of charge at the offices of the Environment Agency,
Stepping Stone Walk, Winfrey Avenue, Spalding, Lincolnshire, PE11 1DA at all reasonable hours.

Signed: David Hawley, Area Environment Manager

On behalf of: Environment Agency, Anglian Region - Northern Area.

Date: 1 October 2002

The Environment Agency is committed to maintaining and, where possible,
improving water quality. If, after full consideration of this application and any
representations made by interested parties, it is decided that consent can be
given, then conditions will be imposed to ensure that the effluent receives
treatment before discharge to the receiving waters so that the above aims are
met.

If you wish to discuss this matter please contact Palmira Arenaz-Laborda on
(01522) 513100 between 9 am and 5 pm Monday to Friday.




ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

WATER RESOURCES ACT 1991 (schedule 10)

(as amended by the Environment Act 1995)

Application for new consent/variation to an existing consent* to discharge
( * delete as appropriate)

Re "Dnal/Area Adlirres Official Use Only ,
gjﬁq RACAVR A/]‘»w 1 Dist/Area Ref: S33, /Sy i/ 4 |
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DETAILS OF DISCHARGE(S)

State the nature of the discharge(s) (see note 1 aind i1) - tick one or more boxes as appropriate:~

[]

Sewage Effluent - volume of 5 cubic metres per day or less

Sewage Effluent - volume greater than 5 cubic metres per day (complete annexe 1)
Sewage Effluent discharged under storm or emergency conditions (complete annexe 2)
Cooling Water (complete annexe 3)

Trade Effluent (including site drainage) (complete annexe 3)

Others (please specify)
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Please state the maximum quantity it is proposed o discharge in any one day { 7 Lz m*/day
. . ™~
Briefly state how this figure was calculated {se2 note i1},
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a) Indicate p oposed means of discharge - tick as appropriate and show on plan:-
(for 1, 2 & 3 please state dimensions below)

- [ ) — o i .
i. Pipe A 4. Borehole [ 7. Sub-Irrigation System L]
2. Channel [ 5. Well L] 8. Combination of 6. & 7. L]
3. Cll vert D 6. Soakaway L 9. Other (picase specify below) L
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, ;""vpc of Treatment Plant(s) to be used (piease specify make and model) - tick as appropriate:-

-~ . /
septic Tank (] Package Sewage Treatment Works A Other L]
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h) Will the treatment process involve the use of any chemicals (eg ferric salts, polyelet lyteé) @
If ves please give details.

2.6 «) On what date do you anticipate the discharge will commence? 771 ars 157

o) If you require the cousent for a limited time period please give dates;  from: | _—F——7"_

to: %

>3 If the discharge is not continuous please detail the period/circumstances when it will occur.
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2.7 1 Are there any existing consents for discharee trom the premises @ =o= =i v 07 YIN |
o el 2t

If yes, please give the reference numbers (Any further informarion should be given in section 5.3).
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by Has any person had a Prohibiiton Nodce served on them in respect of this site? F*
Wyes 1

lease give the reference number.
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Please indicate source of the water supply - tick as appropriate:-

1. Well
2. Borehole

3. Precipitation (eg. rain or snow)

5. River (please give name below)

6. Estuary (please give name below)

RN

7. Coastal Water (please give name below)

ROOO

4. Mains (please state water supply company)
J “Y'\\ A
v

DETAILS OF RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT

Receiving Medium - tick the category(s) to which the proposed discharge(s) is(are) to be made:-

1. Estuarial Water (tidal river or stream) [] 5. Into Land L]
2. River or Stream (non-tidal) E( 6. Ont_o Land L]
3. Canal [] 7. Directly into Groundwater L]
4. Lake, Loch or Pond L] 8. Coastal Water (see note vii} ]

State name of receiving water if known.

_—

) |

In the case of sub-irrigation systems, soakaways or boreholes:-

(a) Is any part of the system within 5 metres of the boundary of the pre

{by Is any part of the system within 10 metres of a watercourse? L Y/N

/ ) I,V - < . )L I., COe b ,;Fi - S(\ e e Frve P t? - b ‘;—‘l‘ - - r T i
{¢) Is any part of the system within 50 metres of a boreh spriag . Y/N |
{(d) For wells and boreholes state dimension(s) infetres. [ m]
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5 “.ILS OF APPLICANT AND OTHER INFORMATION

3.1 322 zensral potes and nots ix)

(a) Full name and postal address Of applicant. This should be the person who will become the
consent holder should consent be issued.
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Plepos give tull name and address 1o which bills should be sent if different to that given above:




DECLARATION

Irwe:
apply under the Water Resources Act 1991 (as amended by the Environment Act 1995) for consent
to discharge, as described in this Application. “This Application” means this page, all the other
pages of this form and any attached annexes, the attached plan(s), any other sheets attached, and any
other written information supplied to support the application.
2. enclose the required application fee, payable to the Environment Agency (see note x).
3. enclose 3 copies of the plan(s) and location maps with all relevant information clearly marked
4. will pay required advertising costs / > Kit)
by confirm that I/we™ will notify the Environment Agency of any changes in the information in this
application which might be material to the continuation of the consent.
6. confirm that the information given in this application and any questions which the Environment
Agency may have about it is/will™ be true to the best of my/our® knowledge, information and belief
xd am/are*® not aware of any other facts or information which might affect the granting of a con-
sent. or conditions which might be put on it {se2 aote «iii).
7 confirm that Ywe™ will pay any annual charges due should a consent be granted YES/NO*. If no
picase indicate who will by completing section 5.2 above {522 nore Xiv).
(* Delete as appropriate)
R e — S .
SIGNED: ., et ra s rr s e sea e et s b sos PR?{NT NAME: \ a5 \...ﬁ.. - .)L\:.’ai.la‘txz,.,.;\
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Plheoson B rURy THIS FORM TO THE ADORESS GUVEN ON THE FRONT PAGE
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ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

SEWAG= EFFLUENT GREATER THAN 5 CUBIC METRES PER DAY

to discharge more than 5 cubic metres per day of o
1ge effluent (if the effluent is to contain a trade % '~
componeti Annexe 3 should also be completed).
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cumplete this annexe if you are proposing
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fro maxumm popuianon served by the trearment works.

Prease give reasons for any variions i population eg. holiday resort trulning area. seusonal

dved

teg. residentiall resorto industrial ete.
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Site off St Marks Road,
Holbeach St Marks

wesd

1548 ?

Holbeach St Marks
Primary Schoot
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» A '.jEOrdnance © Crown copyright 2001. All rights reserved. Licence Number 100020449, Survey Scals - 1:2500 Plolted Scxle - 1:2500
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July 2001
CARTER JONAS




Hole Va7

ENVIRONMENT
OUI' Ref: PRNNF/12883 EN€¥‘ - e
Date: 18 September 2002
Chief Executive :
South Holland District Council ;; 2 4 SEP 2002
Council Offices {
Priory Road ;
Spalding

Lincolnshire, PE11 2XE ‘—M-l S

Dear Sir/Madam

WATER RESOURCES ACT 1991 - SCHEDULE 10 (AS AMENDED BY
THE ENVIRONMENT ACT 1995)

APPLICATION BY Nestwood Homes Developments Ltd TO
DISCHARGE Sewage Effluent FROM A residential development (40 units)
adjacent to Church, St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks, Spalding,
Lincolnshire

In pursuance of the above Act I enclose a copy of the above application. Will
you please send any observations you may have no later than 30 October 2002.

Should we receive nothing from you by this date we will assume that you have
no comments in this instance.

This application is being advertised in the London Gazette and in a local paper
as required under the Act. A copy of the Notice which is being published is also

enclosed.

Yours faithfully

e
: NMe C—v—;&—e 3
SIMON J NUGENT { ‘0,{-
w —

Team Leader Water Quality Consenting (Northern) o.l)(, o

Please ask for: Palmira Arenaz-Laborda F—' £ /

-

Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln LN2 SHA
Tel: 01522 513100 Fax: 01522 512927
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SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM e e e
| Hty 2002 3

To: Director of Customer Services
(FAO Mike Saywood/Dave Gedney) ; - AT

From: Jacqui Berridge e

Administrative Officer
Our Ref: JMB/PL 534
Date: 14 August 2002

Subject: Planning application reference H09/0198/02
Residential development at St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
(Nestwood Homes Developments Limited)

The Planning Obligation relating to the above application has now been completed and a copy is
enclosed for your records. Subject to no other matters being outstanding 1 should be most
grateful if you would now release the planning permission.

d

! {

Jacqui Berridge
Administrative Officer

Enclosed: Copy Obligation




DEED

made under Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990

between

SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

and

NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

re

residential development at
St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

I hereby certify that this is a true copy of the above Deed

WQL

Head of Legal and Member Services




_'I;I_I.I—S-—Q-E—EQ is made the H_L day of A WaOST Two Thousand and two
BETWEEN THE SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL of Council Offices Priory Road
Spalding in the County of Lincoln (hereinafter called “the Council”) of the one part and
NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED whose registered office is situate at The
Comer House Beck Bank West Pinchbeck in the County of Lincoln (hereinafter called “the
Owner”) of the other part

RECITALS

(1)  The Council is the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of this Deed for the area
within which the land described in the First Schedule (“the Red Land”) and the land
described in the Second Schedule (“the Blue Land”) is situated and by whom the
obligations contained in this Deed are enforceable

(2)  The Owner is the owner in fee simple in possession free from incumbrances of the Red
Land

(3)  The freehold of the Blue Land forms part of the Crown Estate

4) The Owner has by application by its agent dated the nineteenth day of February Two
thousand and two (“the Planning Application™) applied to the Council for permission to
develop the Red Land in the manner and for the uses set out in the Planning Application
and 1in the plans specifications and particulars deposited with the Council and forming
part of the Planning Application more particularly set out in the Third Schedule (“the
Development™)

(5) The Council has decided to grant planning permission for the Development in
accordance with the Planning Application subject to the making of this Agreement
without which planning permission for the Development would not have been granted ___

NOW THIS DEED is made in pursuance of section 106 of the Town and Country Planning

Act 1990 and is a planning obligation for the purposes of that section and WITNESSES as
follows

1. The Owner covenants with the Council to observe the restrictions specified in the
Fourth Schedule
2. It is agreed and declared as follows:

2.1 The expressions “the Council” and “the Owner” shall include their successors in title
and assigns




22 The covenants contained in this Agreement shall take effect only upon the date
specified by the Owner in a written notice served upon the Council as the date upon
which the Development is to be commenced or if no such notice is served the actual

date on which the Development was begun within the meaning of section 56 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990

2.3 If the permission granted pursuant to the Planning Application shall expire before the
Development is begun as defined above or shall at any time be revoked this Agreement
shall forthwith determine and cease to have effect

2.4  Nothing in this Agreement shall prohibit or limit the right to develop any part of the
Red Land in accordance with a planning permission (other than one relating to the
Development as specified in the Planning Application) granted (whether or not on
appeal) after the date of this Agreement

2.5  The Council will upon the written request of the Owner at any time after the obligations
of the Owner under this Agreement have been fulfilled issue written confirmation
thereof and thereafter cancel all related entries in the Register of Local Land Charges __

2.6 This Agreement is a local land charge and shall be registered as such

IN WITNESS whereof these presents have been duly executed as a Deed by the parties hereto E
the day and year first before written !

FIRST SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Red Land”)

The land at St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks shown edged red on the attached plan

SECOND SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Blue Land”)

The land at St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks shown edged blue on the attached plan

THIRD SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Planning Application™)

Application for residential development on the Red Land in accordance with the plans and




particulars supplied therewith under planning application reference H09/0198/02

te
m
al FOURTH SCHEDULE
‘e (Restrictions to be observed)

The Owner hereby covenants not to commence nor to permit to be commenced more than
2 nineteen dwellings on the Red Land as part of the Development until such play equipment as
may be agreed in writing by the Council (which play equipment shall in any event include a
half pipe skateboard ramp a metal goal with 3 metre high sided panels and a basketball hoop)
has been provided to the satisfaction of the Council on such part of the Blue Land as may be
agreed in writing by the Council __

e < e

THE COMMON SEAL OF THE
SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL
was hereunto affixed in the presence of

Head of Legal and Member Services

Signed as a Deed by
NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
acting by a Director and its Secretary in the presence of

Director

v J\/SAQT‘,AVG{.

Secretary

T DT ot ar s ey o+
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Holbeach St Marks
Primary School

Pa--
¥°7Ing and Development

52-%l Offices. Priory Road, Spalding. Lincolnshire
=L 2XE

————

Scale: 1:2500
July 2002

This map is reprciuced from Ordnance Survey material with
permission of Orcance Survey on behalf of Her Majesty's
Stationery Office . =) Crown copyright. Unauthorised
reproduction infrir: jes Crown copyright and may lead to
prosecution or civ. proceedings. South Holland District Council
LAQ79413 2002




Gedney, David

From: Berridge, Jacqui

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2002 2:09 PM
To: Saywood, Mike; Gedney, David
Subject: development at holbeach st marks
Hello

Not sure who wants this so | have sent it to you both !!

The planning obligation relating to application reference H09/0198/02 — residential
development at St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks - has now been completed. Provided
there are no other matters outstanding the planning permission can now be released.

Jacqui
X 4206

Page 1




COUNTY OFFICES ||| Director: Richard Wills

i ®LNSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL

HIGHWAYS & PLANNING DIRECTORATE City Hall, Lincoln LN1 1DN
Telephone (01522) 552222 Fax (01522)553149

NEWLAND ¢ LINCOLN Minicom (01522) 552055

Your Ref: For further information contact
My Ref: RAW/SG T . Mr R Wills

A1 U Telephone Lincoln (01522) 553000
South Holland District Council 31 July 2002
Council Offices c )
Priory Road _ ! © 3 ’ L /
SPALDING A e cmbesTRMe o L L A._...a.;um——n-._..z/L/ . _c !Lq\\,'"\,\_"\
Lincs 7
PE11 2XE i/

For the attention of Mr C Simpkins, Chief Executive

Dear Sir

HOLBEACH ST MARKS HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
H09/0198/02, LINCOLNSHIRE

Please find enclosed a letter from The Office of HRH Prince of Wales, regarding the above, which I
believe should have been sent to your Authority.

Yours faithfully

for Director of Highways and Planning

6594.S1L

LINCOLNSHIRE - Part of the East Midlands Region




ST. JAMES’S PALACE
LONDON SW1A 1BS

From: The Office of HRH The Prince of Wales

24th July, 2002

Dear Sir/Madam,

[ felt that you would wish to know that the Prince of Wales has received
correspondence from local residents in relation to the planning permission given for a
new housing development in the village of Holbeach St Marks.

His Royal Highness’s position naturally precludes him from intervening
personally in such issues, but I did want to pass this correspondence on to you.

Please find enclosed a copy of Mr. Smith and Miss Anaman’s letter to His
Royal Highness and a copy of the reply sent on behalf of the Prince of Wales.

Yours faithfully,

Mrs. Claudia Holloway




Barbara Anaman/Bryaa-smiu
The Old Vicarage

St Marks Road

Holbeach St Marks
Lincolnshire

PE12 8DZ

25rd June 2002

Ref. SHDC/BGS03
HRH Prince Charles

Buckingham Palace

Your Royal Highness,
Ref: Holbeach St Marks Housing Development H08/0188/02 |, Lincolnshire
May we first send our deepest sympathies for the passing of your Grandmother.

We are writing to you in desperation over something we know is dear to your heart. | speak
of course of housing design, architecture and the development of the rural countryside. We
live in a small village not too distant from your family retreat of Sandringham. You will know
what idyllic countryside one can enjoy in this part of the country and the quiet, peaceful
atmosphere of the villages dotted around the wash area.

This peaceful, idyllic setting in Holbeach St Marks is about to be destroyed as those with a
financial interest seek to develop land in the village for substantial gain without due care and
attention to the community and the need for sympathetic and innovative design. A 5§ acre plot
at the centre of this small village (252 population, approximately 100 houses) has been given
outline planning permmission without most of the residents of the village being aware. This
land is owned by the Crown Estate who have teamed up with a developer and an architect to
issue detailed plans, in a hurry, just 2 days before the outline permission was to be removed.
It is clear that no party really wants to develop the land, there certainly is no need for it in this
area, but circumstances have forced the hand of the Crown in order to avoid losing the
potential to gain a larger financial reward for the land.

Proposed plans offer simple, cheap construction, box style housing (40 properties) in a
housing estate design common in small cities and urban locations, with no architectural
merit. These, if constructed, will stand next tc the Church and Vicarage built 150 years ago
that are of outstanding natural beauty and a tourist attraction for the area. Indeed the Church
is still in full time use. '

All authorities seem powerless to stop the wheels that have been set in motion powered by
commercial interests only. Even if the housing cannot be stopped at least effort should be
made to make use of this design opportunity, perhaps similar to your own influences on
other parts of the country.

We invite you to visit our village to see for yourself the travesty about to be perpetrated and
hope you can write to the CEO of the South Holland District Council, Mr Chris Simpkins, to
ask for his personal intervention in this matter.

Yours sincerely
Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman y
The Old Vicarage, Holbeach St Marks \//




ST. JAMES’S PALACE
LONDON SWI1A 1BS

From: The Office of HRH The Prince of Wales

24th July, 2002

Dear Mr. Smith and Miss Anaman,

The Prince of Wales has asked me to thank you for your letter of 25th June in
connection with the planning proposals in your area.

His Royal Highness entirely understands your concern over the implications for
your local environment of development decisions of this kind and is grateful to you
for taking the trouble to bring this particular case to his attention. He has, however,
asked me to explain that, for reasons which I am sure you will appreciate, it is not
possible for him to become involved with local planning decisions of this nature.

However, I shall inform your local planning office that you have taken the
trouble to contact The Prince of Wales on this matter.

I am sorry not to be able to send you a more helpful reply. His Royal Highness
has asked me to pass on his best wishes and trusts that you understand.

Yours sincerely,

Mrs. Claudia Holloway

Mr. Bryan Smith and Miss Barbara Anaman




Our Ref : AN/2002/005017-2/1
Your Ref : HO9/0198/02 &

ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

Date : 23 January 2003

Head of Planning

Housing and Planning Department
South Holland District Council
Council Offices

Priory Road

Spalding

Lincs

PE11 2XE

Dear Sir/Madam

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT, OFF ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST
MARKS, SPALDING.

I refer to my previous letter dated 15 March 2002 relating to the Agency’s objection to the
above application as no Flood Risk Assessment had been submitted.

I can confirm that a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has now been submitted to support the
application. The Agency considers that the details contained in the FRA submitted by
Sidebottom Richardson Cheng (ref;14202/JAR/SG ) forwarded to the Agency in your letter
dated 23 August 2002 have been undertaken in line with guidance contained in Planning
Policy Guidance Note 25, Development and Flood Risk’, is appropriate for the scale and
nature of the proposed development, and demonstrates that the proposed building is at a low
risk of flooding.

Accordingly the Agency is prepared to withdraw its previous objection subject to this FRA
being approved as part of any decision notice to ensure that the issue of flood risk is
adequately resolved for the lifetime of the development. In addition it is essential that the
development proceeds in accordance with the approved FRA document.

It should be noted however that this site may have a residual risk of flooding from flood
events exceeding those currently mitigated for. Therefore the local planning authority need to
be satisfied that the proposed development is in accordance with the requirements of PPG 25
Development and Flood Risk’.

I would be grateful if you could forward a copy of the decision notice for this application
when it is issued.

Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA, Tel no:01522 513100, Fax no:01522 512927




Should you wish to discuss this matter please contact Michael Braithwaite on the number
below.

Yours faithfully

Richard Kisby
Area Customer Services Manager

tel. 01522 785896 fax. 01522 785868
mob. 07767 615201
E-mail mike.braithwaite @environment-agency.gov.uk

Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA, Tel no:01522 513100, Fax no:01522 512927
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I'.-.‘E? Anglian Water . «i w
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, Anglian Water
Y ) ,Services Limited
éNew Developments
Enterprise House
“Waterside South
Lincoln
LN5 7JE

(s

Housing & Planning Department
South Hotland District Council Tel: 01522 341730
Council Offices Fax: 01522 341352

Priory Road Our Ref: DE/N/4837 ELS
Spalding Your Ref: H09/0198/02
Lincolnshire

PE11 2XE

Subject to Contract

08 October 2002

Dear Mr Thorn,

Re. ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST MARKS

Thank you for your letter dated 4 October 2002 regarding the above, proposed development.

1 enclose for your information a copy of my colleague’s response to the initial planning application ref,
HO9/0963/98, where it states we have no public foul or surface water sewers in the area.

| hope this information is of assistance to you, however, should you wish to discuss the matter further,
please contact me on telephone Lincoln (01522) 341730

Yours faithfully,

LA e

Eileen L Sandham (Ms)
New Developments

Enc.

No liability will be accepted on the basis of the information contained within this document alone.

Enq0t 150501 Registered in England No. 2366656, Registered Office: Anglian House, Ambury Road, Huntingden, Cambridgeshire, PE18 6NZ
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= Anglian Water

Anglian Water
Services Ltd

PO BOX 104
Spalding
Planning Department Lincs
South Holland District Council PET1 152
Council Offices Tel 01945 675351
Priory Road Fax 01223201097
Spalding
Lincs Our ref. LA/SH/2471.2
PE11 2XE

Your ref. H09/0963/98

13 January 1999

Dear Sirs

Proposal : Residential Development
Location : Off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
Applicant : The Crown Estate Commissioners

Further to my letter dated 11" January 1999 | can now comment further to the
above.

From a water supply aspect, the Company have existing water mains in this area
from which the development of 50 dwellings could be supplied.

There are no public foul or surface water facilities in the vicinity of the proposed
development

Yours sincerely

Lesley Anderson (Mrs)
Developer Services Wisbech

Registered in England

No 2366656

Registered Office: Anglian House,
Ambury Road, Huntingdon,
Cambridgeshire. PE18 6NZ
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" HOLLAND

FILE COPY DISTRICT COUNCIL
Chris Simpkins
Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

From: Mr S Thorn

Our Ref: H09/0198/02
Your Ref:

Environment Agency
Waterside House
Waterside North
Lincoln
LN2 SHA
23" August 2002

FAO Mr M Braithwaite

Flood Risk Assessment — Reserved Matters Application by Nestwood Homes Developments
for Erection of 40 Dwellings at Land off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks.

I enclose a Flood Risk Assessment letter dated 11™ July 2002 from SRC Ltd which was received
after the Committee approved the above development.

Would you please respond direct with a copy to us for our files.

Yours faithfully,

Steve Thorn
Admin Assistant
Development Control

Copy to:
SRC Ltd - Your Ref is 14202/JAR/SG

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI} 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




*e FILE COPY
MEMORANDUM

TO: Jacqui Berridge — Administrative Officer
FROM: Gill Smith —Technical Assistant

OUR REF:  H09/0198/02

DATE: 15 July 2002

SUBJECT:  Section 106 Agreement at Land Off St Marks Road, Holbeach St
Marks

I am writing with reference to the above application which was considered at the
Development Control Committee on 10™ July 2002. It was resolved that the Head of
Planning and Development be authorised to grant approval subject to the satisfactory
completion of Section 106 Obligation, to provide recreation facilities to the rear of the
existing Village Hall.

In order that you are able to prepare the necessary information for the above
application, please find enclosed a copy of the planning application form and 10 site

location plans indicating the site edged in red.

I hope this is satisfactory.

Gill Smith
Technical Assistant



SIDEBOTTOM 15 High Street,

Spalding,
RICHARDSON Lincs. PE11 1TW
CHENG LTD Tel :01775 712660

Fax :01775712635

CONSULTING STRUCTURAL AND CIVIL ENGINEERS E-Mail : src@s-r-c.co.uk

Your Re. Our Ref. 14202/JAR/SG Date. 11t July 2002

South Holland District Council “"“";é

Planning Department ? YT TRET T
Council Offices : SO

e e
Priory Road b 6

Spalding ¢ 12 J0L R |
Lincs i
PE11 2XE

¥

Dear Sir

re. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT TO LAND OFF ST. MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST
MARKS FOR NESTWOOD HOMES LTD — APPLICATION NO. H09/0198/02

We are informed by Nestwood Homes that you require a flood risk assessment upon the
above mentioned application.

This area of South Lincolnshire has been designated a flood risk area, without taking into
account the measures provided by the Internal Drainage Boards.

Our assessment of the flood risk is therefore as follows.

The site is situated at a level of 3.9m above Ordnance Datum and located at
approximate National Grid Reference TF 373 313.

At present the site is open agricultural land with St Marks Road along the South East
Boundary and an open maintained dyke alongside the roadway, please refer to attached
location plan.

The new site will have a gravity drainage system accepting rainwater from all
impermeable areas and discharging into the open dyke, maintained by the South Holland
Internal Drainage Board.

This drain has been designed for a 1:100 year event at its lowest level as a freeboard of
900mm.

ol

J.ANDREW RICHARDSON 1 Eng. AMIStructE. Eur Ing RICHARD CHENG BSc, CEng. FIStructE

Registered in Engtand No. 2517726
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South Holland District Council / 14202 11" July 2002

The dyke discharges into the Holbeach St Marks main drain that flows 6.0km to the
Lawyers Outfall and into the Wash.

At present the outfall is by gravity, however an automatic pumping station is now being
constructed and will be in operation by Autumn 2002, prior to the completion of this
development.

We trust the foregoing meets with your requirements and enables approval to be granted
from the Environmental Agency.

Yours faithfully
For and on behalf of SIDEBOTTOM RICHARDSON CHENG LTD

i

i
JA. RI;EHARDSON

Encs /

c.c. Nestwood Homes
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Mr G Crouch SLR %‘
The Beagles
Main Road
Holbeach St Marks
Spalding Steve Williams
PE12 8DZ

SRW/IMC

11 July 2002

Dear Mr Crouch
Erection of 40 Dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Thank you for your letter of 14 June 2002 addressed to Terry Huggins. As you probably
know, the planning application for ‘reserved matters’ was, in effect, approved by the
Development Control Committee at its meeting on 10 July.

I am afraid that, at present, our resources do not allow us to make copies of planning
applications available at locations other than the Priory Road Council Offices and Spalding
Library. Irecognise that there would be benefit in extending this to Holbeach and other parts
of the District. This is something we will consider as we try to improve our service.

With regard to the revised scheme, our records show that we notified you on 31 May 2002, at
the same time as other residents who had objected. In fact, we sent two letters, one to

yourself and the other to your wife, following your separate letters of objection.

I hope that this deals with the points you have raised and I would assure you that your
objections were taken fully into account during our consideration of the planning application.

I have copied this reply to Chris Simpkins, our Chief Executive, and Councillor Nick Worth
to whom you sent copies of your letter.

Yours sincerely

D

Steve Williams
Head of Planning & Development

cc Chief Executive v
Cllr Nick Worth
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fo L.Saith, Council Offices,Priory Road, Spalding .Pell 2¥0,

297 Application 1100/0193/02 (RUIVISED)

T

Froa fir. G. Crouch.SLR.

The Beaples,i!ifain Road,HYolbeach St Marks.Ppl2 307,
Tel. 01400 701 504,

Natad 14,006,02.

Uity reference to the above ravised meationed planning

anplication I would ragister my objections as follows:-
1)T note that the revised annlication now sugzests 40
dwellinpgs. Frankly if it is assumed that this mollifies ny
ohjaction to the developement it is an insult to ones
inta2llisence.
2)This application neans an increase of approximately 509 in
housing which 1s unacceptable in a village of this size.

3)7The proposal poes apainst that which I have been led to
helieve that there was a 10 gear moritorium on Huilding in
Srotlarks.

4) I note that no Village plan for St llarks has been produced

"Tnich surely is apainst ural Planning Guide Lines.

According to SHDPC guidelines as I understand tnem, is for

niecemeal development in rural locations, by no stretch of

ones inagination is this oiecencal,

5) The Citizens Charter states that full consultation with
local residents should take place. As I hava received no
notification of the revised plans despite having previously
raised my objections to the devalopnent it was only through
my neighbours that I discovered the revisions.,WiY!.

7) As far as I can ascertain the desisn, construction and mat-
erials are out of keepinyg with the other »uildings within
the arza of the devalopment ie Church and adjacent propert-
-ies.

=) Wy have we now 3 sewagze plants all of which are discharging
into the dyke 2 of which are situated on the south side of
tha development surely thess should he within the confines
of the housing, not up against existing property bHounderies.

9) with raference to 4 above I pose the question have all
concarned ie the owners of property situated along the dyke
DEFRA/NLRLAL and the owner of the land through which the
dyke ruas, bheen consulted on this proposal?,

12)In the event of a nalfunction of the aforesaid plants who
is responsible for any discharege of effluent that could be
a hazard to nealth and the enviroment.

11)The increase in traffic on a very minor road is the scenario
for an accident wailting to hanpen.

12)T also have doubts as to whether all goverment puidelines
anpertaing to to Rural locations hava heen considered.ie
PPGClL and PPG3.

13)There is at present no infrastructu”@ in existence that
could support such a daveloprnent ey Medical, Dental and
School., All facilities bein=z FULL.

/%/wz oy

)
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. 10" JULY 2002 DEVELOPMENT CONTROL COMMITTEE
POST COMMITTEE INSTRUCTIONS

Page  Application Number/ Case  Imstructions/Decision
No Applicant Offr
1 H22/0210/02 LS Auth to grant as recommended, subject to
Slator Bros (Farms) Ltd clearance from Government Office.

Not on Minutes:
Application to go back to Cttee if re-siting of
building is varied by more than 1.5 metres in any

direction.
3 H04/0020/02 PJU Grant temporary permission as recommended.
Powaspray Ltd Amend time period from 5 years to 2 years.
7 H20/0052/02 DMG  Refused plus enforcement action as
Mrs K Hagon recommended, but reconcile with previous

enforcement notice.

12 H14/0069/02 PJU  Auth to grant as recommended.
Broadgate Developers Ltd Add condition restricting removal of hedgerow
during nesting season.

17 H09/0198/02 LS Auth to grant as recommended.
Nestwood Homes Devl

24 H14/0012/02 DJR  Grant as recommended.
H14/0013/02
Lincs Diocesan Trust etc.

28 H16/0236/02 DJR  Deferred as Members are minded to grant
Parish of the Immaculate permission contrary to recommendation.
Conception etc. Back to Cttee with suitable conditions

34 H16/0241/02 PJU  Deferred as Members are minded to refuse
Dankar Developments permission contrary to recommendation.

Back to Cttee with suitable refusal reason/s.

37 H14/0335/02 PJU Grant as recommended.
Mr P Edwards

39 H16/0370/02 DJR  Auth to grant as recommended.
Persimmon Homes Not on Minutes:

Officer to re-consider boundary fencing.

