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Perraton Family Appeal 

 

Frogmore and Sherford Parish Councils’ (FSPC) examination of  

SHW’s APPEAL STATEMENT ON BEHALF OR THE PERRATON FAMILY, SEPTEMBER 2017 

  

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Noted that the Appeal relates to SHDC’s refusal to application 1768/16/OPA for 28 houses, 

community allotments, accesses, highway improvements and associated landscaping. 

 

2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 

 

2.2 The village offers a wide range of existing community facilities and services including regular bus 

services, a public house, bakery, shop with post office, veg shed, café, village hall amenity ground 

and a children’s play area. 

 

FSPC comments: 

The range of Frogmore community facilities is limited. The reference to ‘a wide range’ of services is 

challenged. 

 

 The bakery, shop and part time post office is a single entity with a retail floorspace of [20m2]. The 

shop sells bakery products, basic groceries, newspapers and cards. The Post Office counter opens 

three afternoons a week - 13:00 pm -17:00 pm. Mondays, Thursdays and Fridays.   

 

 The ‘veg shed’ is Springfield Farm Shop, a butchery and greengrocery with an in-shop cafeteria. It 

lies outside the village centre up the steep A379. The road is narrow and sunken between stone 

walls in part without sufficient width for pavements. The farm shop is thus a drive or cycle 

destination. There is an alternative 1.0 mile round trip walk option from the village centre via 

public rights of way over fields through 6 gates and styles in each direction.  

 

 Notably Frogmore has no school, health services or church, all such services are in excess of a 

mile distant. Bus services run on the A379 through the village only at roughly hourly intervals 

between 8 am (7.57) and 7pm (18.48) six days a week with a reduced service on Sundays.       

  

2.4 Due to its natural topography and physical features, the site is very well visually contained, with 

few views into the site from short or long viewpoints.  

 

FSPC comments: 

 

 The site sits above the easterly end of Frogmore and if developed, will dominate the settlement. 

It will also be highly visible from the upper, westerly part of the village. It will be plainly visible 

from the A379 easterly approach to the village.  

 

 The site lies within the SHDC /’South Hams Our Plan’ defined site ref: SH43 02/08/13 assessed in 

July 2016 as follows: The site is located within the AONB. It is a large site and is visually 

prominent in the landscape. Development in this location could have negative impacts on the 

character of the AONB.  
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 The proposals fail South Devon AONB development plan and NPPF policies. It is concluded that 

the proposals would have an adverse impact on the landscape and scenic beauty of this part of 

the AONB. Pertinent is proximity to the Frogmore Creek, deeply rolling countryside and iconic 

wide panoramic views. The proposal would change the undeveloped rural character of the site to 

built development and this would be perceived from a variety of viewpoints including from 

within the AONB and its setting.  

 

3.0 RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY 

 

References in this section (paragraphs 3.1 – 3.7) refer to the part completed Creek Close 

Development consented in planning application 43/2855/14/F for 10 dwellings, 9 being affordable. 

 

The Applicant finds an inconsistency between the approved development of 9 affordable houses plus 

a private housing plot (now consented for 2 dwellings) and application 1768/16/OPA.  

 

FSPC comments  

 The ‘Creek Close’ development was a small Parish Council promoted affordable housing scheme 

completed in 2017 taking advantage of the South Hams Village Housing Initiative scheme. The 

development successfully matched actual objectively assessed housing needs. The 9 affordable 

homes were allocated to applicants fulfilling local criteria. Two of the homes have been allocated 

to existing Frogmore affordable housing tenant families, which enabled the release of two more 

affordable homes at Appletree Close, Frogmore to the letting market.  

 

 Frogmore now boasts an exceptional 30% /70% affordable to private sector housing ratio. 

Subject to study this may be among the highest ratios in rural England.  

 

 Subsequent to Planning Application 43/2855/14/F, the Perraton Family were granted consent to 

convert their retained single private house plot into a plot for two semi-detached houses. To 

date construction has not commenced. 

 

 In their Officer’s report SHDC noted: ‘It is considered that the scheme (Creek Close) is small scale, 

meets an exceptional (and identified) local need, and requires a site near the point of need which 

cannot be accommodated within the development boundary (albeit immediately adjacent to the 

development boundary). The proposed development will deliver units to assist with an identified 

exceptional local need, in a sustainable location, and as such accords with the criteria of policy 

DP15, 1(b)’. 

 

 The partly completed development fronts Pool Hill and is thus in the nature of modest village 

‘ribbon development’ adjoining, and opposite to, existing houses. 

 

 Behind Creek Close to the east is the Appeal site. This lies within the SHDC /’South Hams Our 

Plan’ defined site ref: SH43 02/08/13 assessed in July 2016 as follows: ‘Due to the significant 

constraints identified relating to its location, scale and landscape impact, the site is not 

considered to have potential for development at this time. 
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 In respect of village plan cohesion, landscape impact, development scale and defined housing 

need we submit that there is no inconsistency in the LPA’s refusal of Planning Application 

1768/17/OPA and the approval of 43/2855/14/F.  

 

4.0  SCOPE OF EVIDENCE AND GROUNDS FOR APPEAL 

 

Appeal Grounds 

4.4   It is said that the main reasons for refusal are matters relating to the AONB. 

4.5   The council consider that there are no exceptional circumstances to justify the proposal, ‘despite 

acknowledging the Council has no demonstrable 5-year housing land supply’ and matters ‘which will 

increase ‘the permeability of the village’. 

 

5.0 PLANNING POLICY FRAMEWORK 

 

Paragraphs 5.3 – 5.11 refer to the National Planning Policy Framework 

Paragraphs 5.8 and 5.9 confirm NPPF paragraphs 115 and 116.  

 

Paragraph 115 states great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic beauty in 

(including) Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.  

 

Paragraph 116 states planning permission should be refused for major developments in these 

designated areas except in exceptional circumstances and where it can be demonstrated