45 H02/0359/02 PJU Grant as recommended.
Mr I Spencer
47 H04/0412/02 DIR Refused as recommended.

Fruitex Storage & Distribution
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Application Number: H09/0198/02 Date Received: 19 Feb 02
Application Type: Reserved Matters
Description: Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)
Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks e
Applicant: Nestwood Homqs Developments Agent‘ East Mldlangls De‘s,lgn ASS,CTC
g s )\.ueu.v(\ ‘ , R
; cthvia N Bl
[1._REASON FOR COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION ,{x;‘g; 4 ,..i‘_‘_w | ;
BIVTeR i :

T TIARE £ S5 o 15 0N SN RPN KIS B ORI A L St

Recommendation of approval contrary to Ob_]CCtIOHS recelved from Ward Member Parish
Council and public.

| 2. PROPOSAL |

Permission is sought for the erection of 40 dwellings together with open space.

| 3. SITE DESCRIPTION |

The entire site is currently agricultural land, located to the north of St Marks Church and its
cemetery, with access gained from St Marks Road.

[4. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICIES |

The Development Plan

Lincolnshire Structure Plan, 1982
None applicable.

South Holland District Local Plan, 1998
The site is allocated for residential development in the adopted Local Plan.

Policy E1 — proposals for development must satisfy a broad range of assessment criteria in order
to be acceptable in planning terms. Amongst other criteria, planning permission will be granted
for development that maintains the amenities of other adjacent land users and residents, existing
and future.

Where the development plan contains relevant policies, Section 54A of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990 requires that a planning application shall be decided in accordance with the

plan. This is unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

Emerging Policies

First Deposit Draft Local Plan to 2011
Policy 82 — provision is made only for the development of land which currently has the benefit
of planning permission.
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| 5. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

H09/0963/98 — Residential Development off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks, Spalding.
Approved with conditions. 22 February 1999.

| 6. REPRESENTATIONS

Following a meeting at the village hall, where the original plans were discussed, amendments
were made to the proposal and all the consultation responses below refer to those amendments.

Parish Council

Ward Member

County Highways

Holbeach and District
Civic Society

Police Architectural
Liaison Officer

Lack of infrastructure in the village. Pleased with the
landscaping, however, access to one side and not the other. Still
overdeveloped.

Cllr C N Worth — Consultation with villagers at a public meeting
was well attended and brought about these amended plans. The
number of dwellings has been reduced from 44 to 40, which in
terms of a Reserved Matters application is an achievement, even
though it is acknowledged that villagers think the ideal number
to be 15 — 20 houses. Extensive efforts have gone into
providing much needed facilities for teenagers adjoining the
existing new play facilities and the design layout of the
affordable housing has been greatly improved. The footpath
linking the old part of the village to the proposed development
with provision for link to the school is also good. It is essential
that the footpath is well lit.

The school currently has only 45 pupils and would welcome 15
— 20 more, which this development would provide.

There are currently 138 houses in the immediate village,
therefore, this new development would represent an increase of

nearly 29%.

Raise no objection.

Summarised:
¢ Should be development with no more than 10 — 15 properties
on site.

e We note that 5 dwellings are without garages.

e Several garages to be built on the boundary which will make
maintenance difficult.

e Property No. 1 is too near the road.

e 12 two-bed properties have too small a back garden.

e Re-design and planning of the estate is not in keeping with
the Lincolnshire Design Guide or the ‘Green Paper’.

The plans indicate there has been provision made to provide a
footpath link along the southern edge of the development to




South Holland Internal
Drainage Board

Environment Agency

Public
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connect the St Marks Church of England Primary School with
the village hall playing field and Crown Avenue with Main
Road, and such is recommended. This footpath should be well
lit and be clear of any vegetation to provide safe and secure
route.

Raises no objection.

The Environment Agency is aware that the principle of
development has been established however, the Agency does
advise that the applicant undertakes a flood risk assessment in
consultation with the Agency, to determine the extent of flood
risk to the proposed development and consider mitigation
measures to achieve a net flood risk reduction.

25 individual letters of objection have been received based on

the following comments:

e Plan is for housing estate type of development that is most
appropriate to an urban or suburban location, such as the
environs of Holbeach or Spalding.

e The local plan requires certain densities of housing, but this
is in opposition to other policy directions which require
developments to be in keeping and in character with the
village location and the current density of housing.

e This proposed development is still too high a density in
relation to this village location and should be rejected.

e There is no existing village plan in accordance with current
guidelines.

e The existing properties are diverse and mainly non-linear in
relation to each other and contain a variety of styles
developed in a mostly piecemeal fashion. The new
development offers a high density for a village location,
linear design layouts and construction designs are out of
keeping with the village.

e The plans submitted for the development are insufficiently
details for a informed decision on a development of this
magnitude when considering the huge impact it will have on
the village.

e The proposal is not in accordance with the Lincolnshire
Design Guide.

e The play area has been removed with the promise of
additional facilities at the village hall play area, but no
details or suggestion are give of these additional facilities.

e The scale of this development is vast for the size of the
village (40% increase in the village housing, with a potential
for a 60% increase in population).

e The properties are poorly designed and sited.

It is unlikely that anyone locally will be able to afford any of
the housing on this estate.

e Views from the church and vicarage would be substantially
reduced and degraded.
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Concerns over waste disposal and the position of the
package treatment plant.

We believe that a study will show that the surface water
system is operating at or near full capacity. The new
development will cause this capacity to be breached,
resulting in localised flooding and substantial standing water
during wet periods.

There is insufficient power supply to the village.

The current infrastructure cannot support a substantial
increase in population that this development proposes.

The nearest medical facility is heavily over-subscribed in
Holbeach, some 4.5 miles away.

There are no shops in the village.

The current school facilities in the area are already over-
subscribed.

The road infrastructure in the village would feel the strain of
substantial private vehicle increase, with the consequent
impact on highway safety.

With the closure of Tinsley Foods there is no economic base
for people living in these new properties.

PPG3 states that building development should create more
sustainable patterns and deliver accessibility to public
transport, jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure local
services. The proposed development does none of these.

The terms of the outline planning permission should be re-
visited as clearly the approval and context in which the
decision was made is now out of date.

At a village meeting only 2 people felt substantial
development was necessary (1 being the owner of the local
public house that has struggled to survive). Not until it was
suggested that the number of houses be reduced to 15 from
20 did a substantial number (less than half those present)
feel this would be acceptable. The other half said no to any
development.

One letter of support has been received stating the landscaping
is very graceful and the design of the houses and bungalows are
very tasteful. Allin all, a very well designed layout.

| 7. MATERIAL CONSIDERATIONS

The main issues are:
e Principle.
e Development layout.

e Public open space and footpath linkages.

Principle

The site 1s identified in the Adopted South Holland District Local Plan for residential
development and benefits from outline planning permission, granted under reference
H09/0963/98, approved in February 1999. The principle of development is not a material
planning consideration in the determination of this proposal.
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Development Layout

The original application proposed the erection of 44 dwellings including three lots of 6 terraced
properties located in the north-western corner of the site. Following a public meeting in the
village, a number of amendments have been made to the proposal, most noticeably the reduction
in the number of dwellings from 44 to 40 and the removal of the terraced properties in favour of
small semi-detached properties.

The site extends to approximately 2 hectares (5 acres), located on a greenfield site to the rear of
St Marks Church and its cemetery. There is existing residential development to the east and west
with open fields to the north. Clearly, the site is particularly sensitive and a number of
conditions appended to the outline permission sought to ensure that an appropriate standard of
development would ultimately result from a reserved matters application. Of particular note was
the requirement to provide a 10 metre wide tree-belt to the north of the site and also the need to
respect the setting of the Church. This application therefore includes the tree-belt to the north of
the site and also the public open space is located in such a way as to provide a ‘buffer’ between
the Church, its cemetery and the first dwellings on the site. Plots 1 through to 5 are served by a
private driveway, separating the dwellings from the public open space. This layout ensures that
this part of the development is outward looking and will provide the most suitable vista around
the Church and cemetery.

On the St Marks Road frontage, there is a small War Memorial which lies immediately adjacent
to the application site frontage. One of the original 44 dwellings was proposed to be a bungalow
immediately adjacent to the War Memorial. This has now been removed and the area around it
landscaped thus providing a better setting.

Throughout the site there is a mixture of single-storey and two-storey, detached and semi-
detached properties, providing a suitably mixed housing type in accordance with the design
guide and Local Plan policies. The site has also been landscaped, providing for hedgerows along
curtilage frontages in order to soften the impact of the street scene and provide a more pleasant
rural outlook. The dwelling types are suitably designed following a simple rural vernacular.
Whilst there has been some criticism of the design, having regard to the variety of building styles
and types in Holbeach St Marks and the fact that this development comprises 40 dwellings, it
would be extremely difficult to provide a form and character of development which would be in
keeping with the varied range of accommodation found in Holbeach St Marks such as small
terraced cottages, to substantial period dwellings. The original proposal for 44 dwellings would
have resulted in a density of 9 dwellings per acre. The revised number results in a development
of 8 dwellings per acre. This development is below the average density required for new
development in South Holland, however, bearing in mind the character of the settlement it is
considered that an increased number of dwellings would result in a form of development
completely out of character with the settlement. In addition, increasing the number of dwellings
simply to comply with density standards would be unfortunate in this instance, bearing in mind
the relatively unsustainable location of Holbeach St Marks, together with the Council’s desire to
reduce the number of dwellings across the District.

Public Open Space and Footpath Linkages

The outline application required the developer to provide 7.5% of the gross site area as land for
public open space. In fact, as a result of the need to respect the setting of the Church and the
cemetery, the amount of open space provided amounts to approximately 15% of the total site
area. The original plans submitted indicated an area to be used as a toddlers play area.
Following feed back resulting from the public meeting in the village, it was recognised that
having regard to the fact that a toddlers play area already existed to the rear of the village hall,
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this development provides the opportunity to secure a different kind of play equipment for the
older children within the village on the playing fields to the rear of the village hall. The
equipment will in the main consist of a half-pipe skate-board ramp, a steel fabricated football
goal and basket-ball hoop. The existing toddlers play area is within the 400 meters distance from
the development as set out in the National Playing Field Association Guidelines and as such it is
considered acceptable and appropriate to provide a more diverse range of recreation equipment
rather than duplicate existing facilities. Having regard to the nature of the equipment to be
provided, it would also appear more appropriate to provide it on the existing playing field rather
than within the residential development where there would be a significant likelihood of
disturbance to surrounding residential occupiers. The developer has agreed in principle to
provide the equipment, the Parish Council has agreed to maintain it and the Crown Estates,
owners of the land, have agreed that it can be installed. The equipment would be installed via a
Section106 Obligation.

Another concern that this development has highlighted and, to some extent a shortfall within the
village, has been linkages for pedestrians within the village, principally from the residential
development off Lapwater Lane, the village school and the village hall to the east. Presently,
those wishing to walk from the school to the Lapwater Lane residential development have to do
so principally along St Marks Road which does not benefit from an existing footway. Indeed,
there is no scope to provide a footway, either in principle via this development or physically, due
to the constraints of the existing highway. In addition, children attending the village school use
the village hall for recreation facilities and have to walk along the busy St Marks Road in order
to gain access to it. It has therefore been established that there is a need to provide greater
pedestrian linkages within the village to enable people to reach the school and village hall on
foot safely rather than having to walk along St Marks Road. Whilst the proposed footpath which
runs through the public open space in the development, appears to start in the south-western
corner of the site, this point does 1n fact coincide with existing informal pedestrian thorough-fare
linking Crown Avenue and Lapwater Lane. In addition, the school is presently endeavouring to
negotiate a footpath between the school premises and Lapwater Lane so that children can walk to
school without having to be driven round the block onto St Marks Road or walk along St Marks
Road. Should this development proceed, the installation of the footpath which would be adopted
to County Council standards, would enable the potential for school children and indeed residents
on Crown Avenue and Lapwater Lane and the new estate, to access the village hall and walk
from the school to the village hall through the new estate and result in the need to use a relatively
short stretch of St Marks Road before reaching the village hall. The development as proposed
therefore helps to create the potential for better footway linkages within the village having regard
to the constraints that the existing St Marks Road provides.

Conclusion

Clearly there is concern regarding the scale of development that this application provides for
within a relative small community. However, the site does have the benefit of outline planning
permission and therefore the principle of development cannot be questioned. The developer has
tried particularly hard to integrate the proposal within the fabric of the village, having regard to
the fact that clearly the addition of 40 dwellings to this settlement would have a significant
impact. However, negotiations have resulted in the development giving something back to the
village in the form of better pedestrian linkages and also much needed play equipment,
augmenting the existing play facilities to the rear of the village hall.
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| 8. RECOMMENDATION

That the Head of Planuing and Development be authorised to grant approval subject to the
satisfactory completion of a Section 106 Obligation, to provide recreation facilities to the
rear of the existing village hall.

Conditions:

1. The footpath crossing the public open space shall be constructed and lit to adoptable
standards in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing with the
Local Planning Authority, prior to the commencement of development.

Reason: In the interests of providing suitable pedestrian access across the site.

2. Prior to the commencement of development, all fencing on the approved plan on the eastern,
northern and western boundaries of the site shall be completed in accordance with the
approved plans.

Reason: In the interests of the amenities of the adjoining occupiers and general character of
the area.
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17" June, 2002.

Mr. L. Smith,

Planning Department,

South Holland District Council,
Priory Road,

Spalding,

Lincs.

PE11 2XE

Dear Mr. Smith,

Re: Planning Application H09/0198/02

We are writing following the amended plans that have now been lodged with
the Council.

The amended proposed development will still be overlooking our property and
take away all our privacy by blocking our view light and enjoyment.

The plan does not give the type of fencing on our boundary, although a wooden
6’ close boarded fence was indicated in conversations. We await further
confirmation in this respect.

The amended plans do not give any measurements as to the distance
between our property and the proposed dwellings and again in conversations
your indicated that this would be 20 mtrs. Please confirm distances in question.



We await hearing from you on the above points.
Yours sincerely, }

L) s
S
//” Tl

JN. & L. M. Price.
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Dear Lewis

CROWN ESTATE : WHAPLODE
ERECTION OF 40 DWELLINGS, NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS, LAND OFF
ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST MARKS

Thank you for your letter dated 25™ June 2002 regarding the proposed play equipment to be
installed at the rear of the Village Hall.

The Crown Estate are aware that a half pipe skateboard ramp and basketball hoop is proposed and
they are happy to grant their consent towards this being erected on site, subject to the Trustees of
the Village Hall being in agreement as well.

With regard to your proposed S106 Agreement and due to the fact that this area is let to the
Trustees of Holbeach St Marks Village Hall, it may not be possible for the Crown Estate to enter
into a Section 106, as they are merely the Landlord in this particular situation. Would it not be
possible in this instance, to rely on an exchange of letters between all parties, bearing in mind the
Crown Estate will not withdraw from their agreement.

I must point out that the Crown Estate do not accept any liability or responsibility for the
equipment erected on the site or any accident, damage or injury that may arise due to or from it’s

usc. s

If you wish to discuss any matters further, then please do not hesitate to contact me, otherwise I
trust that this is acceptable from your point of view.

Yours sincerel LS

SR IR

andrew.watkin@carterjonas.co.uk i

: Mrs K BH d
cc s aywar _ aslon

Residential Rural Commercial Minerals Planning & Development Building Consultancy
London Cambridge Harrogate Huddersfield Kendal Leeds Marlborough North Wales Oxford Peterborough Shrewsbury Worcester York

‘LL‘"“‘A A list of partners is available at che above address
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Mr. B. Smith & Mrs. B. Anaman,
The Old Vicarage,
St. Marks Road,
HOLBEACH ST. MARKS,
Spalding, Your Contact: Terry Huggins
Lincs.
PE12 8DZ. ourRef:  CS/Dir/0039.0000
Your Ref:
Date: 25 June 2002
Dear Sir and Madam,

I refer to your recent visit to my office to discuss the planning application at Holbeach St.
Marks. I undertook to obtain certain information and pass this onto you.

The Development Control Officer is planning to prepare his report on the application such
that it may be considered by the meeting of the Development Control Committee scheduled
for the 10th July 2002. This meeting will commence at 6.30 p.m., and members of the
public may attend as observers of the meeting.

The elected members of the Council’s Development Control Committee are:-

Mr. B. Alcock Mr. P.A. Espin Mr. E.J. Poll

Mr. T. Barker Mr. G. Gambba-Jones Mrs. A. Puttick
Mr. D.G. Best Mr. H.R. Johnson Mr. M.D. Seymour
Mr. T. Bray Mr. E. Pegler Mr. P.M. Walls
Mr. C.J.T.H. Brewis Mr. M. A. Pell Mr. R. West

If you wish to examine the file relating to the original application for outline planning
permission it is available at these offices. If you would care to telephone the Planning
Advice Assistant, Karen Porter, on extension 4279 before coming into the office she will
seek to have the file ready for you.

Finally reflecting upon our conversation I may have mislead you in one respect. When you
asked what options were available to you for seeking to challenge the original decision to
grant outline planning permission I mentioned the process of judicial review. What didn’t
enter my mind at the time was that such challenges are normally time limited and the
opportunity to take this action may well now have passed.



I trust you found your visit to the offices helpful and that following Development Control
Committee you will conclude that the Council has reached it’s decision in an open and
businesslike manner.

Yours faithfully

—

A

Terry Huggins
Director of Customer Services




Mrs Annaman, Holbeach St. Marks - 01406 701685

e Jennifer managed to contact her - she is aggrieved that the Chief Executive will not
speak to her hence why she did not return Jennifer’s call which she admitted she had
received. She only wants to speak to Chief Executive or yourself having already
spoken to other “planning officials”.

e [ spoke to Lewis Smith who gave me the following background information.

¢ Mrs. Annaman and her partner, Brian Smith, live in a very large property (The Old
Rectory) in the centre of Holbeach St. Marks with a very large garden behind which
is the cemetery behind which is an open space area and then the 4 acre field owned by
Crown Estates which has outline planning permission for 40 houses reduced from 44.
The field already had planning permission when Mrs. Annaman and her partner
bought their property.

e A public meeting was held earlier in the year which Lewis attended and Coun. Worth.
e Lewis felt that the new development is far enough away from Mrs. Annaman’s
property not to cause any problems. The main problem would appear to be that they

do not want any new development in the village and that they feel they are getting
nowhere with “planning officials” hence the call to the Chief Executive.

e Mrs. Annaman will not speak to anyone else in planning.

19.0p,00 1415 IR messadr an BT Aty pPluas )
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T = Barbara Anaman
i The Oid Vicarage
= : St Marks Road
e rvasemionment | Holbeach St Marks
Planning & Deve SR § Lincolnshire
: PE12 8DZ
24" March 2002
Ref. SHDC/BGS01
Lincolnshire County Cgobhﬁiﬁ':)

Dear Sir,

Your ref: Holbeach St Marks Housing Development

A few weeks ago we became aware that Nestwoood Homes Developments through
the East Midland Design Associates had entered plans for a housing development on
5 arces of land on the north side of the Old Vicarage.

It is our intention to object to this development however we understand that outline
planning permission was already granted in 1999. Despite moving to the Old
Vicarage in 1999 we were not aware of the recent renewal of outline approval, only of
some outline proposals being held for more than 50 years on the site.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
deminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outline pianning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposal untill further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is a detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why this
development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

Yours faithfully

/7
£ /Z@
Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman

The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks




Objections to Development

I would like to raise a number of points regarding the proposed plan for developing the site at
Holbeach St Marks. These will cover Material Considerations, current and future development
guidelines and legislation and a re-examination of the original outline planning permission.

Size/Scale of Development

The proposal is for 44 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. it is clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban
jocation such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. It is not appropriate or “in keeping” with
the village setting of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing
properties in the village.

The ptanning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account
other material considerations which include whether the plan policies are up to date and relevant.
Clearly this application, based on previously granted outline permission, is relying on out of date
policies that are not relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are
also material considerations (sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the
original plans it clearly indicates that this development should not be taken further. Under PPG1
Sect 55 there are material policies in current plans that pull in opposite directions. For example
the plan requires certain densities of housing but this is in opposition to other policy directions
which require developments to be “in keeping” and “in character” with the village location and the
current density of housing. This proposed development is therefore too high a density in relation
to the surrounding iocation and should be rejected.

If we ook at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village
plan and this should be addressed by the SHDC) the existing properties are diverse, mainly non-
linear in relation to each other and contain a variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal
fashion. This new development proposal offers high density for a village location, linear design
layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with the village. This is a material
consideration and requires further detailed information which is not available, therefore the
development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development
that also is in opposition to the piecemeal development preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

I would also like to comment at this stage that the plans submitted for the development are
insufficiently detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when
considering the huge impact it will have on the village. The plans have been developed over a
period of 8 days (see drawing revision dates) which | believe are insufficient to make
assessments of the requirements under the Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincoinshire
Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals should look at the characteristics of the
surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including hedgerows, trees and historic
landmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of existing surroundings.
Infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development plans in terms
of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincoinshire Guide for
Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to applzf for planning permission by
21% Feb 2002. Plans were drawn up between 13 Feb 2002 and 19™ Feb 2002, with the final
modifications to the drawing being materials, landscaping and a play area. These have been
added at the last minute, hardly an example of carefully thought out planning. Once again |
would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (50%
increase in village housing with potential for a 65% increase in population) and should undergo
thorough planning, design and consultation with the local residents in line with the Citizens

page 1 of 8 M}




Charter as per PPG1 Sect 57. 1 wouid go further and suggest this development should be the
subject of a detailed feasibility study followed by a public consultation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent
is the open estate to the west of the plot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains
around 30 properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under
different circumstances. Clearly the proposed development at 44 properties does not even
conform to the scale of the existing properties in the village, even looking at the closest
comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the
outline plans there are 2 large bungalows at the front of the development virtually fronting the St
Marks Road. These properties will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the
village, when approaching from the east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential
Areas therefore the proposed plan should be rejected. These same 2 properties have detached
garages the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling which contrasts with the bungalow itself
and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey slate. This is not in keeping with the
surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and vicarage.

If we look at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost box type
design with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no
alternative brick structures to complement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks
every third layer), no enhancing door entrances except token simple design porches. There is an
opportunity to provide interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of
Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the road infrastructure. The
proposed development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary
to accommodate an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating a cul-
de-sac to the west where the designated “affordable housing” is positioned. This layout is
contrary to estate planning where the more expensive housing is normally to the back of a
development and cheaper housing towards the middieffront. it would be more desirable to have
the terrace type properties to the north eastern end of the site, thus preventing an overlooking
aspect to the existing bungalows to the west of the site. These terraced properties, in relatively
high concentration, are not “in keeping” with existing properties where the maximum number in a
terrace is 3. They would severely block the light and view of the existing bungalows to the north
west of the site. They should be re-thought and moved to a more appropriate location. The north
east area of the site does not overlook existing properties and would be more appropriate.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the
church and vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of
development is generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not
complement the character of the village when considering the above design principles. The new
development shows a building dominated layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear
which once again is not in keeping with existing housing. The quality of space between the
buildings on many on the proposed housing is poor in relation to the surrounding area and shows
only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural area lends itself to the
requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their own vegetables
to supplement incomes particularly at the affordable housing level. The proposals do not provide
for this.
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The plan currently shows a fully equipped play area, although no specification is given for the
equipment intended for the site. | would request further information on this before making a
recommendation. It is surprising that the play area is to the south eastern corner of the site. As
you will know there already exists a substantial play area to the east of the village hall which
includes football pitches, swings, slides, climbing frames etc. It seems wholly inappropriate to
create another play area which may be seen as specifically for the new development and so
reduce integration of the new residents to the village. More appropriate would be better open
space, increased garden sizes and reduced density of housing, with perhaps one or two village
green areas central to the development, so creating a greener more countryfied aspect to the
development in keeping with the surrounding area. This would be more in accordance with the
Design Guide for “comfortable accommodation, good townscape, significant landscape
appropriate to the site and setting”.

The siting of the play area | understand will be close to a sewage treatment plant for the entire
site. This brings in the environmental concerns of having a children’s play area near sewage
treatment facilities, whether the treatment plant is sealed and fully protected or not. No system is
foolproof and air pollution will occur, particularly if the system breaks down. You should aiso be
aware that the play area is close to an existing sewage treatment plant to the west of the site
which currently causes air pollution continuously and has been the subject of several complaints
to the council over the last 2 years and is still awaiting some resolution.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantial tree lined area to the north of the site. It is unclear
why this has been included, to this extent, in this Jocation. It would seem wasteful to screen the
development from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site
would be more appropriate. This would integrate woodland and trees into the community and
provide screening for the church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be
substantially reduced and degraded. It would also provide screening should the play area and
sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial treefhedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the
boundary line of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this
tree/hedgerow were to be altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and
attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an
environmental aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of
weeping willows. With a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and
road infrastructure the willow will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the
drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open
view to the north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently
open fields which attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow
flowers for the local community. These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive,
poorly designed, block houses.

Another material consideration is the overiooking aspect that this development will create.
Certainly the terrace proposals positioned close to the north west boundary will totally block and
overlook the bungalow properties already existing. This should be changed. Without substantial
screening to the south side the larger 4 bedroom properties will overlook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.
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Loss of Business

Currently the land designated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and
more substantial farming. One of our local residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers,
these are sold to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will
be lost if this development goes ahead. Not only a loss to village life, but a financial ioss to the
local resident and a loss of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses
struggling to survive in the viflages this development would further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

I am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment pllant to the southem
end of the proposed site. A sewage treatment plant already exists for the current population and it
is positioned near to the south western corner of the proposed site. There is already substantial
air pollution from the existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage.
To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. | do not believe that
current residents should be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the
sewage treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not
brought into the centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north
east of the site where there woulid be a reduced population and any air pollution would only effect
the residents of the new development.

As mentioned earlier, several complaints have been made about air poliution from the existing
treatment plant. It is understood that this plant was designed to produce clean water for
discharge into the dyke to the north west of the proposed development. In practice this does not
happen. Residents using bleach and other modern household cleaninng products destroy the
bacterial action of the system and this resuits in the discharge of very bad water into the dyke to
the north west. This has now cause visible pollution of the area to the detriment of local residents.
The proposals for the new development are to discharge the sewage water to the dyke running
alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church. Once again | do not understand why
potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the community to the detriment of
all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settiements, perhaps to the north of
the site. If this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then clearly the
local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also close
to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be allowed until a full study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage
development. Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any
access it may require.

infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on
the local drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof
discharge. The proposed site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the
drainage system for the village. A study will show that this system is operating at or near full
capacity, the new development will cause this capacity to be breached resulting in localised
flooding and substantial standing water during wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and
occasional power cuts. | do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting
substation supplying the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power
supply for this development and the village generally.
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It is my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facilityis
heavily over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and
cannot support further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is also full and stilt trying to
cope with a backlog of patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current iocal
demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the
facility recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary
school is currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of
main building capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on
substantial supply teacher input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a
review order is currently in place on the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population
increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial
private vehicle increase. The proposed quantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new
vehicles to the area. 1t is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses
danger to vehicle users but that danger would increase dramatically with the additional traffic.
Also the main exit from the site would take vehicles past the school entrance causing further
danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school children. There is a serious parking problem
and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the school during the dropping and coliecting period
for chitdren. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly damaged by turning cars.
There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the school during the day
causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to expand the
school to cater for this proposed development.

Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1999. With
the closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local
employment. This has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some local residents
worked at Tinsley Foods and now need to travel to Holbeach or Spaiding or beyond for work.
Geest, now the new owners of the Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility.
Currently a small QA system operates there employing a skeleton staff. The proposed
development has the potential to bring up to 100 people to the area at working age. Therefore
there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements of PPG 23 where
developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will only increase
unemployment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission
reviewed.

PPG23 Pollution Control

it is @ material consideration if a proposed development is potentially polluting. The potential for
pollution of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this
development in this category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage
works will have nuisance impact due to the air pollution and the attraction of increased vermin to
the site of the new sewage treatment plant which is currently proposed for the centre of the
community. This aspect of the development should be considered for a potlution control
authorisation/licence.
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Under PPG23 guidelines the proposed development should contribute to energy efficiency. The
proposed development does not contain any energy efficiency measures. No solar panel systems
are included in the roof designs for instance.

PPG23 states that waste from the development should be properly disposed of without harming
or endangering human health. | believe the proposals for discharge from the sewage works will
endanger human health ( see section on waste) and should be reconsidered. The large increase
in the use of cars will also increase air, water and farmiand poliution.

PPG7 The Countryside Environmental Quality

The guiding principle of the PPG7 is that the plans for any area shouid maintain or enhance the
environment. The proposed development does not conform to the principles for a village location
of St Marks. The development will cause additional pollution. This additional pollution will come
from the sewage and run-off water already discussed. It will also come from coal and oil fired
heating systems which are more polluting than cleaner fuel such as gas, which is not available to
the village. The increase in vehicle use due to a lack of public transport will increase air pollution
and increase the average distances travelled by the population.

PPG7 requires the location and design of a development to be handled with sensitivity. The
outline planning permission refers to the Church but should also include the Vicarage which was
built at the same time from identical brick work by the same building firm. Bricks were made from
clay taken from a site near Wisbech. Both buildings should receive equal historic and local
community importance. Section 2.11 of PPG7 defines good quality development as having proper
regard for the context of the development, appropriate design and scale for it's location and
suitable for the characteristics of the local and wider area. The designs should contribute to a
sense of local identity and help maintain or enhance local distinctiveness. The proposed
development does not constitute good design and will only contribute to a distinctiveness of low
cost, plain housing, a distinction the village does not want. The development is not on the
appropriate scale and not in proper context.

PPG7 recommends Countryside Design Summaries to be prepared by the local planning
authorities and Village Design Statements prepared by local communities with the help of the
local authority. These will encourage constructive debate to ensure new developments fit the
surroundings and are in keeping with local character. | am not aware that this process has been
undertaken for the Village of St Marks but | believe it should be before new development can be
approved.

PPG7 also recommends Village Appraisals to identify the local community’s needs and Agenda
21s to identify sustainable development at local level. With no employment in the area the
development as proposed is not sustainable and does not identify local community needs.

There are other areas where development could be more sustainable such as Pinchbeck soon to
have a large power station development.

The soil and agricultural quality of the land for development is a consideration and the local
authority should seek advice from MAFF and other relevant bodies such as English Nature and
the Countryside Agency before undertaking development of a greenfield site.

The Wash area is under consideration as a conservation area for protected countryside. St
Marks falls in to the wash area therefore due consideration should be given to protection of the
natural environment. Protection of the countryside and the local wildlife should also influence the
decision for development. The proposed site is currently a feeding and breeding area for Marsh
Harriers and a range of other wild birds associated with the marsh area. This site would therefore
be lost under the proposed development. In 1997 the Countryside Commission published
Countryside Character Descriptions and English Nature published Natural Area Profiles, both
documents should be consulted before development can take place. These guidelines have not
been followed in the proposed planning application.

e
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There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommend no greenfield site development
uniess brownfield or existing urban locations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has
happened when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver
accessibility to public transport for jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure/locai services. In
St Marks there is only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly
delivers accessibility to public transport. What this development wiil do is increase the need for
private vehicles adding to congestion, poliution and increased dependence on cars which is
contrary to PPG3. The planning system should ensure that “new homes are provided in the right
place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed development does not do this. St Marks is the
wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new employment opportunities here to support
the development.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and new/emerging policies are a
material consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms
part of that emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no
deveiopment should be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks.

Section 14 stresses the need for affordable housing where there is a demonstrable lack of
affordable housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells foe around £40K. There
currently are 3 or 4 properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain
unsold for almost one year. Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would
have been sold. | do not believe there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large
number of property developments in St Marks. The emphasis tumns to the SHD local plan 2001,
sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet local needs yet the need has not been
demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and the closing of Tinsley
Foods nearby. Policy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in settlements of
Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need is
demonstrated. It does not require these provisions in St Marks.

PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to
reduce the need for travel by car. Larger developments should be placed around major nodes of
public transport corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access
to public transport or local facilities so encouraging not discouraging travel by car. This is a
material consideration against this proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be
supported by supplementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not
aware of a village design statement therefore one should be produced before planning
applications can be considered. This would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed
development can be judged. Without this guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make
an informed judgement of quality of housing proposed without it becoming a purely opinionated
decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development (town or village) should not consist
exclusively of housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment
and services. This substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations.
St Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and could not demonstrate a need for
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additional housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of
the village” using techniques such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher
quality of design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development would be
contrary to those guidelines. Further more planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord
Roger’'s Urban Task Force and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning.
This proposed development misses this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities should help reduce growth in the length and number of
motorised journeys. This development plan will cause the opposite. It does not encourage
alternative means of transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases
the use of private cars. All of which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposal has a significant impact on a settlement with identifiable
character then the proposal shouid be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan.
This would then preclude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all
future proposals to 2011. It may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity
as new planning guidelines such as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be
taken into account. It applies to this development plan as the proposals are “individually
substantial” and the “cumulative effect would be significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and
must be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that
developments should involve the local community better and not make the community feel
disempowered. At the outline planning permission stage for this development very few of the
village community were aware of the application or involved in its process. So much so that not
one objection was raised by the village to such an important and substantial development. It
should have been clear to the local authority that there had been some breakdown of
communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new proposal has been
issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.

Clearly the local community has not been sufficiently involved in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.

This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could
therefore be referred to the Secretary of State. [f this proposal and the original grounds for
outline permission are not reviewed then | would seek to have the plan cailed in by the secretary
of State. | would also like a public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the
significance of the village hall in this process.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form. To make it more acceptable to
the community and the support facilities would negate the economic viability of the development. |
propose that the current application is rejected and the original outline permission is reviewed in
the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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The Old Vicarage
St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
Lincolnshire
PE12 8DZ

23rd June 2002
Ref. SHDC/BGS02

Lincoinshire County ouncil
Spalding

An T Huggius c,am i 5 \’W\Pkdﬂfo

Dear Sir,

Your ref: Holbeach St Marks Housing Development H09/0198/02

Following our letter dated 24™ March 2002 we understand that Nestwood Homes.
Developments through the East Midland Design Associates have entered revised
plans for a housing development on 5 acres of land on the north side of the Old
Vicarage and St Marks Church.

By way of this letter and its attachment we object to this development.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
diminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outline planning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposal until further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is our revised detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why
this development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

W 25 JUN 2002

Yours faithfully

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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The revised proposal is for 40 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. ltis clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban location
such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. It is not appropriate or “in keeping® with the village setting

of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing properties in the village.

The planning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account other
material considerations which include whether the plan policies are up to date and relevant. Clearly this
application, based on previously granted outline permission, is relying on out of date policies that are not
relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are also material considerations
(sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the original plans it clearly indicates that
this development should not be taken further. Exampies of emerging or new policies are the Planning
Green Paper by Stephen Byers MP, the South Holland District Plan for the period to 2011, both of which
would be in opposition to the housing proposal. Under PPG1 Sect 55 there are material policies in
current plans that pull in opposite directions. For example the plan requires certain densities of housing
but this is in opposition to other policy directions which require developments to be “in keeping” and “in
character” with the village location and the current density of housing. This proposed development is still
too high a density in relation to the surrounding location and should be rejected.

If we look at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village plan
and this should be addressed by the SHDC) there is no existing Village Plan in accordance with current
guidelines. The existing properties are diverse, mainly non-linear in relation to each other and contain a
variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal fashion. This new development proposal offers high
density for a village location, linear design layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with
the village. This is a material consideration and requires further detailed information which is not
available, therefore the development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development that
also is in opposition to the piecemeal development preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

1 would also like to comment, at this stage, that the plans submitted for the development are insufficiently
detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when considering the huge impact
it will have on the village. The original submission of plans were developed over a period of 8 days (see
drawing revision dates) which | believe is insufficient to make assessments of the requirements under the
Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincolnshire Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals
should look at the characteristics of the surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including
hedgerows, trees and historic landmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of
existing surroundings. Infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development
plans in terms of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincoinshire
Guide for Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to apply for planning permission by 21% Feb
2002. The current revised plan has changed the layout of the road to a roundabout style end to the cul-
de-sac, again this is more appropriate to an urban development not a village. The play area has been
removed with the promise of additional facilities at the village hall play area, but no details or suggestions
are given of these additional facilities. What guarantee is there that any facilities will be provided and at
how many or how elaborate they will be? A path on the south side of the proposal has been extended
slightly and now starts at the fenceline to the south west corner. 1 fail to see what the purpose of this path
is. Common sense would conclude that children will walk along the path of the new housing estate road
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to reach the village hall area. If it is for the children on the new estate why does it not start at the
roundabout area where it can be accessed. To have a path begin at a brick wall and fence seems
strange?

Once again | would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (40%
increase in village housing with potential for a 60% increase in population) and should undergo thorough
planning, design and consultation with the local residents in line with the Citizens Charter as per PPG1
Sect 57. | would go further and suggest this development should be the subject of a detailed feasibility
study followed by a public consultation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent is the
open estate to the west of the plot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains around 30
properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under different circumstances.
Ciearly the proposed development at 40 properties does not even conform to the scale of the existing
properties in the village, even looking at the closest comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the revised
plans there is 1 large bungalow at the front of the development virtually fronting the St Marks Road. This
property will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the village, when approaching from the
east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential Areas therefore the proposed plan should be
rejected. This same property has a detached garage the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling
which contrasts with the bungalow itself and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey
slate. This is not in keeping with the surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and
vicarage.

if we look at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost, box type design
with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no alternative brick
structures to compiement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks every third {ayer), no
enhancing door entrances except simple wooden overhangs. There is an opportunity to provide
interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic
value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the rcad infrastructure. The proposed
development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary to accommodate
an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The new proposed layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating
a cul-de-sac to the west. The so called “affordable housing” has been abandoned and replaced by semi-
detached properties. One is confused as to whether this is now considered “affordable housing” and if
so affordable to whom. Affordable housing should be related to market price and average salary levels
for the area. It is unlikely that residents in the surrounding areas who are on relatively low incomes would
be able to afford new housing on this estate, therefore affordable must mean for people outside this area
as already stated by Longstaff the proposed agents for the estate. | quote “these houses will sell to
people coming from the south, second homes in the country, retirees, etc." Once again if the village had
a Village Plan in accordance with SHDC guidelines this matter could have been addressed and sensible
suggestions adopted. Unfortunately this application is being forced through without a serious attempt at
village planning.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the church and
vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of development is
generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not complement the character of the
village when considering the above design principles. The new development shows a building dominated
layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear which once again is not in keeping with existing
housing. The quality of space between the buildings on many on the proposed housing is poor in relation
to the surrounding area and shows only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural
area lends itself to the requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their
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own vegetables to supplement incomes particularly at the affordable housing level. The proposals do not
provide for this.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantial tree lined area to the north of the site. it is unclear why
this has been included, to this extent, in this location. It would seem wasteful to screen the development
from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site would be more
appropriate. This would integrate woodland and trees into the community and provide screening for the
church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be substantially reduced and
degraded. It would also provide screening should the sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial tree/hedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the boundary line
of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this treefhedgerow were to be
altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an environmental
aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of weeping willows. With
a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and road infrastructure the willow
will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open view to the
north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently open fields which
attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow flowers for the local community.
These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive, poorly designed, block houses. Without
substantial screening to the south side, the larger 4 bedroom properties will overlook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.

Loss of Business

Currently the land designated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and more
substantial farming. One of our local residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers, these are soid
to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will be lost if this
development goes ahead. Not only a loss to village life, but a financial loss to the local resident and a loss
of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses struggling to survive in the
villages this development would further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

| am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment plant to the southemn end of the
proposed site. A sewage treatment plant already exists for the current population and it is positioned near
to the south western comner of the proposed site. There is already substantial air pollution from the
existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage and local residents to the
west. To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. No system is foolproof and
the local residents have not been afforded the opportunity to comment an the system proposed. Indeed
the current plans to the council do not include any details of this treatment works. | do not believe that
current residents should be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the sewage
treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not brought into the
centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north east of the site where
there would be a reduced population and any air poliution would only effect the residents of the new
development.

Several complaints have been made about air pollution from the existing treatment plant. it is understood
that this plant was designed to produce clean water for discharge into the dyke to the north west of the
proposed development. In practice this does not happen. Residents using bleach and other modern
household cleaning products destroy the bacterial action of the system which results in the discharge of
very bad water into the dyke to the north west. This has now cause visible pollution of the area to the
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detriment of local residents. Currently this communal sewage tank is emptied by the council (last time 21
June 2002) which was never supposed to happen. The proposals for the new development are to
discharge the sewage water to the dyke running alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church.
Once again | do not understand why potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the
community to the detriment of all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settiements,
perhaps to the north of the site. If this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then
clearly the local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also
close to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be allowed until a full study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage development.
Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any vehicular access it may
require. There does not appear to be any vehicular access proposed. There are no details of who will
maintain the facility in the short and long term. Systems break down therefore what kind of warning
system is in place o prevent raw sewage being discharged into the dyke in front of the church to the
detriment of tourists and local residents?

Infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on the local
drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof discharge. The proposed
site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the drainage system for the village. We
believe a study will show that this system is operating at or near full capacity, the new development will
cause this capacity to be breached resulting in localised flooding and substantial standing water during
wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and occasional
power cuts. | do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting substation supplying
the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power supply for this development and
the village generally.

It is my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facility is heavily
over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and cannot support
further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is aiso full and still trying to cope with a backlog of
patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current local demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the facility
recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary school is
currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of main building
capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on substantial supply teacher
input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a review order is currently in place on
the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial private vehicle
increase. The proposed guantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new vehicles to the area. It
is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses danger to vehicle users but that
danger would increase dramatically with the additional traffic. Also the main exit from the site would take
vehicles past the school entrance causing further danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school
children. There is a serious parking problem and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the school during
the dropping and collecting period for children. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly
damaged by turning cars. There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the
school during the day causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to
expand the school to cater for this proposed development and further vehicular traffic would be
unacceptable.
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Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1999. With the
closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local employment. This
has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some local residents worked at Tinsley Foods and
now need to travel to Holbeach or Spaiding or beyond for work. Geest, now the new owners of the
Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility. Currently a small QA system operates there
employing a skeleton staff. The proposed development has the potential to bring up to 100 people to the
area at working age. Therefore there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements
of PPG 23 where developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will
serve to increase unemployment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources. It
will lead to increased use of private cars for travel to places of work at substantial distance from St Marks
contrary to local planning guidelines.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission reviewed.

PPG23 Pollution Control

It is a material consideration if a proposed development is potentially poliuting. The potential for pollution
of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this development in this
category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage works will have nuisance
impact due to the air pollution and the attraction of increased vermin to the site of the new sewage
treatment plant that is currently proposed for the centre of the community. This aspect of the development
shouid be considered for a poliution control authorisation/licence.

Under PPG23 guidelines the proposed development should contribute to energy efficiency. The
proposed development does not contain any energy efficiency measures. No solar panel systems are
inciuded in the roof designs for instance.

PPG23 states that waste from the development shouid be properly disposed of without harming or
endangering human health. | believe the proposals for discharge from the sewage works will endanger
human health ( see section on waste) and should be reconsidered. The large increase in the use of cars
will also increase air, water and farmland pollution.

PPG7 The Countryside Environmental Quality

The guiding principle of the PPG7 is that the plans for any area should maintain or enhance the
environment. The proposed development does not conform to the principles for a village location of St
Marks. The development will cause additional pollution. This additional poliution will come from the
sewage and run-off water already discussed. It will also come from coal and oil fired heating systems
which are more poliuting than cleaner fuel such as gas, which is not available to the village. The increase
in vehicle use due to a lack of public transport will increase air pollution and increase the average
distances travelled by the population.

PPG7 requires the location and design of a development to be handled with sensitivity. The outline
planning permission refers to the Church but should also include the Vicarage which was built at the
same time from identical brick work by the same building firm. Bricks were made from clay taken from a
site near Wisbech. Both buildings should receive equal historic and local community importance. Section
2.11 of PPG7 defines good quality development as having proper regard for the context of the
development, appropriate design and scale for it's location and suitable for the characteristics of the jocal
and wider area. The designs should contribute to a sense of local identity and help maintain or enhance
jocal distinctiveness.

The proposed development does not constitute good design and will only contribute to a distinctiveness
of low cost, plain housing, a distinction the village does not want. The development is not on the
appropriate scale and not in proper context.

PPG7 recommends Countryside Design Summaries to be prepared by the local planning authorities and
Village Design Statements prepared by local communities with the help of the local authority. These will
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encourage constructive debate to ensure new developments fit the surroundings and are in keeping with
local character. | am not aware that this process has been undertaken for the Village of St Marks but |
believe it should be before new development can be approved.

PPG?7 also recommends Village Appraisals to identify the local community’s needs and Agenda 21s to
identify sustainable development at local level. With no employment in the area the development as
proposed is not sustainable and does not identify local community needs.

There are other areas where this kind of development could be more sustainable such as Pinchbeck soon
to have a large power station development.

The soil and agricultural quality of the land for development is a consideration and the local authority
should seek advice from MAFF and other relevant bodies such as English Nature and the Countryside
Agency before undertaking development of a greenfield site.

The Wash area is under consideration as a conservation area for protected countryside. St Marks falls
into the wash area therefore due consideration should be given to protection of the natural environment.
Protection of the countryside and the local wiidlife should also influence the decision for development.
The proposed site is currently a feeding and breeding area for Marsh Harriers and a range of other wild
birds associated with the marsh area. This site would therefore be lost under the proposed development.
in 1997 the Countryside Commission published Countryside Character Descriptions and English Nature
published Natural Area Profiles, both documents should be consulted before development can take place.
These guidelines have not been foliowed in the proposed planning application.

There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommends no Greenfield site development unless
brownfield or existing urban locations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has happened
when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver accessibility
to public transport for jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure/flocal services. In St Marks there is
only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly delivers accessibility to public
transport. What this development will do is increase the need for private vehicles adding to congestion,
pollution and increased dependence on cars which is contrary to PPG3. The planning system should
ensure that “new homes are provided in the right place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed
development does not do this. St Marks is the wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new
empioyment opportunities here to support the development.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and new/emerging policies are a material
consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms part of that
emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no development should
be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks. This should have been made clear to the applicant
for outline permission renewal and made clear fo the reserved matters applicant. it is evident that this has
not been considered

Section 14 stresses the need for affordable housing where there is a demonstrable lack of affordable
housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells for around £40K. There currently are 3 or 4
properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain unsold for almost one year.
Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would have been sold. It is unlikely that any of
the proposed new houses would be placed on the market for less than £80K at current market rates
making them outside what might be considered affordable housing for local residents. | do not believe
there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large number of property developments in St Marks.
The emphasis turns to the SHD local plan 2001, sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet local
needs yet the need has not been demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and
the closing of Tinsley Foods nearby. Policy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in
settlements of Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need
is demonstrated. 1t does not require these provisions in St Marks.
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PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to reduce the
need for travel by car. Larger developments should be placed around major nodes of public transport
corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access to public transport or
local facilities so encouraging, not discouraging, travel by car. This is a material consideration against this
proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be supported
by supplementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not aware of a village
design statement therefore one should be produced before planning applications can be considered. This
would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed development can be judged. Without this
guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make an informed judgement of quality of housing
proposed without it becoming a purely unilateral opinionated decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development {town or village) should not consist exclusively of
housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment and services. This
substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations. St
Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and could not demonstrate a need for additional
housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of the village” using
techniques such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher quality of
design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development would be contrary to those
guidelines. Further more, planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord Roger’s Urban Task Force
and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning. This proposed development misses
this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety. These kind of developments should not be
taken lightly yet it appears many aspects of planning guidelines, opinions of eminent authorities and
government Green Papers have been ignored. This would put in question whether the council planning
department is operating in the best interests of the community it serves namely the local population that
pays for it's existence.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities should help reduce growth in the length and number of motorised
journeys. This development plan will cause the opposite. It does not encourage alternative means of
transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases the use of private cars. All of
which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposal has a significant impact on a settlement with identifiable character
then the proposal shouid be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan. This would then
preciude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all future proposals to 2011.
It may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity as new planning guidelines such
as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be taken into account. It applies to this
development plan as the proposals are “individually substantial” and the “cumulative effect” would be
significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and must
be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that developments
should involve the local community better and not make the community feel disempowered. At the outline
planning permission stage for this development very few of the village community were aware of the
application or involved in its process. So much so that not one objection was raised by the village to such
an important and substantial development. It should have been clear to the local authority that there had
been some breakdown of communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new
proposal has been issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.
Clearly the local community has not been sufficiently involved in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.
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This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could therefore be
referred to the Secretary of State. If this proposal and the original grounds for outline permission are not
reviewed then | would seek to have the plan “called in” by the secretary of State. | would also like a
public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the significance of the village hall in this
process.

QOutline Planning Permission

The outline planning permission approval statement includes the requirement for the development to
conform to the Lincolnshire Guide for Residential Development. This guide calls for a written
Development Appraisal and Design Brief to be submitted. Inspection of available documents at SHDC
offices shows no such documents to be available. If these have not been produced this should be made
known and the proposals rejected until this has taken place.

There is alsc no evidence of a site survey and analysis in accordance with the guide. There are no details
of the routing of surface water run-off, roof water run-off and sewage works overflow to the final
destinations, this according to the guide must be included in the planning application. Please provide.

We have held discussions with many of the residents of Holbeach St Marks over the past few months to
establish what process was followed when outline planning permission came up for renewal, It is clear
that most residents were unaware of the outline permission application. Some long term local residents
have assured us that notices were not posted in the village (or they were removed) as they take a great
interest in these matters and would have been aware. It has been suggested that vested interests of
certain parties were involved. Those involved in the approval of the village hall on Crown land were led to
believe that the housing development would not go ahead or at least only in a very reduced form (10
houses only). It is suggested that a trade was made between no objections to the outline permission
renewal in retum for support for the village hall. At present we cannot substantiate these claims but the
matter is very serious and would be very damaging to the parties involved if this was confirmed.

Village Meeting

A meeting involving our local council representative Nick Worth and Planning Officer, Lewis Smith was
held in March to discuss the planning application, review the drawings and provide a forum for questions.
It was clear from the meeting that most of the 60 or so local residents did not want this development to go
ahead. A show of hands was taken for what would be acceptable to the local community. Only 2 felt
substantial development was necessary (one being the owner of the local public house that has struggled
to survive). Not until the numbers were reduced to 15 to 20 houses did any substantial numbers (less
than half of those present) feel this would be acceptable. The other half said no to any development. This
is a clear display of the village feeling. It was also stated by most of those present that they were unaware
of the outline permission application.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form and we believe it should be stopped
altogether. To make it more acceptable to the community and the support facilities would negate the
economic viability of the development. It is clear that basic planning guidelines are not being followed for
this proposed development and substantial financial interests are at stake. These cannot be allowed to
over-ride the requirements of the community. We propose that the current application is rejected and the
original outline permission is reviewed in the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local
economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks

Page 8 of 8




o e . e J

2.4 Jon 20 '

N e i S ——

rommazn.

13

Road, dﬁglﬁlacvn? lﬁ AME JL

To L.Smith, Council Offices,Priory

P 3 T T B

: ;‘ RTINS s |
REF Apnlication HOS/0198fFe2 (1 VIuED NI
~ TN ; T r‘\‘\_]
= - T o 1 QT D e = ELEE PIRIS—
From HMr. G. Crouchn.SLR.

my T > - P t -~ 1 e 1 syrl Iy Q-
The FBeagles,Main Road,!lolbeach St Marks.PELZ 8DZ.

aference to the abovm revised mentioned planning
ation I would register =my objections as follovb'—

1)YI note *Hat the rev
dwellings. Frankly i
ODJ@CElOM to the dev
intelligence.

2)This anplication means an increase of approximately 50% in
qeu31ng which is unacceptable in a village of this size.
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PLANNING
APPLICATION

Nestwood Homes Developments
is applying to the Council for planning permission for the following:

Reference No: H09/0198/02
Description:  Erection of 44 dwellings
(Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks

You can inspect copies of the application, plans and any other documents submitted
with it at Planning Reception, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding and also at
Spalding Library. They are available during normal opening hours until

26 MAR 2002

Please send any comments to me by that date quoting the above application
reference number.

Terry Huggins
Director of Customer Services

05-MAR-02

s 0 U T H

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL R ———
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear Sir,

SOV M M\..cvm_,\_\; , AP TR W\ Dosva . Feo
@ S e ==.?§ M PSR T W \_*,.-,; \S Qo sn k\mg
Cashrn i, \kQ w o~>\z><> (oW ﬁamq K,;..:n_q v\ \—\a.e.}\\ﬂ\-—\ OMA
““*‘*‘Q“‘“‘A N MMQ‘J\ O ‘;‘Q““

>






Terry Huggins

Darector of Customer Services
South Holland District Counetl
Priory Road

Spalding

Limcalnshire PEI1 2XE

v to: Chas Simpkins — Chief Executive SHDC
to: Nick Worth — Councillor Holbeach St Marks

\s;] 6oz

Pianning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear Sir,

T Oy ck
\N&E\SWC}“"fﬁ Aoas N
MC_%SE\\, tese TNwa

esPeCiolun oy o SOneol F“\Q‘ =~ N
wokeriad  Condl Aeapoeng tronhosed\

o e SeNsensy Devsioprent ®

o o Aoy et

" e
ARNTINS () “\"(O\H» Q_, %b{xb) Rty

it e p——

SHRC
Planning & Davaiepmant
24 un w2

Name & Address:

2 \\"\\D\ Q Q(\L\)

¥ S
&’)C»\Q\ 0Ny
Linacs |

Pe \7. NOYE

e
tQva\S &_/

O LLKCR%Q

z:gg‘zLukb alk, Sha

pags & NTER
i)



Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Sarvices
South Holland District Council
Priory Road

Spalding

Lincolnshire FEI1 2XE

Copy to: Chris Simpkins — Chief Executive SHDC
Copy to: Nick Worth — Councillor Holbeach St Marks

7 & ©2

———

SHDC

Planning & Development

24 jon 2

ity e 5
M

()Nbi b iHUM"q ‘ i

C, SR X
Name & Address: ;= T

o . "
LAl UOna s A NS

ileld g ST A LA

SEALD v § L Ted O

(e
L~ 3

,C;E_ { -\

Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear Sir. s

<;L£/A,L£:/Q-@3fp Mk vl Fe

o de i | oo G

Mot Tl
Aol v rmnt
et N /Q/uz pﬁvwﬂs

(05 At e ;/vz/éj oL b
(//‘\j’\ (/I\/VL {”Y C/(/\ N

am

A e

0\/(/* }0 s )
LS wl A

Cse

1 ~. A

Oﬁ dua vk Loyﬂc o Nek—

AL «_}Jﬁl & (/éxﬂgy / L (/L«LD/‘VL/X

A
IR Cy Coaal
4 i~
) i‘/ UL\ T «fie&/ ¢ TQ
R
hie 5/1—9 erg! c{cvﬁ o A\

8 L"ZL:>
J

’k/) \/Q,Q/ @gl)f;\ TAA

Q;/G‘?JA/ L™

C’)\,VIL C/&" ZM




é Srle
Terry Huggins BNCCER LI @evmm

Director of Customer Services

South Holland District Council Y m‘ ;
. i X -

Priory Read

e @
Spalding i g
Lincolnsturs PE11 2XE } o~ E il
o
) o . o ' I See T .- i OIS s o
Copy to: Chris Simpkins — Chief Executive SHDC O | b i
— - . [N i 53 13 }
Copy to: Nick Worth - Councillor Holbeach St Marks e § e Ve Pl ‘
s i & ¥
ate: —_ . Wi < rass
Dater ~\\ S v Yo 9 Name & Address:
i I3

M2 T + Neas & Koired
Lawane Cay Cotrases
ARCUBE PO &7 M A RY

SQaworns

Lo~NTs )
P12 KGEY
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Yo @LOFJ( — (o -~ cg:» (wf‘l" —  Ho— So

C./uo&.ur- Eb_:_,., ‘wso-o e O \)o\/ —~ < U,\l { ‘

o3 k3 a{ e o Lo — Edeoe— —

%M JE/ WS Dt Shlep—
@Q”«‘@bva\'\ O Oz ez \/:/C) [N

- A v e NPT . - V-
Q‘Q—Of\z Yo PSX < N~ a Y wNe V .

e e ST }

T e



MISS RHONA JANES
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I am writing to you to place my objections against the proposed Housing Development for
Holbeach St Marks.

I only move here just over a year ago from a village very much the same as Holbeach St Marks
they built 28 new houses but that had a very big impact on the village. People who had 1ived
there for years started to move away and then you don’t just Tose the village way of 1ife but
also the history of the village.

The main objections are:

The houses will be out of keeping with the rest of the village.

e A1l the extra traffic coming into the village will make the roads a danger as well as the
extra noise and fumes it will generate which is what a Tot of people are trying to move
away from.

e As my house backs onto the dyke I am very concerned about the overfiow for the new houses
going into it. At present we already get a lot of flies and other insects which are
attracted to the Tittle water that is in the dyke which will only increase when more water
is flowing through. Why have the people already Tiving in the village got to suffer with
this and not the people who are going to be producing the sewage?

e« The development will remove a substantial amount of hedgerows etc which will affect the
wildlife greatly which is never a good thing.
e« The village will gain nothing from the development except a lot of noise, pollution,

traffic and the possibility of trouble.

e« The development of 40 new homes is totally against the current SHDC 10-year development
plan.

I hope you will take the objections of the residents into consideration, as we are the ones

who have to Tive with it.

Yours Sincerely

Rhona Janes
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Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Scuth Holland District Couneil
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Copy to: Chris Simpkins — Chief Executive SHDC
Copy to: Nick Warth — Councillor Holbeach St Marks
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Colin and Patricia Davison

Five Trees

St. Mark’s Road
Holbeach St. Marks
Spalding
Lincolnshire

PE12 8DZ

Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Helbeach St Marks

We write to you to place our objections against the proposed Housing
Development for Holbeach St. Marks.

Having seen the first set of plans and placing our objections against those plans and
awaiting the revised plan proposal we wish to inform you that we are still strongly
against the development going forward.

It appears many facts have not been addressed - least of all the objections made
known to you by the existing residents of Holbeach St. Marks

The development of 40 new homes is totally against the current South Holland
District Council 10 year development plan which states “No new development for
St. Mark’s. Development, it seems, should be in line with "The Village Plan’ but
SHDC have not produced a plan for St. Marks which, surely, is against planning
policy?

The proposed property designs are totally out of character, aesthetically, with other
properties located in this village and we are of the opinion that the general
concerns/objections and feelings of the current residents of Holbeach St. Marks
have not been adequately addressed. The consultative process by SHDC is greatly
lacking. It would appear that little thought has been given by SHDC to actually




ascertain what kind of development, if any, would be appropriate and in keeping
with this quiet rural village. The revised Plans seems to outline this failure most
clearly!

Apart from the general aesthetics of this ill conceived plan we would wish to bring
some other objections to your attention:

1. Where would extra services be located in St Marks to help cope with extra
residents, their families, pets, cars, etc., - Doctor, Dentist, Veterinary practice,
better School facilities, traffic calming measure and improved conditions of existing
roads?

2. With the addition of possibly another 70+ vehicles, condensed into a small
‘estate type setting, ~ neighbouring homes would definitely suffer from traffic
pollution fumes and extra noise - something which we (and many other residents)
have moved away from, to this area, to improve our lives. We do not wish to live
at the beginning of a new cycle of village growth to include noise, pollution and
extra road traffic.  The people of St.. Marks community choose to live in a
RURAL location and travel to visit and use all amenities. The hardships of rural
life have been chosen and accepted by all of us so that we might maintain a
QUIET and more peaceful lifestyle - developing our village with such little thought
from SHDC to our needs and objections is, in our opinion, quite disgusting.

3. We strongly object to the ridiculous “plan” that the foul sewage generated by 40
new homes should find its overflow site in the dyke which runs along St, Marks
Road - surely a position to the North (where only the new residents would be
affected by their own overflow) should have been a major consideration during
planning proposal?

4. The village and its people actually stand to gain nothing at all from the
development of 40 new, box type designed homes. The wildlife stand to gain even
less - with loss of more of their natural habitat areas - such as hedgerows and trees.
The only people we see gaining from this poorly conceived plan are those associated
with Nestwood Homes.

There are many other problems with this proposed new development and we
generally feel that St. Marks is developed adequately now, without the addition of
40 more, squashed in, ill designed homes. They will be totally out of character
with the village.




We sincerely hope that South Holland District Council will take note of these, our
objections and know that we, among many others, are totally opposed to this new
development going ahead. It should, in fact, be stopped rather than reviewed until
SHDC have reviewed long term implications of any new developments at Holbeach
St. Marks.

Yours sincerely,

M{\Q&,@(}I«L&umﬁwa 0w

olin J. and Patricia M. Davison.
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Mr D. Tickner

3 Main Road
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' 10th June 2002

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
South Holland District Council
Priory Road

Spalding

Lincolnshire PE11 2XE

Copy to: Chris Simpkins - Chief Executive SHDC.
Copy to: Nick Worth - Councillor Holbeach St. Marks.

Planning Application H09/0198/02 - Erection of 40 dwellings off St. Marks Road, Holbeach St. Marks

Dear Sir,

[ write in connection to the above revised planning application, wishing to outline my views and
objections.

Upon inspection of the plans I see that not much has changed from the original application, a
reduction of 4 dwellings from 44 to 40 does not seem to have taken into account the previous

~ views of both myself and other villagers. To increase a village the size of Holbeach St. Marks by
such a large percentage is surely setting a precedent, as I believe the South Holland 10 yr
development plan states No Development for Holbeach St. Marks and also, should not such
proposed developments be in line with ‘The Village Plan’ to my knowledge no such plan has
been produced by SHDC to date, which I believe is against planning policy.

Many other points that [ feel have not been given full consideration by this proposed
development are listed below.

1) Holbeach St. Marks has no link to any Public Transport Service.

2) The proposed 40 dwellings site is likely to produce 40/80 extra private vehicles
which could lead to major on road parking should proposed home owners have the
need for 2 vehicles. A likely event due to point 1.

3) The proposed 40 dwellings could increase the need for some 40/80 extra school

places yet there are no plans or proposed solutions for this event.

4) There are no Medical/Dental facilities within the Village, this will only substantiate
the point made above as to the possible explosion in traffic and number of vehicles.

PT.O



3)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

As I understand it the Lincolnshire planning guide requires new developments to be
sympathetic to the surrounding area with due care to the ecology and construction
materials ‘in keeping” with existing buildings. I feel the proposed development does
neither of these as hedgerows and wild life are likely to be disturbed to a detrimental
effect or removed altogether. With regard to construction materials being

‘in keeping’ the proposed site will be in front of the Church and Vicarage plus

other surrounding buildings not of the same materials.

The proposed siting of another sewage treatment plant on the south side of the
development 1s placing foul sewage into the centre of the existing community,
surely if this development was to go ahead this should be placed in a position where
only the new residents are affected.

There are no employment prospects in Holbeach St. Marks is it wise to develop on
such a scale away from employment opportunities.

The developments themselves have very limited personal garden space a fact I feel
is also not “in keeping’ with the rest of the village.

If T am not mistaken the following are fact
PPG3 expects limited development in villages (a proposed large percentage increase
can hardly be described as limited).
PPG3 also calls for limitations to the “suburbanisation of villages” (if an example of
a development could be classed as contrary to this statement this is surely the
example).

Thorough consultation with local residents as outlined in The Citizens Charter is a
point I would strongly argue has not taken place with regard to this proposed
development. I feel as a small close knit community our views could have been
sought regarding this matter, as it is us that will have to live with the major

changes to our lives this development could bring, not the people that plan and
build. All they have to do is sell the properties and leave never again to think of
Holbeach St. Marks and it’s annex.

I trust that my views and reasons for them concerning the above objections to this planning
application will be taken on board by the planning committee when considering the application
for the development at Holbeach St. Marks. To completely change a small community and
inflict in my opinion unforeseen major problems for the future will in no way enhance village
life or serve the community as a whole. It is for the reasons outlined here that I wish to state that
I am now against this proposed development.

Yours faithfully,

Mr. D. Tickner.
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Huggins, Terry e
From: Wells, Pat

Sent: Monday, June 17, 2002 4:12 PM

To: Stockdale, Susan

Subject: MRS ANNAMAN

I sent you an e-mail regarding the above and a Brian Smith who had been trying to contact Chris on a
planning matter, asking you to tell Terry, and asking him to arrange for someone to ring her. 1had a
message today to say that no-one had contacted her. Her number is 01406 701685.

Thanks

Pat W

Page 1
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Huggins Tey ...

From: Wells, Pat

Sent: Monday, June 10, 2002 3:48 PM
To: Stockdale, Susan

Subject: PLANNING MATTER

[ had Friday afternoon off and when I got into the office this morning there was a message on my desk
saying a Barbara Annaman and Brian Smith wished to make an appointment to see Chris regarding a
potential building estate in Holbeach St Marks. I naturally(!) assumed that it was our Brian Smith and
was waiting for him to come into the office before 1 did anything. Mrs Annaman however telephoned
and I made a tentative appointment for her and Brian to come to see Chris tomorrow. However, Chris
wasn't available and so I rang her back. However, a man answered the telephone who introduced
himself as Brian Smith!

To cut a long story short, Chris says, as this is a planning matter, would I tell Terry and ask him to deal
with it. Mrs Annaman's telephone number is 01406 701685.

Pat W
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[_AMENDED PLANS HAVE BEEN RECEIVED

PLANNING
APPLICATION

Nestwood Homes Developments
is applying to the Council for planning permission for the following:

Reference No: H09/0198/02 o
Description:  Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks

You can inspect copies of the application, plans and any other documents
submitted with it at Planning Reception, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding
and also at Spalding Library. They are available during normal opening hours until

02 JUL 2002

Please send any comments to me by that date quoting the above application
reference number.

Head of Planning & Development
11-JUN-02
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PLANNING
APPLICATION

Nestwood Homes Developments
is applying to the Council for planning permission for the following:

Reference No: H09/0198/02 -
Description:  Erection of 40 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

LLocation: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks

You can inspect copies of the application, plans and any other documents
submitted with it at Planning Reception, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding
and also at Spalding Library. They are available during normal opening hours until

02 JUL 2002

Please send any comments to me by that date quoting the above application
reference number. \

Head of Planning & Development
11-JUN-02
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Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
L O Lincolnshire
L R oy PE128DZ

- % 24"March 2002
: | R ~ Ref. SHDC/BGSO1
Lincolnshire County Counc:l Rt P

Spalding B 7” /a;yhﬁ8[°v

Dear Sir, / < )

Your ref: Holbeach St Marks Housin§ Development /

A few weeks ago we became aware that Nestwo/ood Homes Developments through
the East Midland Design Associates had entered plans for a housing development on
5 arces of land on the north side of the Old Vicarage.

It is our intention to object to this development however we understand that outline
planning permission was already granted in 1999. Despite moving to the Old
Vicarage in 1999 we were not aware of the recent renewal of outline approval, only of
some outline proposals being held for more than 50 years on the site.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
deminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outline planning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposal untill further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is a detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why this
development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

\\

Yours faithfully

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Oid Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks




Objections to Development

I would like to raise a number of points regarding the proposed pian for developing the site at
Holbeach St Marks. These will cover Material Considerations, current and future development
guidelines and legistation and a re-examination of the original outline planning permission.

Size/Scale of Development

The proposal is for 44 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. It is clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban
location such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. It is not appropriate or “in keeping” with
the village setting of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing
properties in the village.

The planning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account
other material considerations which include whether the plan policies are up to date and relevant.
Clearly this application, based on previously granted outline permission, is relying on out of date
policies that are not relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are
also material considerations (sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the
original plans it clearly indicates that this development should not be taken further. Under PPG1
Sect 55 there are material policies in current plans that pull in opposite directions. For example
the plan requires certain densities of housing but this is in opposition to other policy directions
which require developments to be “in keeping” and “in character” with the village location and the
current density of housing. This proposed development is therefore too high a density in relation
to the surrounding location and should be rejected.

If we 100k at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village
plan and this should be addressed by the SHDC) the existing properties are diverse, mainly non-
linear in relation to each other and contain a variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal
fashion. This new development proposal offers high density for a village location, linear design
layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with the village. This is a material
consideration and requires further detailed information which is not available, therefore the
development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development
that also is in opposition to the piecemeal development preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

| would also like to comment at this stage that the plans submitted for the development are
insufficiently detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when
considering the huge impact it will have on the village. The plans have been developed over a
period of 8 days (see drawing revision dates) which | believe are insufficient to make
assessments of the requirements under the Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincolnshire
Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals should look at the characteristics of the
surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including hedgerows, trees and historic
landmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of existing surroundings.
Infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development plans in terms
of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincolnshire Guide for
Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to applx for planning permission by
21% Feb 2002. Plans were drawn up between 13 Feb 2002 and 19" Feb 2002, with the final
modifications to the drawing being materials, landscaping and a play area. These have been
added at the last minute, hardly an example of carefully thought out planning. Once again |
would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (50%
increase in village housing with potential for a 65% increase in population) and should undergo
thorough planning, design and consultation with the local residents in line with the Citizens

/',/ /
Page 1 of 8 W




Charter as per PPG1 Sect 57. | would go further and suggest this development should be the
subject of a detailed feasibility study followed by a public consultation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent
is the open estate to the west of the plot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains
around 30 properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under
different circumstances. Clearly the proposed development at 44 properties does not even
conform to the scale of the existing properties in the village, even looking at the closest
comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the
outline plans there are 2 large bungalows at the front of the development virtually fronting the St
Marks Road. These properties will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the
village, when approaching from the east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential
Areas therefore the proposed plan should be rejected. These same 2 properties have detached
garages the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling which contrasts with the bungalow itself
and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey slate. This is not in keeping with the
surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and vicarage.

If we fook at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost box type
design with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no
alternative brick structures to complement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks
every third layer), no enhancing door entrances except token simple design porches. There is an
opportunity to provide interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of
Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the road infrastructure. The
proposed development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary
to accommodate an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating a cul-
de-sac to the west where the designated “affordable housing” is positioned. This layout is
contrary to estate planning where the more expensive housing is normally to the back of a
development and cheaper housing towards the middleffront. It would be more desirable to have
the terrace type properties to the north eastern end of the site, thus preventing an overlooking
aspect to the existing bungaiows to the west of the site. These terraced properties, in relatively
high concentration, are not “in keeping” with existing properties where the maximum number in a
terrace is 3. They would severely biock the light and view of the existing bungalows to the north
west of the site. They should be re-thought and moved to a more appropriate location. The north
east area of the site does not overlook existing properties and would be more appropriate.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the
church and vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of
development is generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not
complement the character of the village when considering the above design principles. The new
development shows a building dominated layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear
which once again is not in keeping with existing housing. The quality of space between the
buildings on many on the proposed housing is poor in relation to the surrounding area and shows
only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural area lends itself to the
requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their own vegetables
to supplement incomes particularly at the affordable housing level. The proposals do not provide
for this.
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The plan currently shows a fully equipped play area, although no specification is given for the
equipment intended for the site. | would request further information on this before making a
recommendation. It is surprising that the play area is to the south eastern comer of the site. As
you will know there already exists a substantial play area to the east of the village hall which
includes football pitches, swings, slides, climbing frames etc. It seems wholly inappropriate to
create another play area which may be seen as specifically for the new development and so
reduce integration of the new residents to the village. More appropriate would be better open
space, increased garden sizes and reduced density of housing, with perhaps one or two village
green areas central to the development, so creating a greener more countryfied aspect to the
development in keeping with the surrounding area. This would be more in accordance with the
Design Guide for “comfortable accommodation, good townscape, significant landscape
appropriate to the site and setting”.

The siting of the play area | understand will be close to a sewage treatment plant for the entire
site. This brings in the environmental concerns of having a children’s play area near sewage
treatment facilities, whether the treatment plant is sealed and fully protected or not. No system is
foolproof and air pollution will occur, particularly if the system breaks down. You should also be
aware that the play area is close to an existing sewage treatment plant to the west of the site
which currently causes air pollution continuously and has been the subject of several complaints
to the council over the last 2 years and is still awaiting some resolution.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantial tree lined area to the north of the site. It is unclear
why this has been included, to this extent, in this location. 1t would seem wasteful to screen the
development from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site
would be more appropriate. This would integrate woodland and trees into the community and
provide screening for the church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be
substantially reduced and degraded. It would also provide screening should the play area and
sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial treefhedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the
boundary line of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this
tree/hedgerow were to be altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and
attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an
environmental aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of
weeping willows. With a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and
road infrastructure the willow will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the
drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open
view to the north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently
open fields which attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow
flowers for the local community. These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive,
poorly designed, block houses.

Another material consideration is the overlooking aspect that this development will create.
Certainly the terrace proposals positioned close to the north west boundary will totally block and
overlook the bungalow properties already existing. This should be changed. Without substantial
screening to the south side the larger 4 bedroom properties will overiook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.
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Loss of Business

Currently the land designated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and
more substantial farming. One of our local residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers,
these are sold to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will
be lost if this development goes ahead. Not only a loss to village life, but a financial loss to the
local resident and a loss of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses
struggling to survive in the villages this development would further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

I am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment pllant to the southem
end of the proposed site. A sewage treatment plant already exists for the current population and it
is positioned near to the south western corner of the proposed site. There is already substantial
air pollution from the existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage.
To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. | do not believe that
current residents should be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the
sewage treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not
brought into the centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north
east of the site where there would be a reduced population and any air pollution would only effect
the residents of the new development.

As mentioned earlier, several complaints have been made about air pollution from the existing
treatment plant. It is understood that this plant was designed to produce clean water for
discharge into the dyke to the north west of the proposed development. In practice this does not
happen. Residents using bleach and other modern household cleaninng products destroy the
bacterial action of the system and this resuilts in the discharge of very bad water into the dyke to
the north west. This has now cause visible pollution of the area to the detriment of local residents.
The proposals for the new development are to discharge the sewage water to the dyke running
alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church. Once again | do not understand why
potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the community to the detriment of
all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settlements, perhaps to the north of
the site. If this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then clearly the
local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also close
to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be allowed until a full study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage
development. Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any
access it may require.

Infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on
the local drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof
discharge. The proposed site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the
drainage system for the village. A study will show that this system is operating at or near full
capacity, the new development will cause this capacity to be breached resulting in localised
flooding and substantial standing water during wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and
occasional power cuts. 1do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting
substation supplying the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power
supply for this development and the village generally.
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It is my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facilityis
heavily over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and
cannot support further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is also full and still trying to

cope with a backlog of patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current local
demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the
facility recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary
school is currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of
main building capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on
substantial supply teacher input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a
review order is currently in place on the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population
increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial
private vehicle increase. The proposed quantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new
vehicles to the area. It is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses
danger to vehicle users but that danger would increase dramatically with the additional traffic.
Also the main exit from the site would take vehicles past the school entrance causing further
danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school children. There is a serious parking problem
and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the school during the dropping and collecting period
for children. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly damaged by turning cars.
There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the school during the day
causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to expand the
school to cater for this proposed development.

Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1989. With
the closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local
employment. This has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some local residents
worked at Tinsley Foods and now need to travel to Holbeach or Spalding or beyond for work.
Geest, now the new owners of the Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility.
Currently a small QA system operates there employing a skeleton staff. The proposed
development has the potential to bring up to 100 peopie to the area at working age. Therefore
there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements of PPG 23 where
developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will only increase
unemployment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission
reviewed.

PPG23 Poliution Control

It is a material consideration if a proposed deveiopment is potentially polluting. The potential for
pollution of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this
development in this category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage
works will have nuisance impact due to the air poliution and the attraction of increased vermin to
the site of the new sewage treatment plant which is currently proposed for the centre of the
community. This aspect of the development should be considered for a poliution control

authorisation/licence.
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Under PPG23 guidelines the proposed development should contribute to energy efficiency. The
proposed development does not contain any energy efficiency measures. No solar panel systems
are included in the roof designs for instance.

PPG23 states that waste from the development should be properly disposed of without harming
or endangering human health. | believe the proposals for discharge from the sewage works will
endanger human health ( see section on waste) and should be reconsidered. The large increase
in the use of cars will also increase air, water and farmiand pollution.

PPG7 The Countryside Environmental Quality

The guiding principle of the PPG7 is that the plans for any area should maintain or enhance the
environment. The proposed development does not conform to the principles for a village location
of St Marks. The development will cause additional poliution. This additional pollution will come
from the sewage and run-off water already discussed. It will also come from coal and oil fired
heating systems which are more poliuting than cleaner fuel such as gas, which is not available to
the village. The increase in vehicle use due to a lack of public transport will increase air poliution
and increase the average distances travelled by the population.

PPG7 requires the location and design of a development to be handled with sensitivity. The
outline planning permission refers to the Church but should also include the Vicarage which was
built at the same time from identical brick work by the same building firm. Bricks were made from
clay taken from a site near Wisbech. Both buildings should receive equal historic and local
community importance. Section 2.11 of PPG7 defines good quality development as having proper
regard for the context of the development, appropriate design and scale for it's location and
suitable for the characteristics of the local and wider area. The designs should contribute to a
sense of local identity and help maintain or enhance local distinctiveness. The proposed
development does not constitute good design and will only contribute to a distinctiveness of low
cost, plain housing, a distinction the village does not want. The development is not on the
appropriate scale and not in proper context.

PPG7 recommends Countryside Design Summaries to be prepared by the local planning
authorities and Village Design Statements prepared by local communities with the help of the
local authority. These will encourage constructive debate to ensure new developments fit the
surroundings and are in keeping with local character. | am not aware that this process has been
undertaken for the Village of St Marks but | believe it should be before new development can be
approved.

PPG?7 also recommends Village Appraisals to identify the local community’s needs and Agenda
21s to identify sustainable development at local level. With no employment in the area the
development as proposed is not sustainable and does not identify local community needs.

There are other areas where development could be more sustainable such as Pinchbeck soon to
have a large power station development.

The soil and agricultural quality of the land for development is a consideration and the local
authority should seek advice from MAFF and other relevant bodies such as English Nature and
the Countryside Agency before undertaking development of a greenfield site.

The Wash area is under consideration as a conservation area for protected countryside. St
Marks falls in to the wash area therefore due consideration should be given to protection of the
natural environment. Protection of the countryside and the local wildlife should also influence the
decision for development. The proposed site is currently a feeding and breeding area for Marsh
Harriers and a range of other wild birds associated with the marsh area. This site would therefore
be lost under the proposed development. In 1997 the Countryside Commission published
Countryside Character Descriptions and English Nature published Natural Area Profiles, both
documents should be consulted before development can take place. These guidelines have not
been followed in the proposed planning application.
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There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommend no greenfield site development
unless brownfield or existing urban locations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has
happened when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver
accessibility to public transport for jobs, education, heaith, shopping and leisure/local services. In
St Marks there is only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly
delivers accessibility to public transport. What this development will do is increase the need for
private vehicles adding to congestion, pollution and increased dependence on cars which is
contrary to PPG3. The planning system should ensure that “new homes are provided in the right
place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed development does not do this. St Marks is the
wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new employment opportunities here to support
the development.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and new/emerging policies are a
material consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms
part of that emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no
development should be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks.

Section 14 stresses the need for affordabie housing where there is a demonstrable lack of
affordable housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells foe around £40K. There
currently are 3 or 4 properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain
unsold for almost one year. Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would
have been sold. | do not believe there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large
number of property developments in St Marks. The emphasis tums to the SHD local plan 2001,
sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet local needs yet the need has not been
demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and the closing of Tinsley
Foods nearby. Policy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in settlements of
Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need is
demonstrated. It does not require these provisions in St Marks.

PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to
reduce the need for travel by car. Larger developments shouid be placed around major nodes of
public transport corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access
to public transport or local facilities so encouraging not discouraging travel by car. This is a
material consideration against this proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be
supported by supplementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not
aware of a village design statement therefore one should be produced before planning
applications can be considered. This would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed
development can be judged. Without this guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make
an informed judgement of quality of housing proposed without it becoming a purely opinionated
decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development (town or village) should not consist
exclusively of housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment
and services. This substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations.
St Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and couid not demonstrate a need for
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additional housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of
the village” using techniques such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher
quatity of design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development would be
contrary to those guidelines. Further more planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord
Roger’s Urban Task Force and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning.
This proposed development misses this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities shouid help reduce growth in the length and number of
motorised journeys. This development plan will cause the opposite. It does not encourage
alternative means of transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases
the use of private cars. All of which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposal has a significant impact on a settiement with identifiable
character then the proposal should be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan.
This would then preclude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all
future proposals to 2011. It may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity
as new planning guidelines such as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be
taken into account. It applies to this development plan as the proposals are “individually
substantial” and the “cumulative effect would be significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and
must be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that
developments should involve the local community better and not make the community feel
disempowered. At the outline planning permission stage for this development very few of the
village community were aware of the application or involved in its process. So much so that not
one objection was raised by the village to such an important and substantial development. It
should have been clear to the local authority that there had been some breakdown of
communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new proposal has been
issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.

Clearly the iocal community has not been sufficiently invoived in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.

This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could
therefore be referred to the Secretary of State. If this proposal and the original grounds for
outline permission are not reviewed then | would seek to have the plan called in by the secretary
of State. | would also like a public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the
significance of the village hall in this process.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form. To make it more acceptable to
the community and the support facilities would negate the economic viability of the development. |
propose that the current application is rejected and the original outline permission is reviewed in
the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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CB2 INH 25 June 2002

For the attention of Mr A J Watkin

Dear Andrew

Erection of 40 Dwellings, Nestwood Homes Developments, Land off St Marks Road,
Holbeach St Marks

Further to our recent telephone conversation I write to request that the Crown consider the
installation of play equipment on land behind the village hall in lieu of provision on the
application site.

I enclose for your information a copy of a plan showing the approximate position of the
equipment as agreed by Councillor Nick Worth. The play equipment is likely to take two
forms, firstly a half pipe skateboard ramp and secondly a metal goal with 3 metre high sided
panels incorporating a basketball hoop.

Clearly, within the village to the rear of the village hall there already exists some play
equipment for toddlers. Ordinarily, through the Council’s policy similar equipment would be
required as part of the residential development. It has therefore been decided that it would be
far better for the village if equipment for the older children could be provided in lieu of
duplicating existing equipment. The relatively small area of public open space within the
housing estate would not, I consider, be suitable for such equipment due to the likely impact
on adjoining residential occupiers. It has therefore been decided that locating the new
equipment within the existing formal recreation area within the village is far more practical.

I would be grateful if your clients would consider this proposal at their earliest opportunity in
order that the application may be considered at the Development Control Committee on 10
July 2002. Whilst I appreciate the timescale is small it has only recently been brought to my
attention that the Crown are in fact owners of the land to the rear of the village hall. If your
clients are in agreement to this proposal they will need to be signatories on any subsequent
Section 106 Obligation as they are owners of the land. The equipment will be sited in such a
way that it does not unacceptably impact on any other users of the playing field and to this end
the observations of the Lincolnshire Police Architectural Liaison Officer will be sought prior
to the installation of the equipment.




I look forward to receiving your reply at your earliest possible convenience and should you
have any further queries please do not hesitate to contact me.

Y ours sincerely

M
Lewis Smith

Senior Planning Officer

Enclosure
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For the attention of: Mr. Lewis Smith

Dear Mr Smith,
Re: Erection of 40 Dwellings
off St. Marks Rd,
Holbeach St. Marks.

Re the above dwellings of which my husband and I have studied the plans at

the Spalding library.
We have both agreed that the surrounding landscape set-up, which includes
many different types of trees, is very graceful and the design of the houses and

bungalows are very tasteful.

Allin all a very well designed layout.

Yours sincerely,

-

T. James (Mrs.)
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 - Erection of 40 dwellings off St. Marks Road, Holbeach St. Marks

Dear Sir,

I write in connection to the above revised planning application, wishing to outline my views and
objections.

Upon inspection of the plans I see that not much has changed from the original application, a
reduction of 4 dwellings from 44 to 40 does not seem to have taken into account the previous
views of both myself and other villagers. To increase a village the size of Holbeach St. Marks by
such a large percentage is surely setting a precedent, as I believe the South Holland 10 yr
development plan states No Development for Holbeach St. Marks and also, should not such
proposed developments be in line with ‘The Village Plan’ to my knowledge no such plan has
been produced by SHDC to date, which I believe is against planning policy.

Many other points that [ feel have not been given full consideration by this proposed
development are listed below.

1) Holbeach St. Marks has no link to any Public Transport Service.

2) The proposed 40 dwellings site is likely to produce 40/80 extra private vehicles
which could lead to major on road parking should proposed home owners have the
need for 2 vehicles. A likely event due to point 1.

3) The proposed 40 dwellings could increase the need for some 40/80 extra school

places yet there are no plans or proposed solutions for this event.

4) There are no Medical/Dental facilities within the Village, this will only substantiate
the point made above as to the possible explosion in traffic and number of vehicles.

P.T.O




5) As I understand it the Lincolnshire planning guide requires new developments to be
sympathetic to the surrounding area with due care to the ecology and construction
materials ‘in keeping’ with existing buildings. I feel the proposed development does
neither of these as hedgerows and wild life are likely to be disturbed to a detrimental
effect or removed altogether. With regard to construction materials being
‘in keeping’ the proposed site will be in front of the Church and Vicarage plus
other surrounding buildings not of the same materials.

6) The proposed siting of another sewage treatment plant on the south side of the
development is placing foul sewage into the centre of the existing community,
surely if this development was to go ahead this should be placed in a position where
only the new residents are affected.

7) There are no employment prospects in Holbeach St. Marks is it wise to develop on
such a scale away from employment opportunities.

8) The developments themselves have very limited personal garden space a fact | feel
is also not ‘in keeping’ with the rest of the village.

9) If I am not mistaken the following are fact
PPG3 expects limited development in villages (a proposed large percentage increase
can hardly be described as limited).

PPG3 also calls for limitations to the “suburbanisation of villages™ (if an example of
a development could be classed as contrary to this statement this is surely the
example).

10) Thorough consultation with local residents as outlined in The Citizens Charter is a
point I would strongly argue has not taken place with regard to this proposed
development. I feel as a small close knit community our views could have been

sought regarding this matter, as it is us that will have to live with the major
changes to our lives this development could bring, not the people that plan and
build. All they have to do is sell the properties and leave never again to think of
Holbeach St. Marks and it’s annex.

I trust that my views and reasons for them concerning the above objections to this planning
application will be taken on board by the planning committee when considering the application
for the development at Holbeach St. Marks. To completely change a small community and
inflict in my opinion unforeseen major problems for the future will in no way enhance village
life or serve the community as a whole. It is for the reasons outlined here that I wish to state that
I am now against this proposed development.

Yours faithfully,

Mr. D. Tickner.
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Planning Appiication ’07/0[9§Lﬂ2.b£eeftﬂ of 40 dwellings off
. 9t Marks Road.dolbeach St ‘arks .

Uear Sir,

Please find attached copy of ny objections to the ahove
montioned Planning Application for information and action.
Lwailst writing I would as% the question as to why these plans
2tc; were not available at the ilolbeach Public library,for
inssection,

0t everyone whom the above affects has the means to travel
14 miles to 3Spalding to view the plans.

Also T would eaquire that having previously objected to these
slans T was not informed of any revisions,as wy neisghbhours
7nom had  also raised their objections receveived due
notification.

Also T noted that the letter shown to mehore no signature

I leave the forepoing to your kind attention and look forward

to receving your comments in due course

Yours gaﬁt'fully,
‘v O.Crouch.SLR
conies to: lir.Chris Simpkins. = Chief Txecutive SIDC, 7

tir., Nick Worth., = Councillor Holbeach St llarks,




To L.Smith, Council Offices,Priory Road, Spalding .PEl1 2XE.

nER Application H09/0198/02 (REVISED)

from ir. G. Crouch.SLR.
The Beagles,Main Road,/lolbeach St Marks.PEL2 3D7Z,
Tel. 01406 701 504,
NDatad 14,006,002,

ith reference to the above revised mentioned planning
application I would register my objections as follows:-

1)I note that the revised apnlication now suggests 40
dwellines., ¥rankly if it is assumed that this mollifies ny
objection to the developement it is an insult to ones
intelligence.
2)This anplication means an increase of approximately 50% in
housing which is unacceptable in a village of this size.

3)The propnosal goes against that which I have been led to
helieve that there was a 10 year moritorium on bhuilding in
3t Marks.

4) I note that no Villape plan for St larks has bheen pnroduced
tJhich surely is against Rural Planning Guide Lines.

5) According to SHDC guidelines as I understand them, is for
niecemeal develonment in rural locations, by no stretch of
ones imagination is this pniecemeal.

5) The Citizens Charter states that full consultation with
local residents should ta%e place. As I have received no
notification of the revised plans despite having previously
raised my objections to the development it was only through
my neighbours that I discovered the raevisions,'/iY!,

7) As far as I can ascertain the desien, construction and mat-
aerials are out of 4eeping with the other buildings within
the area of the developmnent ie Church and adjacent pnropert-
~ies,

2) tYhy have we now 3 sewasne plants all of which are discharging
into the dyke 2 of which are situated on the south side of
the development surely these should be within the confines
of the housing, not up apgainst existing property bounderies.

9) with reference to 8 above T pose the question have all
concernad ie the owners of property situated along the dyke
DEFRA/IT.R.A. ana the owner of the land through whicn the
dyke runs, been consultaed on this proposal?.

10)In the event of a malfunction of the aforesaid nlants who
is respousible for any discharege of effluent that could be
a hazard to health and the enviroment.

11)The iuncrease in traffic on a very minor road is the scenario
for an accident waiting to happen.

12)1 also have doubts as to whether all goverment guidelines
appertaing to tc Pural locations have heen counsidered.ie
PPGl and PPG3.,

13)There is at presoeat no infrastructure in existence that
could support such a development ep Medical, Yental and
School.All facilities bheins FULL,

-
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HORGIRTN) orection of 40 dwellings off

St larks 2oad.lolbeacn St tarks .

Dear Sir,

Plaase find attached copy of =y ohjections to tha ahove
wntioned Planning Anplication for information and action.
Miilst vriting I would as the guestion as to why thesa nlans
ate; were not availabla at tae Uolbheach Public librarv,for
insna2ction.

ot everyone whon the above affects has the means to travel
Ly miles to Spaldins to view the plaas.

I lTeave the forepoins to your kind attention and loo% forward

"o raeceving youc comants in dae course

Vourss faithfally,

copies to: Yr.Charis Sinplins. - Chief xecutive SITH0,

» e, 1
A LS .

ar. Mick Yorth. = Councillor Jolbeach St
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o Lora 0. Sroiach.

The Beaglas,hain 2oad,olbeach St '“1”” erfeoane R
Tal, 14050 701 504, B . o

At rafarence to tha ahove neationed rovisad nlaanins
asnlication I would recister oy obhjections as follovs:-

L) “as aay conasidaration bHeen riven to the offect on the water
tabla?

he villazga,ihy 1g it baeinn

; luenca is to be directad into the
Iyt lias the DA bean conasualte ! on this oronosal.Also are you
LY ner cent suare that the proposed systen is fully casable of
vaing ahle to cone.'aat coatineencay plaas are thare should the
yronosad systen aallanction?.

Sy oedins o nain drainara in ot

h
astoed thfat the water [off

Yihe idea of 470 housoes sould mean a least oa ailninua of

Soding,louavar if thore ars cnildren this could rise hased on
ne covernnents ficures of 2.4 ner housenold to 130 hodies,

o

21e

e

L

L) Takine the adove into accouant there is no way that tae
villare laciking the infrastructure can cope,.'as “ast “idlands
lactricity beea consultad as to, whether the existins supply
is canable of suoporting the oxtra load? As at various ti
dav o the voltare suffers a Jdron.ie 2arly mornins & late
aftarnoon nlus =arly cvaninn

o5 of

33 aoild also bo lootin~ at an increasa in traffic of a
vininun of 40 cars hHut aore likely at least 00 and with

—

arrogness of the road and a virtual “lind Hsad bhy the school
it can only bhe left to ona's inasinntion what counld hannon,

) Tuctharnora what account 1as Hnﬁn taken in considaring this
yolication resardins the 773, ie Noctors and Tentistry.io
fiare Ao vou nglut that all these axtra Ywodiss obtain
trentnent,witn the sitaation with these facilities dein: as
Aoy oars at the nonent,

TD

J

ot

7) In conclusion 1 would say that thera is only coon for a
1y iaun of 15 dwellings, 1f at all any.

[irand 14,006,702,
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To L.Snith, Council Cffices,Priory Road, Soalding .PELL 2XE

- Ve

E Application [02/0195/02 (22VISED)

vy : al

‘ron hirs G. GCrouch,
Tha Beagles,!'ain Noad,liolheacih St Marks.PREL2 200,
Tel. 01406 701 594,

'itq ceforence to the adove weationed revisad nlanningz

k)
apolication T woul:l raristers 1y objections as follows:-
L) as aav considaration Bes2n riven to the affect on the water
ranio?

2)eing o oaain drainaze in ta

sugoestad thfnt the wyater /faffluence is to he direct=d into the
dyiin.ias the TPA beea consultac on this proposal,Also are yvou
L Hor cont sure that thae pronosed sy is fully capable of
bedine oanrle to cope./hat contingeacaey pla: are there shounld the

1

provas2d systen nalfanction?,

e village.thy is it heins

S)viie idea of 40 hoasos would iean a least a nininaey af 90
ancdiossiiovever 1f thoere are children this could rise hyasad on

tha soveraseats {isaces of 204 ner hoasehold to 1990 hodies,

) Takianng the above intn account there is no vay thatb the
vitlare lacking the infrastructure can copa.as Zast Jidlands

“loctricity been coasultad as to, whether the axisting suanply
Ls capahle of suonorting th» avtra load? As at various tines of
i

day the voltage suffers a droo.in 2arlv asorning & late
iftarnoon oHlus earlv 2vaain:

5) 2 wounld also He loo'ting at an increase in traffic of a
aintoin of 40 carcs bnt nore likely at least 20 and wvith
arcouness of the road and a virtual Hlind mend by the school
it 2an only bhe left to oae's inasination what could hapoen,

L

L)ofarthariore waat account 1as hean taken in considering this
vrolication cejja
Gaca do gou sassest that all these axtra Hodies nbtain
satnent,with the sitnation with these facilities belon as
caay o oAare at tha aoneat,

rdine thn i) ie Doctors and Dontistcry.

el
hatd

7) in counclusion I would say that ther2 is only roon for a
rixlornr of 13 dwallige if at all aony.

14,0602,
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To L.Smith, Council Offices,Priory Road, Spalding .PFEL1 2X¥E,

REE Application 1109/0193/02 (REVISED)

from 'r. G. Crouch.SLR.
The Beagles,Main Road,iiolheach St !farks.PR1l2 8DZ7,
Tel. 014006 701 504
Dated 14,06.02.

{/itth reference to tne above revised mentioned planning
application I would register my objections as follows:-

1)I note that the ravised application now suggests 40
dwellinpgs. Frankly if it is assumed that this mollifies my
ohjection to the developement it is an insult to ones
intelligence.
2)This application means an increase of approximately 50% in
hlousing which is unacceptable in a village of this size.

3)The proposal goes against that which I have been led to
helieve that there was a 10 year moritorium on building in
St Marks.

4) I note that no Village plan for St tliarks has bheen produced
‘Inich surely is against Rural Planning Guide Lines.

5) According to SHDC guidelines as I understand them, is for
piecemneal development in rural locations, by no stretch of
ones imagination is this piecemeal.

5) The Citizens Charter states that full consultation with
local residents should ta%e place. As I have received no
notification of the revised nlans despite having previously
raised my objections to the develonment it was only through
my neighbours that I discovered the revisions.WHY!,

7) As far as I can ascertain the design, construction and mat-
arials are out of keeping with the other buildings within
the area of the development ie Church and adjacent propert-
-ies,

3) Why have we now 3 sewage plants all of which are discharging
into the dyke 2 of which are situated on the south side of
the developmeat surely these should bhe within the confines
of the housing, not up against existing property bounderies.

9) with reference to 8 abhove I pose the question have all
concerned ie the owners of property situated along the dyke
DEFRA/N.R.A. and the owner of the land through which the
dyxe runs, bheen consulted on this proposal?.

10)In the event of a malfunction of the aforesaid plants who
is responsible for any discharege of effluent that could be
a hazard to health and the enviroment,

11)The increase in traffic on a very minor road is the scenario
for an accident waiting to nappen.

12)I also have doubts as to whether all goverment suidelines
anpertaing to to Rural locations have heen considerad.ie
PRPGC1 and PPG3.

13)There is at present no infrastructure in exféténce that
could support suach a davelopment eg ledical, Dental and
School.All facilities h»eing FULL.
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear Sir,
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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Copy to: Chris Simpkins ~ Chief Executive SHDC O U B
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June 10®, 2002 Colin and Patricia Davison
Five Trees
o s oot MaArk’s Road
Q R £ 3, u ; §tﬂolbeach St. Marks
""‘“"“" b palding
Lincolnshire
PE12 8DZ

Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear S,

We write to you to place our objections against the proposed Housing
Development for Holbeach St. Marks.

Having seen the first set of plans and placing our objections against those plans and
awaiting the revised plan proposal we wish to inform you that we are still strongly
against the development going forward.

It appears many facts have not been addressed - least of all the objections made
known to you by the existing residents of Holbeach St. Marks

The development of 40 new homes is totally against the current South Holland
District Council 10 year development plan which states “No new development for
St . Mark’s. Development, it seems, should be in line with "The Village Plan” but
SHDC have not produced a plan for St. Marks which, surely, is against planning
policy?

The proposed property designs are totally out of character, aesthetically, with other
properties located in this village and we are of the opinion that the general
concerns/objections and feelings of the current residents of Holbeach St. Marks
have not been adequately addressed. The consultative process by SHDC is greatly
lacking. It would appear that little thought has been given by SHDC to actually




ascertain what kind of development, if any, would be appropriate and in keeping
with this quiet rural village. The revised Plans seems to outline this failure most
clearly!

Apart from the general aesthetics of this ill conceived plan we would wish to bring
some other objections to your attention:

1. Where would extra services be located in St Marks to help cope with extra
residents, their families, pets, cars, etc., - Doctor, Dentist, Veterinary practice,
better School facilities, traffic calming measure and improved conditions of existing
roads?

2. With the addition of possibly another 70+ vehicles, condensed into a small
“estate type setting, * neighbouring homes would definitely suffer from traffic
pollution fumes and extra noise - something which we (and many other residents)
have moved away from, to this area, to improve our lives. We do not wish to live
at the beginning of a new cycle of village growth to include noise, pollution and
extra road traffic.  The people of St.. Marks community choose to live in a
RURAL location and travel to visit and use all amenities. The hardships of rural
life have been chosen and accepted by all of us so that we might maintain a
QUIET and more peaceful lifestyle - developing our village with such little thought
from SHDC to our needs and objections is, in our opinion, quite disgusting.

3. We strongly object to the ridiculous “plan” that the foul sewage generated by 40
new homes should find its overflow site in the dyke which runs along St, Marks
Road - surely a position to the North (where only the new residents would be
affected by their own overflow) should have been a major consideration during
planning proposal?

4. The village and its people actually stand to gain nothing at all from the
development of 40 new, box type designed homes. The wildlife stand to gain even
less - with loss of more of their natural habitat areas - such as hedgerows and trees.
The only people we see gaining from this poorly conceived plan are those associated
with Nestwood Homes.

There are many other problems with this proposed new development and we
generally feel that St. Marks is developed adequately now, without the addition of
40 more, squashed in, ill designed homes. They will be totally out of character
with the village.




We sincerely hope that South Holland District Council will take note of these, our
objections and know that we, among many others, are totally opposed to this new
development going ahead. It should, in fact, be stopped rather than reviewed until
SHDC have reviewed long term implications of any new developments at Holbeach
St. Marks.

.\ Yours sincerely,

B
Q/[\\ dMNM . @L(ﬁu\ e M uﬂw W W

Colin J. and Patricia M. Davison.
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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Dear Sir,

WE HAVE UVIEWEY ~Ths AMENDN oS o1s YL
VAVE P MSiST AT HALBBen, ST mAandS | ~To SAY
AaaT WE ALs JEay  DISSAPIINTEY  Wious Qs g,
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 - Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks
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MISS RHONA JANES
CHAPEL HOUSE

® J MAIN ROAD
- HOLBEACH ST MARKS
o 24 o SPALDING
M LINCS
b PE12 8D7
sy

b
I am writing to you to place my objections agains
Holbeach St Marks.
I only move here just over a year ago from a village very much the same as Holbeach St Marks
they built 28 new houses but that had a very big impact on the village. People who had 1ived
there for years started to move away and then you don’t just lose the village way of Tife but
also the history of the village.

ey
“i"'“'ﬁﬂ'nl - WM
g ;;;{;9 FOUT Sy my <
. . . el W - ’ bty
The main objections are: L IR ;4, m
: iy X ‘

e« The houses will be out of keeping with the rest of the village.

e proposed Housing Development for

e All the extra traffic coming into the village will make the roads a danger as well as the
extra noise and fumes it will generate which is what a lot of people are trying to move
away from.

e As my house backs onto the dyke I am very concerned about the overflow for the new houses
going into it. At present we already get a lot of flies and other insects which are
attracted to the 1ittle water that is in the dyke which will only increase when more water
is flowing through. Why have the people already living in the village got to suffer with
this and not the people who are going to be producing the sewage?

e The development will remove a substantial amount of hedgerows etc which will affect the
wildlife greatly which is never a good thing.
e The village will gain nothing from the development except a lot of noise, pollution,

traffic and the possibility of trouble.

e The development of 40 new homes is totally against the current SHDC 10-year development
plan.

I hope you will take the objections of the residents into consideration, as we are the ones
who have to live with it.

Yours Sincerely

Rhona Janes




HARTLEY HOUSE,
HoLBEACH MARSH,
. SPALDING,
LINCS.
PE12 8EW
Tel: 01406 701221
Fax: 01406 701515

s
~A~TTTTT FIOT T AND ¢
t o _.N;‘ »- - i ’i

\, e h s\' a - .
\v_JX\.« LER TRV VERLN \“\ DR 5( # i ~nn

1 o .
LA . 4 0 ! U “ s
N W .

-
e
~
<
L
e
'
-
7
o
S
—
P W,
—
o
.
:f’
v

,,
-
T
<
H

X "\ 5 ) .’L\’\«/"‘ }
. ‘ i {
Y Y i '
) / ,/'l\\/‘“\ L ~ VAl
/ N : i [ ¥
Y N \ - e e ey s X
{
| \ | \ o
H [}
f A | . \\ Ce . \ webe kLA \‘ \ \ » 3
. LSRN N RPN . >




5 Browne Wilkinson Walk
Hoibeach St. Marks,
Spalding,

Lincs.

PE12 8HE.

Dear Sir
With regards to the so called revised details of the Holbeach St. Marks building project, | am
amazed that the planning department lacks the sagacity to accept a proposat of this size in the first
place, these proposals will increase the size of the village by around 30% totally destroying the rural
ambience of the area,and to suggest that only 10 children will be generated by this project is
judicrous,but.that number will justify the meagre amount allocated to increase fadilities for the said
children. | have no objections to development in the area but for heavens sake keep it in
perspective.

Yours faithfully Hoy [ 15§ l oL Ls
Ted Rust. ’ !
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20 Jud 2002 : PE12 8EY
Mr. Terry Huggins o i
Director of Customer Services B . 4
South Holland District Council l
Priory Road cain -
Spalding LS
Lincolnshire
PE11 2XE
18" June 2002
Dear Mr. Huggins, (HOYJeR 3/ 2 )

RE: Proposed Residential Development behind St. Mark’s Church (File 09/02)

1 am writing to inform you of a number of objections to the proposed development, which I believe will
change the unique nature of the village of Holbeach St Marks and its historic church, namely:

e As a member of your Lincolnshire Viewpoint panel, I was under the impression that the local 10
year development plan was to concentrate development in Spalding. I therefore wonder how this
fits in, especially given what I believe is the absence of a “Village Plan’ for Holbeach St. Marks. 1
am also unaware of a Village Design statement.

e As well as the above, 1 understand that PPG3 calls for the limitation of the ‘suburbanisation of
villages’. How does this development fit these requirements?

e  From my understanding of the plan, it would include 40 properties, which seems excessive for a
location so central to the village. This would be an increase in village housing of almost 50%,
which would seem contrary to PPG3 aims of limiting development in villages.

o  The terracotta box design of the houses will ruin the area behind the church and war memorial. My
fiancée and I are to marry in St Marks Church this summer. Perhaps I should ask the photographer
to take some extra photographs to preserve the view of the village. The minimal garden size
allocated to the new houses also seems out of keeping with current village properties adjacent to
the area in question,

» Tunderstand that the development will include a sewerage treatment plant (a development which
was not included in Leadenhall Road 13 years ago!) in the middle of the village. How does the
overflow and outflow of this sewerage into the dyke along St Marks Road fit in with SHDC’s
conservation plans and the requirements of the Drainage Board?

¢ It would seem that existing hedgerows, etc may be affected by the development, which would
appear contrary to the Lincolnshire Planning Guide.

1 would ask what benefit the existing community and / or SHDC will derive from this development
from The Crown Estate and their subsidiary, Nestwood Homes?

PLEASE NOTE THAT MYSELF AND MY PARTNER ARE OPPOSED TO THIS
DEVELOPMENT, AND BELIEVE THAT 1T SHOULD NOT GO AHEAD.

Regards,
) [:L//Ly,/// ém,/ e /I~

Richard Crowhurst
¢c: Nick Worth, Chris Simkins
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Helbeach St Marks
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Planning Application H09/0198/02 — Erection of 40 dwellings off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks

Dear S,

V%, M/Oc%w[ M/Q&//UZ/)?/ @0/’@0@ / % yewz,» , 0t 70T v
/n@ il A ﬂ@é/ﬂém, Ao %ém méo A/Q/W

ajy /a” M A v 74?/@?7/7077 e
oy e
Clihtony %wé oaéiq;./a%-r ‘
m)%/ Aherl 2o 7107 ;% ) ook L ondipels sudl <
polori sl il Ll T
Lol ? /ryaw/ buelooe i dltrns 7 /4
(ie a{/z//r(z ézéa[ A@/ @ o/
d&_ ﬁwu’&é{@ -/ﬂc%(/é/)

S cillge o> ij /mwéw/ R e T doffus
7 ‘ ;/0}/ Vﬂnf/mdé ZaZ Al




SHDC
Barbara Anaman/Bryan Smith
. ] y The Old Vicarage
Plannina & Development St Marks Road
_ Holbeach St Marks
24 Jun 2002 Lincolnshire
.. p——— PE12 8DZ
) POL
N y 23rd June 2002
‘ Ref. SHDC/BGS02
| W Si ¢y Council ! -“.)M'N LS
_L

Spalding
A THUgA WS Copy Clacvs S ppkales

Dear Sir,

Your ref: Holbeach St Marks Housing Development H09/0198/02

Following our letter dated 24™ March 2002 we understand that Nestwood Homes
Developments through the East Midland Design Associates have entered revised
plans for a housing development on 5 acres of land on the north side of the Old
Vicarage and St Marks Church.

By way of this letter and its attachment we object to this development.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
diminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outline planning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposai until further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is our revised detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why
this development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

Yours faithfully
-,

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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Objections to Development H09/0198/02 Holbeach St Marl#“‘-—~

™1 P&
I would like to raise a number of points regarding the proposed plan for dekelopin the site at Holbeach-6t POL
Marks. These will cover Material Considerations, current and future devel ment gugeliriés ang
legislation and a re-examination of the original outline planning permissio QNk BC

Size/Scale of Development ! 0&; j ,: C .J i ]
i

The revised proposal is for 40 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. It is clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban location
such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. 1t is not appropriate or “in keeping” with the village setting

of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing properties in the village.

ADMIN | pag

The planning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account other
material considerations which include whether the plan policies are up to date and relevant. Clearly this
application, based on previously granted outline permission, is relying on out of date policies that are not
relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are also material considerations
(sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the original plans it clearly indicates that
this development should not be taken further. Examples of emerging or new policies are the Planning
Green Paper by Stephen Byers MP, the South Holtand District Plan for the period to 2011, both of which
would be in opposition to the housing proposal. Under PPG1 Sect 55 there are material policies in
current plans that pull in opposite directions. For example the plan requires certain densities of housing
but this is in oppaosition to other policy directions which require developments to be “in keeping” and “in
character” with the village location and the current density of housing. This proposed development is still
too high a density in refation to the surrounding location and should be rejected.

If we look at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village plan
and this should be addressed by the SHDC) there is no existing Village Plan in accordance with current
guidelines. The existing properties are diverse, mainly non-linear in relation to each other and contain a
variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal fashion. This new development proposal offers high
density for a village location, linear design layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with
the village. This is a material consideration and requires further detailed information which is not
available, therefore the development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development that
also is in opposition to the piecemeal development preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

I would also like to comment, at this stage, that the plans submitted for the development are insufficiently
detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when considering the huge impact
it will have on the village. The original submission of plans were developed over a period of 8 days (see
drawing revision dates) which { believe is insufficient to make assessments of the requirements under the
Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincolnshire Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals
should look at the characteristics of the surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including
hedgerows, trees and historic landmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of
existing surroundings. Infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development
plans in terms of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincolnshire
Guide for Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to apply for planning permission by 21% Feb
2002. The current revised plan has changed the layout of the road to a roundabout style end to the cul-
de-sac, again this is more appropriate to an urban development not a vilage. The play area has been
removed with the promise of additional facilities at the village hall play area, but no details or suggestions
are given of these additional facilities. What guarantee is there that any facilities will be provided and at
how many or how elaborate they will be? A path on the south side of the proposal has been extended
slightly and now starts at the fenceline to the south west corner. | fail to see what the purpose of this path
is. Common sense would conclude that children will walk along the path of the new housing estate road
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to reach the village hall area. If it is for the children on the new estate why does it not start at the
roundabout area where it can be accessed. To have a path begin at a brick wall and fence seems
strange”?

Once again | would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (40%
increase in village housing with potential for a 60% increase in population) and should undergo thorough
planning, design and consultation with the local residents in line with the Citizens Charter as per PPG1
Sect 57. | would go further and suggest this development should be the subject of a detailed feasibility
study followed by a public consultation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent is the
open estate to the west of the plot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains around 30
properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under different circumstances.
Clearly the proposed development at 40 properties does not even conform to the scale of the existing
properties in the village, even looking at the closest comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the revised
plans there is 1 large bungalow at the front of the development virtually fronting the St Marks Road. This
property will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the village, when approaching from the
east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential Areas therefore the proposed plan should be
rejected. This same property has a detached garage the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling
which contrasts with the bungaiow itself and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey
slate. This is not in keeping with the surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and
vicarage.

if we look at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost, box type design
with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no alternative brick
structures to complement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks every third layer), no
enhancing door entrances except simple wooden overhangs. There is an opportunity to provide
interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic
value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the road infrastructure. The proposed
development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary to accommodate
an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The new proposed layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating
a cul-de-sac to the west. The so called “affordable housing” has been abandoned and replaced by semi-
detached properties. One is confused as to whether this is now considered “affordable housing” and if
so affordable to whom. Affordable housing should be related to market price and average salary levels
for the area. It is uniikely that residents in the surrounding areas who are on relatively low incomes would
be able to afford new housing on this estate, therefore affordable must mean for people outside this area
as already stated by Longstaff the proposed agents for the estate. | quote “these houses will sell to
people coming from the south, second homes in the country, retirees, etc.” Once again if the village had
a Village Plan in accordance with SHDC guidelines this matter could have been addressed and sensible
suggestions adopted. Unfortunately this application is being forced through without a serious attempt at
village pianning.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the church and
vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of development is
generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not complement the character of the
village when considering the above design principles. The new development shows a building dominated
layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear which once again is not in keeping with existing
housing. The quality of space between the buildings on many on the proposed housing is poor in relation
to the surrounding area and shows only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural
area lends itself to the requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their
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own vegetables to supplement incomes particularly at the affordabie housing level. The proposals do not
provide for this.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantial tree lined area to the north of the site. It is unclear why
this has been included, to this extent, in this location. It would seem wasteful to screen the development
from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site would be more
appropriate. This would integrate woodland and trees into the community and provide screening for the
church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be substantially reduced and
degraded. It would also provide screening should the sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial tree/hedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the boundary line
of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this tree/hedgerow were to be
altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an environmental
aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of weeping willows. With
a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and road infrastructure the willow
will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open view to the
north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently open fields which
attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow flowers for the local community.
These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive, poorly designed, block houses. Without
substantiai screening to the south side, the larger 4 bedroom properties will overlook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.

Loss of Business

Currently the land designated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and more
substantial farming. One of our local residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers, these are sold
to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will be lost if this
development goes ahead. Not only a loss to village life, but a financial loss to the local resident and a loss
of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses struggling to survive in the
villages this development wouid further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

| am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment plant to the southem end of the
proposed site. A sewage treatment plant already exists for the current population and it is positioned near
to the south western comer of the proposed site. There is already substantial air poliution from the
existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage and local residents to the
west. To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. No system is foolproof and
the local residents have not been afforded the opportunity to comment on the system proposed. indeed
the current plans to the council do not include any details of this treatment works. | do not believe that
current residents shoulid be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the sewage
treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not brought into the
centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north east of the site where
there would be a reduced population and any air pollution would only effect the residents of the new
development.

Several complaints have been made about air pollution from the existing treatment plant. It is understood
that this plant was designed to produce clean water for discharge into the dyke to the north west of the
proposed development. In practice this does not happen. Residents using bleach and other modern
household cleaning products destroy the bacterial action of the system which results in the discharge of
very bad water into the dyke to the north west. This has now cause visible poliution of the area to the

Page 3 of 8



detriment of local residents. Currently this communal sewage tank is emptied by the council (last time 21°
June 2002) which was never supposed to happen. The proposals for the new development are to
discharge the sewage water to the dyke running alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church.
Once again | do not understand why potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the
community to the detriment of all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settlements,
perhaps to the north of the site. If this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then
clearly the local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also
close to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be allowed until a fuil study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage development.
Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any vehicular access it may
require. There does not appear to be any vehicular access proposed. There are no details of who will
maintain the facility in the short and long term. Systems break down therefore what kind of warning
system is in place to prevent raw sewage being discharged into the dyke in front of the church to the
detriment of tourists and local residents?

infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on the local
drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof discharge. The proposed
site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the drainage system for the village. We
believe a study will show that this system is operating at or near full capacity, the new development will
cause this capacity to be breached resuiting in localised flooding and substantial standing water during
wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and occasional
power cuts. | do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting substation supplying
the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power supply for this development and
the village generally.

It is my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facility is heavily
over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and cannot support
further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is also full and still trying to cope with a backiog of
patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current local demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the facility
recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary school is
currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of main building
capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on substantial supply teacher
input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a review order is currently in place on
the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial private vehicle
increase. The proposed quantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new vehicles to the area. 1t
is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses danger to vehicle users but that
danger would increase dramatically with the additional traffic. Also the main exit from the site would take
vehicles past the school entrance causing further danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school
children. There is a serious parking problem and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the school during
the dropping and collecting period for children. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly
damaged by turning cars. There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the
school during the day causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to
expand the school to cater for this proposed development and further vehicular traffic would be
unacceptable.
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Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1999. With the
closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local empioyment. This
has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some local residents worked at Tinsley Foods and
now need to travel to Holbeach or Spalding or beyond for work. Geest, now the new owners of the
Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility. Currently a small QA system operates there
employing a skeleton staff. The proposed development has the potential to bring up to 100 people to the
area at working age. Therefore there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements
of PPG 23 where developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will
serve to increase unempioyment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources. It
will lead to increased use of private cars for travel to places of work at substantial distance from St Marks
contrary to local planning guidelines.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission reviewed.

PPG23 Pollution Control

It is a material consideration if a proposed development is potentiaily poliuting. The potential for pollution
of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this development in this
category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage works will have nuisance
impact due to the air pollution and the attraction of increased vermin to the site of the new sewage
treatment plant that is currently proposed for the centre of the community. This aspect of the development
should be considered for a pollution control authorisation/licence.

Under PPG23 guidelines the proposed development should contribute to energy efficiency. The
proposed development does not contain any energy efficiency measures. No solar panel systems are
included in the roof designs for instance.

PPG23 states that waste from the development should be properly disposed of without harming or
endangering human health. | believe the proposals for discharge from the sewage works will endanger
human health ( see section on waste) and should be reconsidered. The large increase in the use of cars
will also increase air, water and farmiand poliution.

PPG7 The Countryside Environmentai Quality

The guiding principle of the PPG?7 is that the plans for any area should maintain or enhance the
environment. The proposed development does not conform to the principles for a village location of St
Marks. The development will cause additional pollution. This additional pollution will come from the
sewage and run-off water already discussed. It will also come from coal and oil fired heating systems
which are more polluting than cleaner fuel such as gas, which is not available to the village. The increase
in vehicle use due to a lack of public transport will increase air pollution and increase the average
distances travelled by the paopulation.

PPG?7 requires the location and design of a deveiopment to be handled with sensitivity. The outline
planning permission refers to the Church but should also include the Vicarage which was built at the
same time from identical brick work by the same building firm. Bricks were made from clay taken from a
site near Wisbech. Both buildings should receive equal historic and local community importance. Section
2.11 of PPG7 defines good quality development as having proper regard for the context of the
development, appropriate design and scale for it's location and suitable for the characteristics of the local
and wider area. The designs should contribute to a sense of local identity and help maintain or enhance
local distinctiveness.

The proposed development does not constitute good design and will only contribute to a distinctiveness
of low cost, plain housing, a distinction the village does not want. The development is not on the
appropriate scale and not in proper context.

PPG7 recommends Countryside Design Summaries to be prepared by the local planning authorities and
Village Design Statements prepared by local communities with the help of the local authority. These will
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encourage constructive debate to ensure new developments fit the surroundings and are in keeping with
local character. | am not aware that this process has been undertaken for the Village of St Marks but |
believe it should be before new development can be approved.

PPG?7 aiso recommends Village Appraisals to identify the local community’s needs and Agenda 21s to
identify sustainable development at local level. With no employment in the area the development as
proposed is not sustainable and does not identify local community needs.

There are other areas where this kind of development could be more sustainable such as Pinchbeck soon
to have a large power station development.

The soil and agricultural quality of the land for development is a consideration and the local authority
should seek advice from MAFF and other relevant bodies such as English Nature and the Countryside
Agency before undertaking development of a greenfield site.

The Wash area is under consideration as a conservation area for protected countryside. St Marks falls
into the wash area therefore due consideration should be given to protection of the natural environment.
Protection of the countryside and the local wildlife should also influence the decision for development.
The proposed site is currently a feeding and breeding area for Marsh Harriers and a range of other wild
birds associated with the marsh area. This site would therefore be lost under the proposed development.
in 1997 the Countryside Commission published Countryside Character Descriptions and English Nature
pubiished Natural Area Profiles, both documents should be consulted before development can take place.
These guidelines have not been followed in the proposed planning application.

There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommends no Greenfield site development unless
brownfield or existing urban locations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has happened
when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver accessibility
to public transport for jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure/local services. In St Marks there is
only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly delivers accessibility to public
transport. What this development will do is increase the need for private vehicles adding to congestion,
poliution and increased dependence on cars which is contrary to PPG3. The planning system should
ensure that “new homes are provided in the right place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed
development does not do this. St Marks is the wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new
employment opportunities here to support the development.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and new/emerging policies are a material
consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms part of that
emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no development should
be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks. This should have been made clear to the applicant
for outline permission renewal and made clear to the reserved matters applicant. it is evident that this has
not been considered

Section 14 stresses the need for affordable housing where there is a demonstrable lack of affordable
housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells for around £40K. There currently are 3 or 4
properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain unsold for almost one year.
Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would have been sold. It is unlikely that any of
the proposed new houses would be placed on the market for less than £80K at current market rates
making them outside what might be considered affordable housing for local residents. | do not believe
there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large number of property developments in St Marks.
The emphasis turns to the SHD local plan 2001, sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet local
needs yet the need has not been demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and
the closing of Tinsley Foods nearby. Policy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in
settlements of Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need
is demonstrated. It does not require these provisions in St Marks.
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PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to reduce the
need for travel by car. Larger developments should be placed around major nodes of public transport
corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access to public transport or
local facilities so encouraging, not discouraging, travel by car. This is a material consideration against this
proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be supported
by supplementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not aware of a village
design statement therefore one should be produced before planning applications can be considered. This
would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed development can be judged. Without this
guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make an informed judgement of quality of housing
proposed without it becoming a purely unilateral opinionated decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development (town or village) should not consist exclusively of
housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment and services. This
substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations. St
Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and could not demonstrate a need for additional
housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of the village” using
techniques such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher quality of
design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development would be contrary to those
guidelines. Further mare, planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord Roger’s Urban Task Force
and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning. This proposed development misses
this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety. These kind of developments should not be
taken lightly yet it appears many aspects of planning guidelines, opinions of eminent authorities and
government Green Papers have been ignored. This would put in question whether the council planning
department is operating in the best interests of the community it serves namely the local population that
pays for it's existence.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities should help reduce growth in the length and number of motorised
journeys. This development plan will cause the opposite. it does not encourage alternative means of
transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases the use of private cars. All of
which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposal has a significant impact on a settlement with identifiable character
then the proposal should be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan. This would then
preclude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all future proposals to 2011.
It may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity as new planning guidelines such
as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be taken into account. It applies to this
development pian as the proposals are “individually substantial” and the “cumulative effect” wouid be
significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and must
be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that developments
should involve the local community better and not make the community feel disempowered. At the outline
planning permission stage for this development very few of the village community were aware of the
application or involved in its process. So much so that not one objection was raised by the village to such
an important and substantial development. It should have been clear to the local authority that there had
been some breakdown of communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new
proposal has been issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.
Clearly the local community has not been sufficiently involved in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.
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This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could therefore be
referred to the Secretary of State. If this proposal and the original grounds for outline permission are not
reviewed then | would seek to have the plan “called in” by the secretary of State. | would also like a
public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the significance of the village hall in this
process.

Outline Planning Permission

The outline planning permission approval statement includes the requirement for the development to
conform to the Lincolnshire Guide for Residential Development. This guide calls for a written
Development Appraisal and Design Brief to be submitted. Inspection of available documents at SHDC
offices shows no such documents to be available. If these have not been produced this should be made
known and the proposals rejected until this has taken place.

There is also no evidence of a site survey and analysis in accordance with the guide. There are no details
of the routing of surface water run-off, roof water run-off and sewage works overflow to the final
destinations, this according to the guide must be included in the planning application. Please provide.

We have held discussions with many of the residents of Holbeach St Marks over the past few months to
establish what process was followed when outline planning permission came up for renewal. It is clear
that most residents were unaware of the outline permission application. Some long term local residents
have assured us that notices were not posted in the village (or they were removed) as they take a great
interest in these matters and would have been aware. It has been suggested that vested interests of
certain parties were involved. Those involved in the approval of the village hall on Crown land were led to
believe that the housing development would not go ahead or at least only in a very reduced form (10
houses only). It is suggested that a trade was made between no objections to the outline permission
renewal in retumn for support for the viilage hall. At present we cannot substantiate these claims but the
matter is very serious and would be very damaging to the parties involved if this was confirmed.

Village Meeting

A meeting involving our local council representative Nick Worth and Planning Officer, Lewis Smith was
held in March to discuss the planning application, review the drawings and provide a forum for questions.
It was clear from the meeting that most of the 60 or so local residents did not want this development to go
ahead. A show of hands was taken for what would be acceptable to the local community. Only 2 feit
substantial development was necessary (one being the owner of the local public house that has struggled
to survive). Not until the numbers were reduced to 15 to 20 houses did any substantial numbers (less
than half of those present) feel this would be acceptable. The other half said no to any development. This
is a clear display of the village feeling. It was also stated by most of those present that they were unaware
of the outline permission application.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form and we believe it should be stopped
altogether. To make it more acceptable to the community and the support facilities would negate the
economic viability of the development. It is clear that basic planning guidelines are not being followed for
this proposed development and substantial financial interests are at stake. These cannot be allowed to
over-ride the requirements of the community. We propose that the current application is rejected and the
original outline permission is reviewed in the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local
economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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Lincolnshire Police

Community Safety
LINCOLNSHIRE POLICE PO Box 999
ARCHITECTURAL LIAISON Lincoln
REPORT LN5 7PH

Tel: 01522 558118
Fax: 01522 558128

o7 e mail eric.ashley@lincs.police.uk

¢

Officer in Charge
Constable E Ashley

Your ref. HO9/0198/02
ourref. EA/1312/CS

18 June 2002

Mr L Smith

Planning and Development Control
Council Offices

Priory Road

Spalding

Lincs

PE11 2XE

Dear Mr Smith

PROPOSED RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON LAND OFF
ST MARK’S ROAD, HOLBEACH ST MARKS

Further to our planning consultation meeting at South Holland District Council on Tuesday, 11 June,
2002, where we discussed plans of the above mentioned development scheme. | have studied the
said plans and would request that due regard be given to the following points in the interest of crime
reduction and community safety.

1 Footpath

1.1 The plans indicate that there has been provision made to provide a footpath link along the
southem edge of the development to connect the St Mark’'s C of E Primary School with the
Village Hall Playing Field and Crown Avenue with Main Road, and as such is recommended.
This footpath should be well lit and be clear of any vegetation to provide a safe and secure
route.

~  CRIMESTOPPERS (i




Qime prevention advice is given free without the intention of creating a contract. The Police Service
do not take any legal responsibility for the advice given. However, if the advice is implemented, it will

reduce the opportunity for crime to be committed.

Yours sincerely

Constable E Ashley

Force Architectural Liaison Officer

2
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ST. JAMES’S PALACE
LONDON SWI1A 1BS

From: The Office of HRH The Prince of Wales

23rd April, 2002

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Price,

The Prince of Wales has asked me to thank you for your letter of 20th March in
connection with the planning proposals in your area. I am sorry you have not received
an earlier response, but you will appreciate that, following the death of Her Majesty

Queen Elizabeth The Queen Mother, His Royal Highness has received a very large
volume of mail.

The Prince of Wales recognises the strength of your feelings about this issue,
but greatly regrets that he is unable to become personally involved. His Royal
Highness receives a huge number of requests for him to intervene in planning
applications and new developments, but these are matters for the locally elected
authorities.

However, I shall inform your local planning office that you have taken the
trouble to contact The Prince of Wales on this matter.

I am sorry to send you such a disappointing reply. Nevertheless, The Prince of
Wales has asked me to pass on his best wishes.

Yours sincerely,

O D

Mrs. Claudia Holloway

Mr. and Mrs. J. N. Price




Mr. & Mrs. J. N. Price,
West Lodge,

Crown Avenue,
Holbeach St. Marks,
Spalding, Lincs.

PE12 8UE

20" March 2002.

His Royal Highness Prince Charles,
Sandringham House,

Sandringham,
Norfolk.

Your Royal Highness,

Re: Crown Land

Proposed Residential Planning Permission
H09/0198/02

We are writing to you with reference to the above matter. We live in an area
surrounding by Crown land. Our small rural village of Holbeach St. Marks is
being turned upside down by the above dramatic proposed changes by this 40%
increase of our village by developers.

We know that you for keeping life in our rural villages by preserving our rural
crafts and traditions. This Jand was farmed by small holders which provided
much employment and traditions in our village.

The proposed development will increase our village residential properties by
40% in one foul swoop which will not be in keeping with our rural life. The 44
dwellings are not of the same design and fabric as existing properties and in fact
will look more like “Lego land”.

In addition being a land owner yourself you are aware that protected birds like
our Marsh Harrier which regularly feeds it’s young from this land have to be
protected in order for them to survive.




% would be grateful if you could help in this matter. With the deadlines that
are obvious we are fighting against the clock.

We have contacted the R.S.P.B. and await their response. We enclose a copy
letter we have sent to the Planning Department of our local Council for your
information.

We thank you for your kind attention in this matter and look forward to hearing

from you.

Yours sincerely,

JN. & L.M. Price.




Mr. & Mrs. J.N. Price,
West Lodge,

Crown Avenue,
Holbeach St. Marks,
Spalding, Lincs.
PE12 8UE

20" March 2001.

Mr. L. Smith,

Planning Department,

South Holland District Council,
Priory Road,

Spalding,

Lincs.

PE11 2XE

Dear Mr. Smith,

Re: Planning Application H09/0198/02

We are writing following the public meeting held at St Marks Village Hall
when the above application was discussed.

The proposed development will overlook our property and take away all our
privacy by blocking our view completely. The proposed planting on the North
side of the site this will also cause us loss of views when these trees have been
left to their own devices. This will attract the youngsters to use as their own
source of entertainment which may of course be of nuisance and annoyance to
the existing properties and small holders on the remaining land.

The 15 dwellings in one corner will cause great nuisance noise and
inconvenience the prospect of “ a den of iniquity” comes to mind. Parking
arrangements are not sufficient as most properties have two or more vehicles
due to the rural situation with shopping and employment difficulties.




Qe know that we need affordable houses for our villagers but this 40% increase
in one go is not in keeping with our village environment.

The Marsh Harrier a protected bird regularly hunts in this area of land to feed
it’s young and this development will therefore put this protected bird at further
risk. Has a feasibility study been carried out? If so please supply a copy add
the costs to my account.

The development will increase traffic, noise and pollution on the roads which
are not able to take any additional traffic this will add to the deaths on our
roads. This safety aspect had not been taken into account no footpaths, street
lighting have been considered by the planning application. We would therefore
hold you personally responsible for any death or injury caused by this
development’s additional risks as you are now fully aware of this safety point.
God forbid that this ever happen and this is on record.

Turning to the proposed fully equipped play area I believe that if the developers
make a donation to the existing play facilities as this falls within the criteria this
would give the site more space in order to move the dwellings to more suitable
positions and away from my property.

The proposed developers also give us reasons for concern. Only previously
undertaken individual or small numbers of plots are we going to be left witha
building site not completed for years as in Gedney? We understood that each
plot must be sold before the next plot can be started.

Yours sincerely,

/’/(/,/v sl

JN. & L. M. Price.
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Dear Chris, sotag (o

I write concerning the potential large housing development in
Holbeach St Johns for which detailed plans have been lodged.

Having been approached by a number of local residents who
oppose this development (none have written to me in support of
the development, incidentally), | am writing to pass on their
concerns to the S.H.D.C.

First, It seems that the number of houses now envisaged greatly
exceeds the number anticipated when the original planning
application was granted. Secondly, the layout of the scheme
seems to bear no relation to its village setting. The same can be
said for the design of the houses which would appear to be as
appropriate for Holbeach St Marks as they would be for London or
Birmingham! Has the Conservation Officer commented on this
matter given the proximity of the proposed development to the
church and the vicarage, both important local buildings. Too often
bulk standard “catalogue” houses are built in rural locations with no
reference to prevailing local styles and with little or no attempt to
blend with the existing environment.

There are also the familiar reservations about the impact of this
massive increase in the village’s population on the local
infrastructure. | am particularly worried about delivering adequate
health provision, though the likely additional demand on social
services, policing and public transport are also significant.




My constituents have also raised issues relating to landscaping;
the declining level of local employment; waste disposal; and the
environment

| appreciate that - with outline planning permission in place - some
development on this site is inevitable, but | share residents’ serious
concerns about the type and scale of such development. There
appear to be very substantial grounds to question the suitability of
this application.

Yours sincerely

John Hayes MP
South Holland & The Deepings
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Dear Mr Smith,
Re: Application HOG/0158,/2002
Westwood Bank, West Pinchbeck and Crown Estate Office
Erection of 44 Dwellings Outline HO09/0963/98
Land off St Marks Road, Holbeach St Marks.

Our Committee have reviewed these plans and are seriously
concerned about the implications of them.

Since the outiine permission was granted the whole situation has
changed, as Tinsleys, the main local employer, has closed. The
only shop in the village has shut down and there is no post
office.

The only faciiities remaining in the village are the Village Hall
with I.T. facilities, Primary school and Public House. The
nearest doctors surgeries are in Holbeach Town and we are given
to understand that they cannot take any additional patients.

53t Marks is 4% miles away from Holbeach, which is the nearest
sizable shopping area. There is very little public transport
with only one bus out of the village and one returning, each day,
and no evening service.

In view of the situation described above, we would like the
Council to review their decision and withdraw planning permission

Failing this, we consider that 44 new dwellings are far too many
for St Marks. This would increase the population by 40%, with
the pussibility of creating a dormitory village.

Regarding the layout of the development, the two bungalows, one
on each side of the access to the site, make the visibility splay
inadeguate and block the view of the church. It would be
desirable to have them removed from the plans and replaced with
low shrub landscape.

The three rows of 5 t@rraced houses should not be blocked
together but be 1nterqu§ed throughout the estate. With the lack
of ivcal transport there could possibly be two or three cars to
each house, requiring more parking spaces. If the number of
dwellings could be restricted to 10 - 15, this would remove the
necessity for such terraced houses.

registered with

the

Cvic
trust

Registered Charity No. 519770




o 2.

The design of the properties leaves much to be desired. The
Green Paper asks for good design appropriate to the surroundings,
including the guality of the buildings and materials used and in

scale with the proposed development and general character of the
area.

We feel that the fully equiped play area is in the wrong place as
it is so near to the sewage works. There is, of course, a fully
equiped play area within the grounds of the village hall, very
near to this site, so a further area would not necessarily

be reguired.

Although not directly connected to this application, we feel
that a footpath in the vicinity of the school is already needed
and should certainly be considered before any decision is made.

'y
Yours sincerely [ Ao 2uce..

Olive Mitchell (Mrs)
The Holbeach and District Civic Society
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Lincolnshire, PE12 8EJ.
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[T -
26th March 2002 éf %7

Planning Office [l N ;
South Holland District Council. LS CO\" : G :
AT B e g

-&M,L%‘ . HEG ]

[ S

]

Dear Sirs,

The plans for the proposed new development in Holbeach St Marks have just been brought
to my notice. I am very concerned that this expansion of housing is not suitable for this
small village and would like to register my objection to the plans submitted.

Yours faithfully,

JCH Stobart (Mrs)




21 Crown Avenue
Holbeach St Marks
South Lincolnshire
PE12 8EU

20 March 2002

Dear Sir/Madam

T=HOLBEACH ST MARKS

RE: APPLICATION H09
I write to express my concerns regarding the above proposed development.

While | have no objection to new homes being built in Holbeach St Marks I think that the
proposed amount of 44 homes is too many.

My main concern is the impact this amount would have on the village school. By the end
of this year’s summer term, the school will have been having staffing problems for three
years. At present there should be three classes within the school but because they have
not been able to employ permanent teachers the present Class 2 children are split between
Classes 1 and 3. These staffing problems have affected my daughter through the full
three years. She has had too many temporary teachers to count. She has gone to school
some days not knowing who was going to be teaching her. Some temporary teachers
lasted a few months and some for as little as a day.

Although Councillor Worth mentioned at the meeting in the village hall that the County
Council predicted around only 10 children being generated from 44 new homes, I still
feel that 10 children would be adding to an existing problem. As the school is in ‘special
measures’ at the moment, 1 feel adding even this small amount of new children there
would only make matters worse for the present teaching staff. It is quite a small school
and already has a mobile classroom in the playground housing one of the classes. 1do
not think it would have room to extend the school into the playground any further. The
children have no hall for assemblies or P.E. and currently have to visit the local village
hall for P.E. lessons.

Another problem is there is no footpath leading from the school to the village hall and
this makes it very dangerous for the children having to walk there. 44 new homes would
generate quite a large number of extra cars using this road and as it is not a full-width
road this would make things even more dangerous for the children.

One more concern [ have is regarding the George Farmer Technology College in
Holbeach. This school is already over-subscribed, which resulted in a young girl who
lives in the house next to mine having to accept a place at the Gleed Girls Technology




College, Spalding last September. I think 44 homes being built in an area where there are
not enough facilities at the moment is not a good idea.

Also in Holbeach it is impossible to register with the two Doctor’s Surgeries nor with the
only NHS dentist. I think this should be taken into consideration.

| think a maximum of 20 houses would be quite sufficient, hopefully bringing a smaller
amount of children to the area putting less strain on the already struggling local schools.
[ think less houses on this plot allowing for larger gardens and green areas would be far
more pleasing to the eye then squeezing 44 onto a relatively small plot and giving the
impression of a housing estate rather than a small, pleasant community within a quiet
village.

I do hope you will take my opinions into consideration.

Thank you.

Yours faithfully

JJopronta

J 1 SPRAKE (MRS)




‘r';:}%"jﬁ' i Barbara Anaman
S N e The Old Vicarage
—— St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
; Lincolnshire
y AE PE12 8DZ
24" March 2002
2 b MAP 2002 Ref. SHDC/BGSO01
Lincolnshire County Council
Spalding Ko P b _
Hor [ g
Dear Sir, LS

Your ref: Holbeach St Marks Housing Development

A few weeks ago we became aware that Nestwoood Homes Developments through
the East Midland Design Associates had entered plans for a housing development on
5 arces of land on the north side of the Old Vicarage.

It is our intention to object to this development however we understand that outline
planning permission was already granted in 1999. Despite moving to the Old
Vicarage in 1999 we were not aware of the recent renewal of outline approval, only of
some outline proposals being held for more than 50 years on the site.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
deminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outiine planning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposal untill further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is a detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why this
development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

Yours faithfully

//'\ - 7o,

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks




Objections to Development

1 would like to raise a number of points regarding the proposed plan for developing the site at
Holbeach St Marks. These will cover Material Considerations, current and future development
guidelines and legislation and a re-examination of the original outline planning permission.

Size/Scale of Development

The proposal is for 44 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. It is clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban
location such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. It is not appropriate or “in keeping” with
the village setting of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing
properties in the village.

The planning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account
other material considerations which include whether the plan policies are up to date and relevant.
Clearly this application, based on previously granted outline permission, is relying on out of date
policies that are not relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are
also material considerations (sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the
original plans it clearly indicates that this development should not be taken further. Under PPG1
Sect 55 there are material policies in current plans that pull in oppaosite directions. For example
the plan requires certain densities of housing but this is in opposition to other policy directions
which require developments to be “in keeping” and “in character” with the village location and the
current density of housing. This proposed development is therefore too high a density in relation
to the surrounding location and should be rejected.

If we look at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village
plan and this should be addressed by the SHDC) the existing properties are diverse, mainly non-
linear in relation to each other and contain a variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal
fashion. This new development proposal offers high density for a village location, linear design
layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with the village. This is a material
consideration and requires further detailed information which is not available, therefore the
development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development
that also is in opposition to the piecemeal development preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

I would also like to comment at this stage that the plans submitted for the development are
insufficiently detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when
considering the huge impact it will have on the village. The plans have been developed over a
period of 8 days (see drawing revision dates) which | believe are insufficient to make
assessments of the requirements under the Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincolnshire
Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals should look at the characteristics of the
surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including hedgerows, trees and historic
landmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of existing surroundings.
Infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development plans in terms
of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincolnshire Guide for
Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to applkl for planning permission by
21% Feb 2002. Plans were drawn up between 13 Feb 2002 and 19" Feb 2002, with the final
modifications to the drawing being materials, landscaping and a play area. These have been
added at the last minute, hardly an example of carefully thought out planning. Once again |
would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (50%
increase in village housing with potential for a 65% increase in population) and should undergo
thorough planning, design and consultation with the local residents in line with the Citizens
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Charter as per PPG1 Sect 57. | would go further and suggest this development should be the
subject of a detailed feasibility study followed by a public consuitation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent
is the open estate to the west of the plot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains
around 30 properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under
different circumstances. Clearly the proposed development at 44 properties does not even
conform to the scale of the existing properties in the village, even looking at the closest
comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the
outline plans there are 2 large bungalows at the front of the development virtually fronting the St
Marks Road. These properties will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the
village, when approaching from the east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential
Areas therefore the proposed plan should be rejected. These same 2 properties have detached
garages the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling which contrasts with the bungalow itself
and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey slate. This is not in keeping with the
surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and vicarage.

If we look at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost box type
design with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no
alternative brick structures to complement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks
every third layer), no enhancing door entrances except token simple design porches. There is an
opportunity to provide interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of
Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the road infrastructure. The
proposed development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary
to accommodate an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating a cul-
de-sac to the west where the designated “affordable housing” is positioned. This layout is
contrary to estate planning where the more expensive housing is normally to the back of a
development and cheaper housing towards the middle/ffront. It would be more desirable to have
the terrace type properties to the north eastern end of the site, thus preventing an overtooking
aspect to the existing bungalows to the west of the site. These terraced properties, in relatively
high concentration, are not “in keeping” with existing properties where the maximum number in a
terrace is 3. They would severely block the light and view of the existing bungalows to the north
west of the site. They should be re-thought and moved to a more appropriate location. The north
east area of the site does not overlook existing properties and would be more appropriate.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the
church and vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of
development is generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not
complement the character of the village when considering the above design principles. The new
development shows a building dominated layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear
which once again is not in keeping with existing housing. The quality of space between the
buildings on many on the proposed housing is poor in relation to the surrounding area and shows
only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural area lends itself to the
requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their own vegetables
to supplement incomes particularly at the affordable housing level. The proposals do not provide
for this.
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The plan currently shows a fully equipped play area, although no specification is given for the
equipment intended for the site. | would request further information on this before making a
recommendation. It is surprising that the play area is to the south eastern corner of the site. As
you will know there already exists a substantial play area to the east of the village hall which
includes football pitches, swings, slides, climbing frames etc. It seems wholly inappropriate to
create another play area which may be seen as specifically for the new development and so
reduce integration of the new residents to the village. More appropriate would be better open
space, increased garden sizes and reduced density of housing, with perhaps one or two village
green areas central to the development, so creating a greener more countryfied aspect to the
deveiopment in keeping with the surrounding area. This would be more in accordance with the
Design Guide for “comfortable accommodation, good townscape, significant landscape
appropriate to the site and setting”.

The siting of the play area | understand will be close to a sewage treatment plant for the entire
site. This brings in the environmental concerns of having a children’s play area near sewage
treatment facilities, whether the treatment plant is seated and fully protected or not. No system is
foolproof and air pollution will occur, particularly if the system breaks down. You should also be
aware that the play area is close to an existing sewage treatment plant to the west of the site
which currently causes air pollution continuously and has been the subject of several complaints
to the council over the last 2 years and is still awaiting some resolution.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantiai tree lined area to the north of the site. It is unclear
why this has been included, to this extent, in this location. It would seem wasteful to screen the
development from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site
would be more appropriate. This would integrate woodiand and trees into the community and
provide screening for the church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be
substantially reduced and degraded. It would also provide screening should the play area and
sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial tree/hedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the
boundary line of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this
treefhedgerow were to be altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and
attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an
environmental aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of
weeping willows. With a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and
road infrastructure the willow will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the
drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open
view to the north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently
open fields which attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow
flowers for the local community. These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive,
poorly designed, block houses.

Another material consideration is the overlooking aspect that this development wili create.
Certainly the terrace proposals positioned close to the north west boundary will totally block and
overlook the bungalow properties already existing. This should be changed. Without substantial
screening to the south side the larger 4 bedroom properties will overlook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.
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Loss of Business

Currently the land designiated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and
more substantial farming. One of our local residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers,
these are sold to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will
be lost if this development goes ahead. Not only a loss to village life, but a financial loss to the
local resident and a loss of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses
struggling to survive in the villages this development would further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

I am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment pllant to the southern
end of the proposed site. A sewage treatment plant already exists for the current population and it
is positioned near to the south western corner of the proposed site. There is already substantial
air pollution from the existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage.
To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. | do not believe that
current residents should be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the
sewage treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not
brought into the centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north
east of the site where there would be a reduced population and any air pollution would only effect
the residents of the new development.

As mentioned earlier, several complaints have been made about air pollution from the existing
treatment plant. it is understood that this plant was designed to produce clean water for
discharge into the dyke to the north west of the proposed development. In practice this does not
happen. Residents using bleach and other modern household cleaninng products destroy the
bacteriat action of the system and this resuits in the discharge of very bad water into the dyke to
the north west. This has now cause visible pollution of the area to the detriment of local residents.
The proposals for the new development are to discharge the sewage water to the dyke running
alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church. Once again | do not understand why
potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the community to the detriment of
all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settlements, perhaps to the north of
the site. [f this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then clearly the
local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also close
to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be allowed until a full study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage
development. Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any
access it may require.

Infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on
the local drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof
discharge. The propeosed site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the
drainage system for the village. A study will show that this system is operating at or near full
capacity, the new development will cause this capacity to be breached resulting in localised
flooding and substantial standing water during wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and
occasional power cuts. | do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting
substation supplying the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power
supply for this development and the village generally.
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It is my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facilityis
heavily over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and
cannot support further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is also full and still trying to
cope with a backlog of patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current local
demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the
facility recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary
school is currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of
main building capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on
substantial supply teacher input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a
review order is currently in place on the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population
increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial
private vehicle increase. The proposed quantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new
vehicles to the area. It is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses
danger to vehicle users but that danger would increase dramatically with the additional traffic.
Also the main exit from the site would take vehicles past the school entrance causing further
danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school children. There is a serious parking problem
and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the schoo! during the dropping and collecting period
for children. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly damaged by turning cars.
There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the school during the day
causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to expand the
school to cater for this proposed development.

Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1999. With
the closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local
employment. This has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some iocal residents
worked at Tinsley Foods and now need to travel to Holbeach or Spalding or beyond for work.
Geest, now the new owners of the Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility.
Currently a small QA system operates there employing a skeleton staff. The proposed
development has the potential to bring up to 100 people to the area at working age. Therefore
there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements of PPG 23 where
developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will only increase
unemployment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission
reviewed.

PPG23 Pollution Control

it is a material consideration if a proposed development is potentially poliuting. The potential for
pollution of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this
development in this category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage
works will have nuisance impact due to the air poliution and the attraction of increased vermin to
the site of the new sewage treatment plant which is currently proposed for the centre of the
community. This aspect of the development should be considered for a pollution control
authorisation/licence.
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Under PP(G23 guidelines the proposed development should contribute to energy efficiency. The
proposed development does not contain any energy efficiency measures. No solar panel systems
are included in the roof designs for instance.

PPG23 states that waste from the development should be properly disposed of without harming
or endangering human health. | believe the proposals for discharge from the sewage works will
endanger human health ( see section on waste) and should be reconsidered. The large increase
in the use of cars will also increase air, water and farmland pollution.

PPG7 The Countryside Environmental Quality

The guiding principle of the PPG7 is that the plans for any area should maintain or enhance the
environment. The proposed development does not conform to the principles for a village location
of St Marks. The development will cause additional pollution. This additional poliution will come
from the sewage and run-off water already discussed. It will also come from coal and oil fired
heating systems which are more polluting than cleaner fuel such as gas, which is not available to
the village. The increase in vehicle use due to a lack of public transport will increase air pollution
and increase the average distances travelled by the population.

PPG7 requires the location and design of a development to be handied with sensitivity. The
outline planning permission refers to the Church but should also include the Vicarage which was
built at the same time from identical brick work by the same building firm. Bricks were made from
clay taken from a site near Wisbech. Both buildings should receive equal historic and local
community importance. Section 2.11 of PPG7 defines good quality development as having proper
regard for the context of the development, appropriate design and scale for it's location and
suitable for the characteristics of the local and wider area. The designs should contribute to a
sense of local identity and help maintain or enhance local distinctiveness. The proposed
development does not constitute good design and will only contribute to a distinctiveness of low
cost, plain housing, a distinction the village does not want. The development is not on the
appropriate scale and not in proper context.

PPG7 recommends Countryside Design Summaries to be prepared by the local planning
authorities and Village Design Statements prepared by local communities with the help of the
local authority. These will encourage constructive debate to ensure new developments fit the
surroundings and are in keeping with local character. | am not aware that this process has been
undertaken for the Village of St Marks but | believe it should be before new development can be
approved.

PPG?7 also recommends Village Appraisals to identify the local comrunity’s needs and Agenda
21s to identify sustainable development at local level. With no employment in the area the
development as proposed is not sustainable and does not identify local community needs.

There are other areas where development could be more sustainable such as Pinchbeck soon to
have a large power station development.

The soil and agricultural quality of the land for development is a consideration and the local
authority should seek advice from MAFF and other relevant bodies such as English Nature and
the Countryside Agency before undertaking development of a greenfield site.

The Wash area is under consideration as a conservation area for protected countryside. St
Marks falls in to the wash area therefore due consideration should be given to protection of the
natural environment. Protection of the countryside and the local wildlife should also influence the
decision for development. The proposed site is currently a feeding and breeding area for Marsh
Harriers and a range of other wild birds associated with the marsh area. This site would therefore
be lost under the proposed development. In 1997 the Countryside Commission published
Countryside Character Descriptions and English Nature published Natural Area Profiles, both
documents should be consulted before development can take place. These guidelines have not
been followed in the proposed planning application.
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There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommend no greenfield site development
uniess brownfield or existing urban locations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has
happened when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver
accessibility to public transport for jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure/local services. In
St Marks there is only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly
delivers accessibility to public transport. What this development will do is increase the need for
private vehicles adding to congestion, poliution and increased dependence on cars which is
contrary to PPG3. The planning system should ensure that “new homes are provided in the right
place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed development does not do this. St Marks is the
wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new employment opportunities here to support
the development.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and newfemerging policies are a
material consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms
part of that emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no
development should be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks.

Section 14 stresses the need for affordable housing where there is a demonstrable lack of
affordable housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells foe around £40K. There
currently are 3 or 4 properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain
unsold for almost one year. Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would
have been sold. | do not believe there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large
number of property developments in St Marks. The emphasis tums to the SHD local plan 2001,
sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet jocal needs yet the need has not been
demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and the closing of Tinsley
Foods nearby. Policy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in settlements of
Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need is
demonstrated. It does not require these provisions in St Marks.

PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to
reduce the need for travel by car. Larger developments should be placed around major nodes of
public transport corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access
to public transport or locai facilities so encouraging not discouraging travel by car. This is a
material consideration against this proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be
supported by supplementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not
aware of a village design statement therefore one should be produced before planning
applications can be considered. This would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed
development can be judged. Without this guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make
an informed judgement of quality of housing proposed without it becoming a purely opinionated
decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development (town or village) should not consist
exclusively of housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment
and services. This substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations.
St Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and could not demonstrate a need for
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additional housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of
the village” using techniques such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher
quality of design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development would be
contrary to those guidelines. Further more planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord
Roger’'s Urban Task Force and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning.
This propesed development misses this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities should help reduce growth in the length and number of
motorised journeys. This devetopment plan will cause the opposite. It does not encourage
alternative means of transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases
the use of private cars. All of which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposat has a significant impact on a settlement with identifiable
character then the proposal should be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan.
This would then preclude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all
future proposals to 2011. it may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity
as new planning guidelines such as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be
taken into account. It applies to this development plan as the proposals are “individually
substantial” and the “cumulative effect would be significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and
must be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that
developments should involve the local community better and not make the community feel
disempowered. At the outline planning permission stage for this development very few of the
village community were aware of the application or involved in its process. So much so that not
one objection was raised by the village to such an important and substantial development. It
should have been clear to the local authority that there had been some breakdown of
communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new proposal has been
issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.

Clearly the local community has not been sufficiently involved in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.

This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could
therefore be referred to the Secretary of State. If this proposal and the original grounds for
outline permission are not reviewed then | would seek to have the plan called in by the secretary
of State. | would also like a public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the
significance of the village hall in this process.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form. To make it more acceptable to
the community and the support facilities would negate the economic viability of the development. |
propose that the current application is rejected and the original outline permission is reviewed in
the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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From Clir. Nick Worth i {}B\»‘ - C i i‘g 5*
Bucephala, - "
Lapwater Lane,

Holbeach St Marks.

P

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

if you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
e Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger.gardens.
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.
House designs were boring and bland!
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for school children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development
Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25™ March énd if posted direct
should be sent to: ' i
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

o

Application H09/0198/02

P~
Name: i,l‘ TR

Address: 2 WO KITE AT CotTAGES,  RNonRERTH ST mARKS
Tel ol Joiur
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T21.01406 701 504, b T

fereace to the abhove wmentionad plaﬁnLnﬁ avnllc&blon I
anister my objections as Fnllors ,*

Lith ra
vould r

1) “as aay consideration bheen siven to the 2ffect on the watecr
tabla?

no nain drainaze in the villaze,VWhy is it being

ad thsat the water /efflusnce is to He directed into the
53 the MMRA been consulted on this osronosal.Also are you
pec cent sdare that the nronosed systen is fully capable of
able to cope.'lhat coantiagzacey aslans are there should the
yas2d systean malfunction?.

3)Tha ddea of 44 houses would mean a least a nininoua of 33
sodias,. dowever 1f there are children chis could rise based on
3

the sovernments ficures of 2.4 ner household to 195 bhodies,

L) Takins the above into account there is no way that the
viliape lacking the infrastructurs can cope.'las Dast tidlands
Tlactricity been consultad as to, whether the existing supoly
15 capadle of sunporting the extra load? As at various tiaes of
iiav the yvoltase suffers a droo.in 2arliy morning & late

1 frernoon nlus carly evaainn

S)e would also bha looting at an increcase in traffic of a
minimin of 4d4cars but wmore likely at least 3% and with
narrowness of the road and a virtual blind »nend v tae school

it can only bHe left to one's imasination what could hapoen.

5) Furtheramore what account has heen taken in considaring this
application repgarding the "8, 12 bDoctors and Deatistry.So
vhare do vou suszpest that all these extra hodies ohtain
treatmont,witn the situatioa with these facilities heiny as
thiey are at the aoment.

7)1 also understand (but I sathar is only hearsav) that the
suilders have never beesn iavolved in a project of this size
batfore.S0 are we sure that they have the financial resources.?.
%) Ia conclusion I would sav that there is only room for a
naxinum of 15 dwellines, 1if at all any.

Sionad 22.03.02., .
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vould reuister my obdjections as follows:- ~
1) Vas any coasideration Deen siven to tnz effect on tha water
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2)The idea of 44 houses would neaa a least a mininum of R’A
bodiss,Vowever if thara are cnildran this could rise hased on
the gsovernments ficures of 2.4 ner housenold to 199 Hodies,

4) Taking the above into account there is no way that the
village lackingz the infrastructure can cope.ias Zast Tidlands
Clectricity been consulted as to, whether tha existinz supply
is 2anable of supporting the extra load? As at various times of
dav tha voltagse suffers a drop.ie 2arly morning & late
1ftarnoon plus carly evaning

S5)ia gould also H2 1loo'tinr at an incteas2 in traffic of a

aininun of 4dcars but nore likelyv at
narrown2ss of the road aad 2 virtual
it caa only be left to one's iaagina
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where do you sapggest that all these
Lraataent,with the situation with th
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731 also understand (but I szather is
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laast A3 and with

blind daad by the school

tion what could manpen,
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only hearsay) that the
a project of this size
tae financial resources,!?

L) Ta conclusion T would sav that to »Hut 44 dousas o1 a 5 acre
aite in a villase of this sizoe with all due resnects hHorders on
the ludicrous,I feel that a comnleta and comprenensgive review
should take place hefore any planning heraission is given

/ﬁ '
e . el 22.03,02. .




From Clir. Nick Worth

oL

Bucephala,
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Al

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on-Monday nlgh; ease find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can éither be postexd direct'td cuth
Holland District Council or handed in to myselif at the address aboveor Barbara Aﬁypanat‘m‘é

Vicarage.

.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included ln‘&he—fepéff to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:

Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal

Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.

Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.

House designs were boring and bland!

Facilities needed for teenagers

Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.

Footpath for school children

Traffic calming & adequate parking needed

impact on village life

Numbers of extra cars generated by this development

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct

should be sent to:

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02
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Planning & Do aen ‘
§ 5§ Mt ° , Mr & Mrs. J.N. Price,
FTTTT . West Lodge,
© P Do~ 7 Crown Avenue,
T . H%)lbeach St. Marks,
= Spalding, Lincs.
T LS PE12 8UE
20" March 2001.
Mr. L. Smith,
Planning Department,
South Holland District Council,
Priory Road,
Spalding,
Lincs.
PE11 2XE

Dear Mr. Smith,

Re: Planning Application H09/0198/02

We are writing following the public meeting held at St Marks Village Hall
when the above application was discussed.

The proposed development will overlook our property and take away all our
privacy by blocking our view completely. The proposed planting on the North
side of the site this will also cause us loss of views when these trees have been
left to their own devices. This will attract the youngsters to use as their own
source of entertainment which may of course be of nuisance and annoyance to
the existing properties and small holders on the remaining land.

The 15 dwellings in one corner will cause great nuisance noise and
inconvenience the prospect of “ a den of iniquity” comes to mind. Parking
arrangements are not sufficient as most properties have two or more vehicles
due to the rural situation with shopping and employment difficulties.




.We know that we need affordable houses for our villagers but this 40% increase
in one go is not in keeping with our village environment.

The Marsh Harrier a protected bird regularly hunts in this area of land to feed
it’s young and this development will therefore put this protected bird at further
risk. Has a feasibility study been carried out? If so please supply a copy add
the costs to my account.

The development will increase traffic, noise and pollution on the roads which
are not able to take any additional traffic this will add to the deaths on our
roads. This safety aspect had not been taken into account no footpaths, street
lighting have been considered by the planning application. We would therefore
hold you personally responsible for any death or injury caused by this
development’s additional risks as you are now fully aware of this safety point.
God forbid that this ever happen and this is on record.

Turning to the proposed fully equipped play area I believe that if the developers
make a donation to the existing play facilities as this falls within the criteria this
would give the site more space in order to move the dwellings to more suitable
positions and away from my property.

The proposed developers also give us reasons for concern. Only previously
undertaken individual or small numbers of plots are we going to be left with a
building site not completed for years as in Gedney? We understood that each
plot must be sold before the next plot can be started.

Yours sincerely, /

T “
24
//

[ ~.

JN. & L. M. Price.




Mr. & Mrs. J. N. Price,
West Lodge,

Crown Avenue,
Holbeach St. Marks,
Spalding, Lincs.

PE12 8UE

20™ March 2002.

His Royal Highness Prince Charles,
Sandringham House,

Sandringham,

Norfolk.

Y our Royal Highness,

Re: Crown Land

Proposed Residential Planning Permission
H09/0198/02

We are writing to you with reference to the above matter. We live in an area
surrounding by Crown land. Our small rural village of Holbeach St. Marks is
being turned upside down by the above dramatic proposed changes by this 40%
increase of our village by developers.

We know that you for keeping life in our rural villages by preserving our rural
crafts and traditions. This land was farmed by small holders which provided
much employment and traditions in our village.

The proposed development will increase our village residential properties by
40% in one foul swoop which will not be in keeping with our rural life. The 44
dwellings are not of the same design and fabric as existing properties and in fact
will look more like “Lego land”.

In addition being a land owner yourself you are aware that protected birds like
our Marsh Harrier which regularly feeds it’s young from this land have to be
protected in order for them to survive.




.We would be grateful if you could help in this matter. With the deadlines that
are obvious we are fighting against the clock.

We have contacted the R.S.P.B. and await their response. We enclose a copy
letter we have sent to the Planning Department of our local Council for your
information.

We thank you for your kind attention in this matter and look forward to hearing

from you.

Yours sincerely, . /

T _ /‘-”:/
///T/’ — 04,’7%@@\

P
J.N. & L.M. Price.




From Clir. Nick Worth
Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage. LS
Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the

planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the

committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a

big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
¢ Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
*  Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.
» Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.
House designs were boring and bland!
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for school children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development
Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25™ March and if posted direct
should be sent to:
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02

Name: Mrd K« Loken”
Address:  2lo Holbeaoh st Mark8 CE Prmary School

Tel: ol 7012606

Comments: A
Fom Scheol's  perspechoe -
o Agre aﬁbﬁ”ﬂ’ s pecoled D/”m at least sehool fo

Vlélaja W, «(@h{mj shedd le_ constdeoed ﬂfﬁww
The school uses Hwe/)aﬂ({of/’&md Would need o pass +e ned

houses .
Agre ot buffe catming ad adapeate: porkiy o
needed .

» The school can ope with exba  pembed

bul'/—hd’/ww b&a% V/eamtope wth ap/)/b)éwm#e{-/
30 % treeaces q pupds

Signed: Y Lolecy Date: :2_113/_2
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From CHr. Nick Worth
Bucephala,
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks =~ . "+ oo ,,M_W,.__‘;
~ : [ B 1 ~y : )
If you are one of the many who tumed out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find :
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South: 7~~~
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the. - 1> MIN }‘;‘
Vicarage. o U N :
Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the ™ st
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the LS
committee.
It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
* Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
» Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.
o Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.
House designs were boring and bland!
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for schoot children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
Impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development
Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25™ March and if posted direct
should be sent to:

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spaiding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02

Name: TEDRUST
Address: 3 BROWNE WILKINSON WALK, HOLBEACH ST. MARKS, PE12 8HE.
Tel . 01406701492

Comments:

THE BUILDING PROJECT EARMARKED FOR HOLBEACH ST. MARKS IS

A MONEY GRABBING BAG OF TRICKS WHICH WILL BENEFIT THE VILLAGE
ABSOLUTELY NOTHING, IT WILL IN FACT DESTROY THE EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE!
THERE ARE NO AMMENITIES WHATSOEVER TO ACCOMMODATE THE NEEDS OF THE
OF THE INCOMING POPULACE, AND WILL PUT SEVERE STRAIN ON THE EXISTING
FACILITIES PROVIDED FOR THE INDIGENOUS RESIDENTS, FURTHERMORE,

THE VOLUME OF TRAFFIC USING " MAIN ROAD "WOULD BE GREATLY INCREASED
THEREBY CREATING AN UNPRECEDENTED HAZARD TO THE CHILDREN AND ELDERLY OF
THE VILLAGE.

AS PREVIOUSLY STATED THIS PROJECT IS DESIGNED SOLELY TO MAKE SOMEONE

A FORTUNE AND WILL DO ABSOLUTELY NOTHING TO ENHANCE THE VILLAGE,

THE ONLY THING IT WILL ACHIEVE IS FURTHER DESECRATION OF THE GREEN BELT.

23.3.02.
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Old Forge Cotfage"
Holbeach St. Marks

Spalding
Lincolnshire, PE12 8DZ
Tel / Fax : 01406 701412
Email: beardcoin@tiscali.co.uk

Mr. L. Smith,

Senior Planning Officer,

South Holland District Council,
Priory Road,

Spalding,

Lincolnshire, PE11 27Y.

Dear Mr. Smith,

May I express my support for the opposition to the proposed housing development in the
centre of the village of Holbeach St. Marks.

This small and relatively remote village has neither requirement nor infrastructure for
additional housing, and to allow such a development for no better reason than to meet
some form of target could be disastrous.

There is little if any prospective employment in the area and to encourage further use of the
narrow roads between Holbeach St. Marks and distant employment locations would be both
dangerous and detrimental to the environment.

There 1s no shop, no post office, no adequate bus service and the school already has
difficulty attracting teachers for present pupil numbers. There are neither sewage or gas
utilities.

It would appear that the only conceivable reason for the proposal of such a development is
that of financial benefit for the developer who has no concem for the future of the village.

I hope you will employ every possible facility to resist the proposed development.

Yours sincerely,
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From Clir. Nick Worth
Bucephala,
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks. : .
Planning Application — Holbeach StAMarks S e

f{‘\
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If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the wllagﬁﬁall on Monda mghth please fmd
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted directfo South™
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.
Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and ! will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.
It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.
To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
e Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.
* House designs were boring and bland!
s Facilities needed for teenagers
¢ Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
e Footpath for school children
e Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
e Impact on village life
e Numbers of extra cars generated by this development
e Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.
Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct
should be sent to: .
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE
Application H09/0198/02
Name: H 1.7/27 50 0% -
Address: = o~ L S oY e
Tel: . - ;"{/-1’ " 3 { gt 2 )
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el : R o
) Pyt e :f JRY AN - Ay R IR TR L
s .. ‘ f . . £
f N o ™ i ' / h ‘
Li"g [ ~Wﬂi Juo T . \,.,}\ DS _L [ \‘v { A RS NV S »w/(i
1 ¢ ! - j 7 o
Signed [,!_ N ) ol Date S 3 S Tl
N U
N




P TR T Qi3 R I 7YY

From Clir. Nick Worth i O8JCTIO N
Bucephala, D s - ety

Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
¢ Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
¢ Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger garderss: =~~~

¢ Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplod§ St Catherines scenario in one
corner. %

House designs were boring and bland! e
Facilities needed for teenagers TG TI
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. ‘

Footpath for school children ;

Traffic calming & adequate parking needed

Impact on village life

Numbers of extra cars generated by this development

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted diréct
should be sent to:

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02
'monﬂ Do ™ WA A

Address: @A ol AN MAW M%/ X A=Acd ST MA ,
Tel: oO1WLSig 70\ 3" 3

Comments: ~TH= wvice A E HAS N©™T TE
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MleES AW AT W oLASaQY |
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ProloSEY  HobLSE HsToss  SINGE
e DeSuse or TRSCEYS
T QDS Ane (AMEPOATE,

| 0G99 MAXIMOM ©F o Duatond S
Signed:

Date: [c_-/ﬁ R Y




From Clir. Nick Worth §.= @ ""‘ﬂ-‘ e w
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1 ; &‘ B c

Bucephala, , ', D "? "
Lapwater Lane, . w 16°.5:0% v
Holbeach St Marks. aaab Tl

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting Were.. ... v
e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal 4
o Fewer houses would allow for better designs and Iargér gardens.
* Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one ) 5

corner. I T T T UM e O

House designs were boring and bland! £

Facilities needed for teenagers :

Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.

Footpath for school chiidren

Traffic calming & adequate parking needed

impact on village life

Numbers of extra cars generated by this development .

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

gt oS

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct
should be sent to: o

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02

Name: M @ ¥ MRS~ WATTS —_ .
Address: -2, SOMEwrsSeEr CovraGE  Yos Al ST -(,YE\Q\%S ,Lnas
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{ecioera™  FIsERy, We Ak Tihar 40U DO Nor
Ageee To TS Pireoniog  Pzemissiod Ag
Noee-UESS  EVERLYONE 1S AermnasST T

Signed: W Date: 2,\\‘5\ 02
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From Clir. Nick Worth
Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Qﬁv;f: TION g

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct {o South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

it is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
¢ Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
< Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.

e Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner.

House designs were boring and bland!

Facilities needed for teenagers

Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.

Footpath for school children

Traffic calming & adequate parking needed

Impact on village life

Numbers of extra cars generated by this development

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25'“‘;March and if posted direct .
should be sent to: o

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

B

Application H09/0198/02
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From Clir. Nick Worth ; & . ﬁTQO“

Bucephala, TR .4 A e
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:

s Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal »

e Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens. )

e Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplodé St (‘athermes scenario m one
corner. ; PEears BV
House designs were boring and bland! s
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for school children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
Impact on village life i S0 I T A
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development . N e

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the deyelopment

e L T T

o @ o o 0o & ¢ o
RMEIITT. LA AR FIR
£

Please note that letters / comments need to be in b 25“"March and i ’di‘retft“'“‘” L5
should be sent to:

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spaiding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02

Name: \ME_ < . 22O\ _
hadess FVE 2, ST MRS A ol Baiar STMARIE

Tel: O FO[S53
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From Clir. Nick Worth
Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
* Too many houses - 15-20 would be ideal
¢ Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner. ; .
House designs were boring and bland!
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for school children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25"‘ March and if ggsted di reg RS
should be sent to: : e

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE14 2XE
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE
Application H09/0198/02

Name: /. » . J/9A74"%
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Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development. - - -~ -
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From Clir. Nick Worth

Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,

Holbeach St Marks.
Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:
¢ Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
* Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens. R
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one o

corner.

¢ House designs were boring and bland!
e Facilities needed for teenagers N
e Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. o o T,
e Footpath for school children ; . s ' G
e Traffic calming & adequate parking needed . _ e
e Impact on village life . R
e Numbers of extra cars generated by this development C . IRV
e Can the school cope with the extra number of children generatﬁd byihe developmant S

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct
should be sent to:
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spaiding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02

Name: /‘}d?n?’h/ 7(L

Address: (z Al SR ST Ma=<s 'T.b foRene ST sz‘h”%
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From Clir. Nick Worth : ——— .

Bucephala,
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

g, AR T e DR e
Bl OB s

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were;
¢ Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal 3
» Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger gardens.
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don’'t want a Whaplo?e St Catherines scenario in one
corner. : :
House designs were boring and bland!
Facilities needed for teenagers
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered.
Footpath for school children
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed
impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development e o v it
Can the school cope with the extra number of children gén(e:rated,py Ehe %QVQIOPF[!BD'{

f.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25&.
should be sent to:
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE
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Name: M~ » M R D Resy
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From Clir. Nick Worth WW‘*W
Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,

Holbeach St Marks.
Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holand District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be inciuding these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the megtin were:

s TR e T

e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal
*  Fewer houses would allow for better designs and la ger gardens.
+ Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whéipiode St Cathennes scenario in one

corner. TS S LTI

s House designs were boring and bland! R

e Facilities needed for teenagers 53

¢ Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. 2 :

e  Footpath for school children i T -
¢ Traffic calming & adequate parking needed P L

s Impact on village life A = A

e Numbers of extra cars generated by this developmegt o e s
¢ Can the school cope with the extra number of childr erated by the development

should be sent to:
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE
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Application H09/0198/02
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From Clir. Nick Worth ‘ TN ameen e e e ———
Bucephala,

Lapwater Lane,

Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below & simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

It is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meetlng were:
e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal -
* Fewer houses would allow for better designs and 'larger gardens i i
e Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in one
corner. . e
House designs were boring and bland! A
Facilities needed for teenagers .
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. .
Footpath for school children .
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed , S T
Impact on village life e
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development t :
Can the school cope with the extra number of children-generated by fhe development

.-.‘v

Please note that letters / comments need to be in 25 _March and if posted direct:-
should be sent to: ——

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

il
l( &

Application H09/0198/02
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Bucephala, :
Lapwater Lane,
Holbeach St Marks.

W LAWY,

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks

If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct o South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

it is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these tend to have a
big impact on committee decisions.

To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting were:

o Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal AT T T T e

e  Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger ga§dens. erema

¢ Affordable houses are fine, but we don't want a Whaplode |5t Catherines scenario in one
corner.

House designs were boring and bland!

Facilities needed for teenagers

Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. 5
Footpath for school children F
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed ‘
Impact on village life

Numbers of extra cars generated by this development

Can the school cope with the extra number of children generated by the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct
should be sent to:
L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02
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From Clir. Nick Worth
Bucephala,
Lapwater Lane,

Holbeach St Marks.

Planning Application — Holbeach St Marks
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If you are one of the many who turned out to the meeting in the village hall on Monday night, please find
below a simple form to be filled out with your comments, which can either be posted direct to South
Holland District Council or handed in to myself at the address above or Barbara Anaman at the
Vicarage.

Many of the issues raised at the meeting will be included in the report to the planning committee by the
planning officer and | will also be including these issues and some others in my own report to the
committee.

it is however, important that you as individuals write in with your own comments as these t
big impact on committee decisions. SHDC :

il
To give you some guidance the main issues raised at the meeting wdre: en "
e Too many houses — 15-20 would be ideal \ meiit
¢ Fewer houses would allow for better designs and larger ga enspianr“ng & Deve‘op ’
» Affordable houses are fine, but we don’t want a Whaplode St Catherines scenario in ocne
corner. _ ;1 MAR, 2002
House designs were boring and bland! ¢
Facilities needed for teenagers [
Surveillance of play area needs to be considered. 3, o1 PM
Footpath for school children % A
Traffic calming & adequate parking needed i
Impact on village life
Numbers of extra cars generated by this development
Can the school cope with the extra number of children generate

Ml PP R
y the development.

Please note that letters / comments need to be in by 25" March and if posted direct
should be sent to: :

L.Smith, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding. PE11 2XE

Application H09/0198/02
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WARD MEMBER RESPONSE FORM

Application no: H09/0198/02 Applicant: Nestwood Homes Developments

Description:  Erection of 44 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks

1 | have no observations to make at this stage, or
2 | have some concerns about the application

My concerns at this stage are:

('7\43(’/ M/H'«(/La& :

Do you want this application to be dealt with by the
Development Control Committee?

No, if my concerns are satisfactorily resolved

Yes

Any other comments or information (Continue over if necessary)

Signed: /4/1""/‘“4//4 ...................... Date: /7 "504

Cllir C N Werth

S 0 U T AH

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL|

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

|
vl

Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEI| 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk




WARD MEMBER RESPONSE FORM

Having attended a meeting with a large representation of the village present,
the general feel for this application was that although they supported the
application, there were too many houses for such a small site. The result of
this has produced a clutter of “affordable” housing in one corner giving
concerns about a future crime spot. | would suggest removing the terraced
houses numbered 21-25 from the plan, which would in turn provide more
ample car parking spaces. 21-25 also provide “Crown Lodge” in Crown
Avenue with a nice outlook of a brick wall!

Nos 31-39 could then be given a little more space so that they are not giving
the appearance of being in a straight line.

I would also like to see the bungalows Nos 1 & 44 removed from the plan to
allow those areas to be landscaped to give an attractive entrance to the
development and to help enhance the war memorial.

The removal of the seven houses wouid allow for a better design of housing
with some larger gardens.

As regards the play area it should be noted that there is a newly built play
area in the playing field next door to the development and this area could
therefore provide an opportunity to provide facilities for teenagers as opposed
to toddlers. This group currently have few facilities available for them.
Surveillance of this area would need to be a key consideration.

The footpath does not appear to go anywhere. Children going from this
development to the school will have to walk on the main road, which is already
dangerous and has no footpath, without the extra traffic that will be generated
by this development. Ideally a link from this footpath to the back of the school
should be considered as the main road is not wide encugh to accommodate
one.

Overall the impact on this small village of such a large number of houses is
huge, bearing in mind there are only 130 properties in the main body of the
village. This new development represents an increase in the size of the village
by over 30%. Although we have a village hall, pub and school a smaller
number of houses would be more sustainable in the long term.

,A./ ' Frd
s . 3 [ e | -
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ENVIRONMENT

,:r Ref: AN/2002/005017-1/1 | AGENCY
our Ref : H09/0198/02

Date : 15 March 2002

Mr T Huggins
Director of Customer Services -+
Housing and Planning Department SHDC
South Holland District Council
Council Offices

Priory Road

Spalding

Lincs  AMeBHOM O e
PE11 2XE

Drector of Custe or Services

21 MAR 2002

T E I e et im0 ks G+ A e A o an et e

L3

Dear Sir/Madam

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT:
LAND OFF ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST MARKS, LINCOLNSHIRE.

Thank you for referring the above application, which was received on 11 March 2002.

The Environment Agency are aware that the principle of development has previously been
established under outline planning permission H09/0963/98 and this permission remains
valid. However, the Agency has concerns in relation to development and flood risk both to
the development itself and to people and property within the river catchment and wishes to
advise the council and applicant of the flood risk associated with development on this site.

The site lies within the indicative fluvial floodplain as detailed on the Environment Agency
2001 Indicative Floodplain Maps, and if this development did not benefit from a valid outline
planning consent, the Agency would object to the proposals subject to a flood risk
assessment being undertaken in accordance with planning policy guidance for England on
development and flood risk (PPG25).

You will be aware that planning authorities are advised to guide development away from
areas that may be affected by flooding and to restrict development that would itself increase
the risk of flooding, or would interfere in the ability of the Agency or other bodies to carry out
flood control works and maintenance (PPG25).

The increased risk of flooding brought about by this development needs to be fully considered
prior to the commencement of any works, and the development should seek to bring about a
net flood risk reduction in accordance with PPG25.

The Agency advise that the applicant undertake a flood risk assessment, in consultation with
the Agency, to determine the extent of flood risk to the proposed development and
consideration of mitigation measures they may be able to offer to achieve a net flood risk
reduction.

Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA, Tel no:01522 513100, Fax no:01522 512927




Should you require any further information, or wish to discuss these matters further, please do
not hesitate to contact Michael Braithwaite on the number below.

Yours faithfully

%

/Mervyn Pettifor
Area Customer Services Manager

tel. 01522 785896 fax. 01522 785868
mob. 07767 615201
E-mail mike.braithwaite@environment-agency.gov.uk

Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln, LN2 5HA, Tel n0:01522 513100, Fax no:01522 512927
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11.

‘ NOTICE

ENVIRONMENT
AGENCY

GENERAL
Nothing in this notice will in any way restrict your statutory or any other rights of access to the Data.

All intellectual property rights in the data and information supplied to you (“Data”) whether owned
by the Agency (“Agency Data”) or third parties ("Third Party Data") will continue to be owned by

- the respective parties.

The Data have not been prepared to meet your or anyone else's individual requirements and it is
therefore your responsibility to ensure that the Data meet your needs.

The Agency cannot ensure that the Data in its possession will always be accurate, complete, up to
date or valid but the Agency will use reasonable care to ensure that you are provided with an accurate
copy of the Data that is in its possession. The Agency gives no warranty that the copy of the D ata

that it provides is accurate. This does not restrict your statutory rights.

Any charge you may pay us reflects only the reasonable cost of supplying the Data to you. |

If you have asked for the Data to be supplied in an electronic format we cannot guarantee that the
medium is free of any defects and you should undertake the appropriate virus checks.

Third party data usé, including copying, must be limited to statutory rights.

USE OF AGENCY DATA
INTERNAL BUSINESS OR PERSONAL USE. You may use Agency Data for your own pnvate use

- or for use within your business without restnctlon

GIVING COPIES TO OTHERS. You may do this without restriction in respect of Agency Data
provided that you make no charge and attach a copy of this notice. Recipients should also comply-

 with the notice. Whenever possible and appropriate any authorised copying.of Agency Data shall -

acknowledge the Agency’s ownership of Agency Data. One way of doing thisis by addlng the words - -
"Copyright © Environment Agency" to the information or copy.

OTHER USE. If you wish to use Agency Data in any way other than as set out above (including in

particular for commercial gain, for example by way of rental, licence, sale or providing services for

consideration) you should contact us with details of what you are proposing to do, UNLESS we have -

already indicated to you that your proposed use is agreed OR you are satisfied that such use woruld -
not infringe our intellectual property rights. :

USE BY SOLICITORS, SURVEYORS ETC. If you are a solicitor, a chartered surveyor or othier

professional whose professional body has an arrangement with the Agency you may use Agency

Data in accordance with these arrangements ("Professional Body Arrangements") in which case

paragraphs 1 to 8 above and the Professional Body Arrangements shall apply. Paragraphs 1 to 10

above shall apply in respect of all uses not covered by Professional Body Arrangements.
12/8/98

The Environment Agency
Waterside House, Waterside North, Lincoln LN2 SHA
Tel 01522 513100 Fax 01522 512927 GTN 7-50-X 5800




Director: Richard Wills

NEWLAND ¢ LINCOLN

E.mail hp_bsh@lincolnshire.gov.uk

Divisional Highways Manager: Steve Willis

LINC®LNSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL

HIGHWAYS and PLANNING DIRECTORATE

Highways Division - Boston and South Holland

Municipal Buildings, West Street, Boston, Lincolnshire PE21 8QR
Telephone (01205) 314571 Fax (01205) 314572

Minicom (01522) 552055

FACSIMILE TRANSMISSION COVER SHEET

DATE _18March2002
TO

NAME Clir. Worth.

ADDRESS

FAX No: 01406 701459

FROM

NAME Jon Sharpe.

ADDRESS  Highways Division

Boston & South Holland
Highways Office, Municipal
Buildings, West Street,
Boston, Lincs PE21 8QR

TEL: (01205) 314571

FAX No: (01205) 314572

/

NUMBER OF PAGES TO FOLLOW

4

O

> O S‘Z

Kindly félephone us on the above number if any page is unclear

MESSAGE:

Junction radii are too small.

PNOO RN

around the War Memorial.

Lincolnshire - Part of the East Midlands Region

Following this morning's telephone conversation, | have some concerns on the
following points which are for discussion with Lewis Smith, prior to 'clearing’
the current Reserved Matters application on highways issues:-

. 1.8 metre wide service margin required around the turning head.

Not keen on parking areas directly off the adopted carriageway.

. The footpath serving plots 16-30 should ideally be adoptable ie 1.8 m wide.
Some driveways are shorter than the required 6.0 metres.

. The verges between the footways and the carriageway are not necessary.
Trees in the verges (6. above) are an unnecessary maintenance burdon.
Who is intended to adopt the 1.0 metre wide footway link to the play area?

Two other highway points which may come up this evening:-

A. The provision of footways off-site, to other parts of the village was not a
requirement of the Outline Consent.

B. | have previously agreed with the Agents for the original land cwner that the
provision of the visibility splay should not require removal of any of the hedge

Vil

OETN
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T -




South Holland

B | Drainage Board
i@ernal Drainage Boar N~

Marsh Reeves Foxes Lowe Road

Our Ref JTE-PANO198-02-JAM Holbeach SPALDING Lincs PE12 7PA

Your Ref

Tel (01406) 424933 Fax (01406) 426501
Mr Elsey Email Info@south-holland-idb.gov.uk

Please Contact: www.south-holland-idb.gov.uk

21 March 2002

East Midlands Design Association
Willow Lodge

Horseshoe Road

SPALDING

Lincs

PE113JA

Dear Sirs

RESERVED MATTERS APPLICATION - NEWTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON LAND OFF ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST MARKS

South Holland District Council’s Planning Personnel have informed me of the above application and I
enclose herewith a copy of my letter to the Crown Estate Agents the content of which remains applicable.

Although surface water details are not shown on the plan of which I have had sight, it is understood that
proposals are for flows to discharge into my Board’s Holbeach St Marks Drain and I accordingly request
appropriate details for my consideration.

Enclosed for information is the Surface Water contribution which will apply and this will become due in
advance of any outfall being constructed to the arterial land drainage system.

[ T P N A

Yours faithfully i Ly
g’g% Sevalonnien :
PSS
J T ELSEY , ‘
ENGINEER TO THE BOARD : e
I N
Encs . L [ ‘

cc South Holland District Council ?‘ L i e TN 2D

Nestwood Homes Developments - —

BOARD MEMBERS
S A R Markillie (Chairman) J W Ward (Vice-Chairman)
T Barker, A J Biggadike, F Biggadike, M D Booth, T Bray, N | Capes, C F Fisher, J L van Geest, N J Grundy, A G Hay, G A Hay,
C B Jackson, S C Mossop, Mrs A Puttick, D Sly, M R Taylor, R C Thompson, P M Walls, D R Worth




South Holland D

* *
Ingernal Drainage Board -~
-
Marsh Reeves Foxes Lowe Road
ur Rl JTE-PADO190-02-JAM Holbeach SPALDING Lincs PE12 7PA

Tel (01406) 424933 Fax (014006) 426501

Please Contact: ~ Mr Elsey Email Info@south-holland-idb.gov.uk
) www.south-holland-idb.gov.uk

21 March 2002

A Roffe Esq

Building Design and Plans
1 Green Lane

SPALDING

Lincs

PE11 2YB

Dear Sirs

FULL PLANNING APPLICATION - MR & MRS R P YORATH
ERECTION OF SINGLE STOREY SIDE EXTENSION TO EXISTING DWELLING
FOR USE AS ARTIST’S STUDIO

South Holland District Council’s Planning Personnel have informed me of the above application relating to a
site which is immediately adjacent to my Board’s Town Drain.

Whilst it is appreciated that the proposed extension will not be sited closer to the channel than the existing
building, I bring to your attention an extract of the Board’s Byelaws which will apply irrespective of
planning consent being given.

10. No obstructions within 9 Metres of the Edge of the Watercourse

No person without the previous consent of the Board shall erect any building or structure,
whether temporary or permanent, or plant any tree, shrub, willow or other similar growth within 9
metes of the landward toe of the bank where there is an embankment or wall or within 9 metres of
the top of the batter where there is no embankment or wall, or where the watercourse is enclosed
within 9 metres of the enclosing structure.

You will appreciate from the above that formal consent for the project must be obtained from this Board and
for your information can advise that the next meeting of Members is arranged for 7 May 2002.

Yours faithfully

ity

J T ELSEY
ENGINEER TO THE BOARD

cc South. Holland District Council ﬂk
Mr & Mrs R P Yorath

BOARD MEMBERS
S A R Markillie (Chairman) J W Ward (Vice-Chairman)
T Barker, A J Biggadike, F Biggadike, M D Booth, T Bray, N | Capes, C F Fisher, J L van Geest, N J Grundy, A G Hay, G A Hay,
C B Jackson, S C Mossop, Mrs A Puttick, D Sly, M R Taylor, R C Thompson, P M Walls, D R Worth




CARTER JONAS ||

. PROPERTY CONSULTANTS

Www.carterj(;" TR uk

J”ﬂu
6-8 Hills Road, Cambridge CB2 [NH, 'Ec'}"‘@f),}armme 0122X3 368771 Facsimile 01223 369950

30 November, 2001

L Smith Esq 6?9&& AJW/RFM/21790
South Holland District Council R ”DWM 01223 34663 2
Housing & Planning Services Department - " Direct Fax 01223 346627
Council Offices Your Ref: HA9/0963/98
Priory Road Fax: 01775 710772

SPALDING

Dear Lewig

CROWN ESTATE : WHAPLODE
H09/0963/98 RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT - LAND OFF ST MARKS ROAD,
HOLBEACH ST MARKS, SPALDING, LINCS

I write further to our telephone conversation on 28" November 2001.

As you are aware, we are presently marketing the site for sale on the open market. There has
been concern expressed from potential purchasers with regards to the Reserved Matters
application, which must be submitted prior to 22™ February 2002. Our understanding is that
if the application is submitted prior to that date, then there should not be significant problems
with the application being approved.

I would be grateful for your comments as to any potential problems that you can identify, so
that we are completely aware of the situation as it stands.

Your early response would be appreciated. r_ ey
i went
Yours sincerely Plannin:
/\ ‘ g i . J‘UZ ‘
u Ref VD [ 2 i
J WATKIN S
PARTNER

andrew.watkin@carterjonas.co.uk

Residential Rural Commercial Minerals Planning & Development Building Consultancy
London Cambridge Harrogate Huddersfield Kendal Leeds Marlborough North Wales Oxford Peterborough Shrewsbury Worcester York
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8 March 2001

Carter Jonas

6 -~ 8 Hills Road
CAMBRIDGE
CB2 INH

FOR THE ATTENTION OF MR WATIUN
Dear Sirs o ) :

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT SITE o
ST MARKS ROAD, HOLBEACH ST. MARKS, HOLBEACH, LINCS

!
'

1 Thank you for your letter dated 26 February 2001, in response 1o which | have the following comments.

o  Surface water drainage from the site wii} best be directed to my Board’s Holbeach St Marks drain which

is located along the opposite side of St. Marks Road. With the exception of this aspect my Board’s
s interests will not be affected by the development proposals.

« My Board will seek a contribution for the surface water discharge and 1 would direct attention to the
l accompanying copy letter,

| An outfall into my Board’s waterconrse would require prior written consent with the structure complying
{ 1o a specification which would be provided.

A Deed to Indemnify the Board for such structure would have to be implemented with the adopting
authority at no cost to the Board.

Trusting the foregoing satisfactorily responds to your request.

Yours faithfully

e

ITELSEY
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: RESPONSE FORM

Applicant:

Application no: H09/0198/02
Description:  Erection of 44 dwellings (Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks
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HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL|

Chris Simpkins

Chief Executive

Terry Huggins

Director of Customer Services
Bob Atkins

Director of Corporate Services

Nestwood Homes Developments

This Council - v
1 Supports the application, or
2 has no observations to make at this stage, or
3 has some concerns about the application at this stage ///
The reasons are:
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Do you want this application to be dealt with by the
Development Control Committee?

No, if our concerns are satisfactorily resolved

Yes

Any other comments or information (Continue over if necessary)

&\&\ .......... ;,...;!.\...‘.. ......... -“ .............

Clerk to Holbeach PC

Signed: Date: L.\.=.5.0¢.¢
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Council Offices
Priory Road
Spalding
Lincolnshire
PEIl 2XE

Telephone: (01775) 761161
Fax: (01775) 711253
Email: Info@sholland.gov.uk



PLANNING
APPLICATION

Nestwood Homes Developments
is applying to the Council for planning permission for the following:

Reference No: H09/0198/02
Description: Erection of 44 dwellings
(Outline H09/0963/98)

Location: Land off St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks

You can inspect copies of the application, plans and any other documents submitted
with it at Planning Reception, Council Offices, Priory Road, Spalding and also at
Spalding Library. They are available during normal opening hours until

26 MAR 2002

Please send any comments to me by that date quoting the above application
reference number. . .

Terry Huggins
Director of Customer Services

05-MAR-02

HOLLAND
DISTRICT COUNCIL
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DEED

made under Section 106 of the Town and Country
Planning Act 1990

between

SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL

and

NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

re

residential development at
St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks
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THIS DEED is made the | LL day of A WA OOST Two  Thousand and two

BETWEEN THE SOUTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL of Council Offices Priory Road

Spalding in the County of Lincoln (hereinafter called “the Council”) of the one part and
NESTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED whose registered office is situate at The
Corner House Beck Bank West Pinchbeck in the County of Lincoln (hereinafter called “the
Owner”) of the other part

RECITALS

(1)  The Council is the Local Planning Authority for the purposes of this Deed for the area
within which the land described in the First Schedule (“the Red Land”) and the land
described in the Second Schedule (“the Blue Land”) is situated and by whom the
obligations contained in this Deed are enforceable

(2)  The Owner is the owner in fee simple in possession free from incumbrances of the Red
Land

(3)  The freehold of the Blue Land forms part of the Crown Estate

(4) The Owner has by application by its agent dated the nineteenth day of February Two
thousand and two (“the Planning Application™) applied to the Council for permission to
develop the Red Land in the manner and for the uses set out in the Planning Application
and in the plans specifications and particulars deposited with the Council and forming
part of the Planning Application more particularly set out in the Third Schedule (“the
Development™)

(5) The Council has decided to grant planning permission for the Dévelopment in
accordance with the Planning Application subject to the making of this Agreement
without which planning permission for the Development would not have been granted ___

NOW THIS DEED is made in pursuance of section 106 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990 and is a planning obligation for the purposes of that section and WITNESSES as
follows

1. The Owner covenants with the Council to observe the restrictions specified in the
Fourth Schedule :

2. It is agreed and declared as follows:

2.1 The expressions “the Council” and “the Owner” shall include their successors in title
and assigns




2.2

23

24

2.5

2.6

The covenants contained in this Agreement shall take effect only upon the date
specified by the Owner in a written notice served upon the Council as the date upon
which the Development is to be commenced or if no such notice is served the actual
date on which the Development was begun within the meaning of section 56 of the
Town and Country Planning Act 1990

If the permission granted pursuant to the Planning Application shall expire before the
Development is begun as defined above or shall at any time be revoked this Agreement
shall forthwith determine and cease to have effect

Nothing in this Agreement shall prohibit or limit the right to develop any part of the
Red Land in accordance with a planning permission (other than one relating to the
Development as specified in the Planning Application) granted (whether or not on
appeal) after the date of this Agreement

The Council will upon the written request of the Owner at any time after the obligations
of the Owner under this Agreement have been fulfilled issue written confirmation
thereof and thereafter cancel all related entries in the Register of Local Land Charges __.

This Agreement is a local land charge and shall be registered as such

IN WITNESS whereof these presents have been duly executed as a Deed by the parties hereto

the day and year first before written

FIRST SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Red Land™)

The land at St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks shown edged red on the attached plan

The land at St Marks Road Holbeach St Marks shown edged blue on the attached plan

SECOND SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Blue Land”)

THIRD SCHEDULE
(Details of “the Planning Application™)

Application for residential development on the Red Land in accordance with the plans and




iwticulars supplied therewith under planning application reference H09/0198/02

FOURTH SCHEDULE
(Restrictions to be observed)

ie Owner hereby covenants not to commence nor to permit to be commenced more than
1eteen dwellings on the Red Land as part of the Development until such play equipment as
1y be agreed in writing by the Council (which play equipment shall in any event include a
If pipe skateboard ramp a metal goal with 3 metre high sided panels and a basketball hoop)

s been provided to the satisfaction of the Council on such part of the Blue Land as may be
-eed in writing by the Council |

E COMMON SEAL OF THE
UTH HOLLAND DISTRICT COUNCIL
3 hereunto affixed in the presence of

id of Legal and Member Services

1ed as a Deed by

sTWOOD HOMES DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
1g by a Director and its Secretary in the presence of

4

ctor

SLS ba o harcf,

stary




Holbeach

Holbeach St Marks
Primary School

?

Scale: 1:2500
July 2002

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with
Developrment ) permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of Her Majesty’'s

P Stationery Office (c) Crown copyright. Unauthorised
reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to
prosecution or civil proceedings. South Holland District Council
LAO79413 2002

's, Priory Road, Spalding, Lincoinshire
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Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
St Marks Road
Holbeach St Marks
Lincolnshire

PE12 8DZ

24" March 2002
Ref. SHDC/BGS01

Lincolnshire County Council
Spalding

Dear Sir,

Your ref. Holbeach St Marks Housing Development

A few weeks ago we became aware that Nestwoood Homes Developments through
the East Midland Design Associates had entered plans for a housing development on
5 arces of land on the north side of the Old Vicarage.

It is our intention to object to this development however we understand that outline
planning permission was aiready granted in 1999. Despite moving to the Old
Vicarage in 1999 we were not aware of the recent renewal of outline approval, only of
some outline proposals being held for more than 50 years on the site.

We believe that with the recent closing of nearby Tinsley Foods, the circumstances
for which original outline permission was granted have now changed. With no
substantial employment in the area the requirement for new homes has considerably
deminished and with unsold properties still on the market in Holbeach St Marks we
believe there is no requirement for new housing. We are also aware that new
government guidelines on new housing development, if applied to Holbeach St Marks
today, would almost certainly result in any applications for outline planning
permission to be turned down.

We request the council to re-examine the circumstances for outline planning
permission and reject the current housing development proposal untili further
consultation takes place at the local level.

Attached is a detailed examination of the issues involved and reasons why this
development should be rejected and outline permission re-examined.

Yours faithfully

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks




Objections to Development

| would like to raise a number of points regarding the proposed plan for developing the site at
Holbeach St Marks. These will cover Material Considerations, current and future development
guidelines and legislation and a re-examination of the original outline planning permission.

Size/Scale of Development

The proposal is for 44 properties of mixed style including some terraced properties. It is clear the
plan is for a housing estate type of development that is most appropriate to an urban or suburban
location such as the environs of Holbeach or Spalding. It is not appropriate or “in keeping” with
the village setting of Holbeach St Marks and is therefore obtuse and inconsiderate to the existing
properties in the village.

The planning guidelines PPG1 sections 54-55 state that applications should take into account
other material considerations which include whether the pian policies are up to date and relevant.
Clearly this application, based on previously granted outiine permission, is relying on out of date
palicies that are not relevant at this time. PPG1 also states that new and emerging policies are
also material considerations (sect 53) and as there are policies that have or will supersede the
original plans it clearly indicates that this development should not be taken further. Under PPG1
Sect 55 there are material policies in current plans that pull in opposite directions. For example
the plan requires certain densities of housing but this is in opposition to other policy directions
which require deveiopments to be “in keeping” and “in character” with the village location and the
current density of housing. This proposed development is therefore too high a density in relation
to the surrounding location and shouid be rejected.

If we look at the village as a whole (new/emerging guidelines require the development of a village
plan and this shouid be addressed by the SHDC) the existing properties are diverse, mainly non-
linear in relation to each other and contain a variety of styles developed in mostly a piecemeal
fashion. This new development proposal offers high density for a village location, linear design
layouts and construction designs that are out of keeping with the village. This is a material
consideration and requires further detailed information which is not availabie, therefore the
development plan should be rejected.

A further consideration is the construction of a large number of properties in a single development
that aiso Is in opposition to the piecemeal deveiopment preferred for rural village locations.

All the above points should therefore be considered material considerations.

| would also like to comment at this stage that the plans submitted for the development are
insufficiently detailed for an informed decision on a development of this magnitude when
considering the huge impact it will have on the village. The plans have been developed over a
period of & days (see drawing revision dates) which | believe are insufficient to make
assessments of the requirements under the Design Guide for Residential Areas (Lincolnshire
Planning Guide). The guide states that appraisals should look at the characteristics of the
surrounding area, the ecological sensitivity of the area (including hedgerows, trees and historic
fandmarks), with sympathetic new design to complement the character of existing surroundings.
infact the outline planning permission was given on condition that the development plans in terms
of design and layout should be in accord with the advice contained in the Lincolnshire Guide for
Residential Areas. Clearly the proposed development does not do this and has been poorly
thought out due to the time constraints imposed by needing to applx for planning permission by
21 Feb 2002. Pians were drawn up between 13 Feb 2002 and 19" Feb 2002, with the final
modifications to the drawing being materials, landscaping and a play area. These have been
added at the last minute, hardly an example of carefully thought out planning. Once again |
would remind you that the scale of this development is vast for the size of the village (50%
increase in village housing with potential for a 65% increase in population) and should undergo
thorough planning, design and consuitation with the local residents in line with the Citizens

-
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Charter as per PPG1 Sect 57. | would go further and suggest this development shouid be the
subject of a detailed feasibility study followed by a public consultation.

Looking again at the surrounding properties to this proposed development the nearest equivalent
is the open estate to the west of the piot. You will find that an equivalent area of 5 acres contains
around 30 properties, which is the highest density in the village, built many years ago under
different circumstances. Clearly the proposed development at 44 properties does not even

conform to the scale of the existing properties in the village, even looking at the closest
comparison in the village.

Housing Design and Layout

The design of the housing proposed for the development are a material consideration. From the
outline plans there are 2 large bungalows at the front of the development virtually fronting the St
Marks Road. These properties will obstruct the view of the Church, the main feature of the
village, when approaching from the east. This is in contrary to the Design Guide for Residential
Areas therefore the proposed plan shouid be rejected. These same 2 properties have detached
garages the roof design of which includes terracotta tiling which contrasts with the bungalow itself
and is in contrast to the church and vicarage which are grey slate. This is not in keeping with the
surrounding properties and is not sympathetic to the church and vicarage.

If we look at the proposed design of the properties it is clear that they are of low cost box type
design with no enhancing features. For instance there are no interesting window designs, no
alternative brick structures to complement the style of the church and vicarage (end on bricks
every third layer), no enhancing door entrances except token simple design porches. There is an
opportunity to provide interesting and attractive properties to enhance the village. The village of
Holbeach St Marks has intrinsic value and this design of development can erode that value.

Currently in Holbeach St Marks most properties are set back from the road infrastructure. The
proposed development shows housing close to the road infrastructure. This has been necessary
to accommodate an unnecessarily high density of housing and should be rejected.

The layout of the housing shows larger properties to the south and east of the site creating a cul-
de-sac to the west where the designated “affordable housing” is positioned. This fayout is
contrary to estate planning where the more expensive housing is normally to the back of a
development and cheaper housing towards the middleffront. It would be more desirable to have
the terrace type properties {o the north eastern end of the site, thus preventing an overlooking
aspect {o the existing bungalows to the west of the site. These terraced properties, in relatively
high concentration, are not “in keeping” with existing properties where the maximum number in a
terrace is 3. They would severely block the light and view of the existing bungalows to the norih
west of the site. They should be re-thought and moved to a more appropriate location. The north
east area of the site does not overlook existing properties and would be more appropriate.

Existing developments in the area are generally landscape dominated, particularly around the
church and vicarage that are immediately adjacent to the proposed development. The pattern of
development is generally informal and non-linear. The proposed development does not
compiement the character of the village when considering the above design principles. The new
development shows a building dominated layout not landscape, it is mainly formal and linear
which once again is not in keeping with existing housing. The quality of space between the
buildings on many on the proposed housing is poar in relation to the surrounding area and shows
only limited garden space contrary to existing development. A rural area lends itself to the
requirement for reasonable garden space. This can allow families to grow their own vegetabies
to supplement incomes particularly at the affordable housing level. The proposals do not provide
for this.

Ve
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The plan currently shows a fully equipped play area, although no specification is given for the
equipment intended for the site. | would request further information on this before making a
recommendation. It is surprising that the play area is to the south eastern corner of the site. As
you will know there already exists a substantial play area to the east of the village hall which
includes football pitches, swings, slides, climbing frames etc. It seems wholly inappropriate to
create another play area which may be seen as specifically for the new development and so
reduce integration of the new residents to the village. More appropriate would be better open
space, increased garden sizes and reduced density of housing, with perhaps one or two village
green areas central to the development, so creating a greener more countryfied aspect to the
development in keeping with the surrounding area. This would be more in accordance with the
Design Guide for “comfortable accommodation, good townscape, significant landscape
appropriate to the site and setting”.

The siting of the play area | understand will be close to a sewage treatment plant for the entire
site. This brings in the environmental concerns of having a children’s play area near sewage
treatment facilities, whether the treatment plant is sealed and fully protected or not. No system is
foolproof and air poliution will occur, particularly if the system breaks down. You should also be
aware that the play area is close to an existing sewage treatment plant to the west of the site
which currently causes air poltution continuously and has been the subject of several complaints
to the council over the last 2 years and is still awaiting some resolution.

Landscaping/Views

The current proposal provides for a substantial tree lined area to the north of the site. It is unclear
why this has been included, to this extent, in this location. It would seem wasteful to screen the
development from open views across countryside to the north. Clearly the south side of the site
would be more appropriate. This would integrate woodiand and trees into the community and
provide screening for the church and vicarage from which the current view to the north would be
substantially reduced and degraded. it would also provide screening should the play area and
sewage works remain at the current location.

There currently exists a substantial tree/hedgerow to the east of the site. | understand the
boundary line of the site is in the middle of this tree line. It would be unthinkable that this
tree/hedgerow were to be altered in any way as this is an integral part of this community and
attracts substantial wildlife to the area.

The type of hedgerows and trees suggested on the plan have not been considered from an
environmental aspect. The hawthorn dominates the suggested hedgerows and there is no sign of
weeping willows. With a substantial water run-off problem created by the increased concrete and
road infrastructure the willow will absorb high levels of water and would help compensate the
drainage problems that may occur.

The loss of important views is a material consideration. At the Vicarage we consider the open
view to the north to be very important. The view is part of the country life we so desire, currently
open fields which attract a variety of wildlife including Marsh Harriers and land used to grow
flowers for the local community. These views would be replaced by roof tops and unattractive,
poorly designed, block houses.

Another material consideration is the overlooking aspect that this development wili create.
Certainly the terrace proposals positioned close to the north west boundary will totally biock and
overlook the bungalow properties already existing. This should be changed. Without substantial
screening to the south side the larger 4 bedroom properties will overlook the gardens of the
Vicarage adding to the loss of privacy.
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Loss of Business

Currently the land designated for development is used by local villagers for both allotments and
more substantial farming. One of our focal residents uses the land to grow a variety of flowers,
these are sold to flower shops in Holbeach, Weston and Spalding. This worthwhile business will
be lost if this development goes ahead. Not only a loss fo village life, but a financial ioss to the
local resident and a loss of supply to a number of local flower shops. With many local businesses
struggling to survive in the villages this development would further undermine local employment.

Waste Disposal and the Environment

| am concerned at the proposed positioning of another sewage treatment pltant to the southemn
end of the proposed site. A sewage treatment plant aiready exists for the current population and it
is positioned near to the south western corner of the proposed site. There is already substantial
air poliution from the existing works causing offensive smells across the gardens of the Vicarage.
To site another treatment plant (despite it being the latest modern system) nearby so that the
Vicarage has sewage works on two sides is not environmentally acceptable. | do not believe that
current residents should be in any way disadvantaged by the new development plans. Clearly the
sewage treatment for the proposed development should be positioned away from housing not
brought into the centre of a developed area. A far better position would be to the north or north
east of the site where there would be a reduced population and any air pollution would only effect
the residents of the new development.

As mentioned earlier, several complaints have been made about air poliution from the existing
treatment plant. It is understood that this plant was designed to produce clean water for
discharge into the dyke to the north west of the proposed development. In practice this does not
happen. Residents using bleach and other modern household cleaninng products destroy the
bacterial action of the system and this results in the discharge of very bad water into the dyke to
the north west. This has now cause visible pollution of the area to the detriment of local residents.
The proposals for the new development are to discharge the sewage water to the dyke running
alongside St Marks Road directly in front of the Church. Once again | do not understand why
potential pollutant should be transported back into the centre of the community to the detriment of
all residents. The discharge should be directed away from settlements, perhaps to the north of
the site. If this is not possible due to constraints on the dyke load in the area then clearly the
local infrastructure cannot support the development. The proposed discharge area is also close
to the school entrance and an area passed by children and residents frequently. This is
environmentally unsafe and should not be aliowed until a full study of the proposed system and
alternative discharge areas has been made and an environmental report issued.

There also appears to be no provision for pumping out of solids from the new sewage
development. Further investigation is needed on the details of the proposed system and any
access it may require.

Infrastructure

The question over sewage disposal has been discussed above however there is further strain on
the local drainage system from the proposed development due to water run off and roof
discharge. The proposed site will increase the concrete and tarmac surface areas around the
drainage system for the village. A study will show that this system is operating at or near full
capacity, the new development will cause this capacity to be breached resulting in localised
flooding and substantial standing water during wet periods.

The electricity supply to Holbeach St Marks has always suffered significant fluctuations and
occasional power cuts. | do not believe the new development can be sustained from the exiting
substation supplying the area. Please advise what proposals there are to improve the power
supply for this development and the village generally.
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it 1s my belief, and that of all the local residents, that the current infrastructure cannot support a
substantial increase in population that this development proposes. The nearest medical facilityis
heavily over subscribed and is in Holbeach town some 4.5 miles away. The facility is full and
cannot support further demand. The newly opened dental surgery is also full and still trying to

cope with a backlog of patients waiting to join, it is evidently struggling to support current tocal
demand.

There are no shops in Holbeach St Marks, a recent attempt to operate a shop has failed and the
facility recently closed.

The current school facilities in the area are already over subscribed. The St Marks Primary
school is currently in poor condition. Classes are being held in porta-cabins due to the lack of
main building capacity. The school suffers from a lack of permanent staff and is running on
substantial supply teacher input. The quality of the education being received is in question and a

review order is currently in place on the school. Clearly it cannot sustain a further population
increase from a large new development.

The road infrastructure in St Marks is village style and would feel the strain of a substantial
private vehicle increase. The proposed quantity of housing would bring around 70 or more new
vehicles to the area. It is noted that during the winter there is no gritting in St Marks, this poses
danger to vehicle users but that danger would increase dramatically with the additionat traffic.
Also the main exit from the site would take vehicles past the school entrance causing further
danger to pedestrians, particularly the infant school children. There is a serious parking problem
and obstruction to the flow of traffic around the school during the dropping and collecting period
for children. The entrance corner stones to the Vicarage are regularly damaged by turning cars.
There are also 4 to 5 teachers cars permanently parked to the front of the school during the day
causing further obstruction to local traffic and farm vehicles. There is no room to expand the
school to cater for this proposed development.

Employment

The original outline planning permission was based on the economics in the area in 1999. With
the closure of Tinsley Foods in the St Marks area there does not exist any substantial local
employment. This has dramatically effected the economics of the area. Some local residents
worked at Tinsley Foods and now need to trave! to Holbeach or Spalding or beyond for work.
Geest, now the new owners of the Tinsley plant, have no plans to re-open or expand the facility.
Currently a small QA system operates there employing a skeleton staff. The proposed
development has the potential to bring up to 100 people to the area at working age. Therefore
there is no employment for them and this is contrary to the requirements of PPG 23 where
developments should “contribute to employment” in the area. This development will only increase
unemployment and degrade the village structure and put a strain on local resources.

On this basis alone the entire development should be rejected and the outline permission
reviewed.

PPG23 Poliution Control

It is a material consideration if a proposed development is potentially poliuting. The potential for
pollution of water courses from sewage discharge and excessive water run-off puts this
development in this category therefore the development should be reconsidered. The sewage
works will have nuisance impact due to the air poliution and the attraction of increased vermin to
the site of the new sewage treatment plant which is currently proposed for the centre of the
community. This aspect of the development should be considered for a poliution control
authorisation/iicence.




There are opportunities for brownfield development elsewhere in the towns and some countryside
locations in South Holland District. PPG7 sect 2.17 recommend no greenfield site development
unless brownfield or existing urban iocations have been assessed first. It is not clear that this has
happened when considering this site and therefore it should be re-examined.

PPG3 Housing

PPG3 states that building development should create more sustainable patterns and deliver
accessibility to public transport for jobs, education, health, shopping and leisure/local services. In
St Marks there is only one round trip bus service per day. This proposed development hardly
delivers accessibility to public transport. What this development will do is increase the need for
private vehicles adding to congestion, poliution and increased dependence on cars which is
contrary to PPG3. The planning system shouid ensure that “new homes are provided in the right
place at the right time” yet it is clear this proposed development does not do this. St Marks is the

wrong place and at the wrong time. There are no new employment opportunities here to support
the deveilopment.

Section 8 encourages constant review of housing strategy and new/emerging policies are a
material consideration in deciding on developments. The South Holland District Local Plan forms
part of that emerging policy and states clearly the over supply of housing in the area and that no
development should be planned for villages such as Holbeach St Marks.

Section 14 stresses the need for affordable housing where there is a demonstrable lack of
affordable housing. Current lowest value housing in the region sells foe around £40K. There
currently are 3 or 4 properties in St Marks for sale valued in that region, however they remain
unsold for almost one year. Clearly nobody requires affordable housing otherwise they would
have been sold. | do not believe there is a need for affordable housing or indeed any large
number of property developments in St Marks. The emphasis tums to the SHD local plan 2001,
sect 6.52 requires affordable housing to meet local needs yet the need has not been
demonstrated in St Marks, particularly with the lack of employment and the closing of Tinsley
Foods nearby. Palicy statement H8 seeks to provide affordable housing in settlements of
Holbeach, Spalding, Sutton Bridge, Long Sutton, Crowland and Pinchbeck where the need is
demonstrated. It does not require these provisions in St Marks.

PPG3 section 46 places particular emphasis on linking developments with public transport to
reduce the need for trave! by car. Larger developments should be placed around major nodes of
public transport corridors. Once again the proposed development is major but has limited access
to public transport or local facilities so encouraging not discouraging travet by car. This is a
material consideration against this proposed development.

Section 63 requires the planning authorities to reject poor design. These decisions should be
supported by suppiementary planning guidance such as village design statements. | am not
aware of z village design statement therefore one should be produced before planning
applications can be considered. This would give firm guidelines on which the quality of proposed
development can be judged. Without this guide | cannot see how the planning authority can make
an informed judgement of quality of housing proposed without it becoming a purely opinionated
decision.

Section 64 states that substantial new development (town or village) should not consist
exclusively of housing and should be planned as a community with adequate shops, employment
and services. This substantial development does not provide any of these requirements.

Section 69 & 70 conclude that only limited housing provision can be expected in village locations.
St Marks has not been identified as a local service centre and could not demonstrate a need for
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additional housing. It also cannot be “sympathetically laid out” in keeping with the “character of
the village” using technigues such as village design statements” as we do not have one.

The Governments response notes to PPG3 state that the guides should lead to much higher
quality of design and limit the suburbanisation of the countryside. This development wouid be
contrary to those guidelines. Further more planners should share the vision of the DETR, Lord
Roger's Urban Task Force and HRH the Prince of Wales in more creative approach to planning.
This proposed development misses this opportunity and should be re-examined in its entirety.

PPG1 General Guidance

Section 23 states that authorities should help reduce growth in the length and number of
motorised journeys. This development plan will cause the opposite. It does not encourage
alternative means of transport, does not contribute to less environmental impact and increases
the use of private cars. All of which is contrary to guidelines.

Section 47 states that if a proposal has a significant impact on a settlement with identifiable
character then the proposal should be referred to an overall plan such as the SHD Local Plan.
This wouid then preclude the need for the housing hence rejecting the current proposal and all
future proposals to 2011. It may be justifiable to reject this application on grounds of prematurity
as new planning guidelines such as the SHD Local Plan are under preparation but should be
taken into account. It applies to this development plan as the proposals are “individually
substantial” and the "cumulative effect would be significant.

Section 52 states that Government statements on planning policy are material considerations and
must be taken into account. A recent Government Planning Green Paper recommends that
developments should invoive the local community better and not make the community feel
disempowered. At the outline planning permission stage for this development very few of the
village community were aware of the application or involved in its process. So much so that not
one objection was raised by the village to such an important and substantial development. It
should have been ciear to the local authority that there had been some breakdown of
communications to cause this. This has become more evident since the new proposal has been
issued and half of the village attended a public meeting to view and discuss the plans.

Clearly the local community has not been sufficiently involved in the planning process and the
communities wishes should now be re-assessed.

This proposed development is a significant departure from the SHD Local Plan and could
therefore be referred to the Secretary of State. If this proposal and the original grounds for
outline permission are not reviewed then | would seek to have the plan called in by the secretary
of State. | would also like a public enquiry into how the outline permission was granted and the
significance of the village hall in this process.

Conclusion

This proposed development cannot go ahead in its present form. To make it more acceptable to
the community and the support facilities would negate the economic viability of the development. |
propose that the current application is rejected and the original outline permission is reviewed in
the light of substantial planning guidance changes and local economic changes.

Bryan Smith and Barbara Anaman
The Old Vicarage
Holbeach St Marks
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Receipt No ; P17005
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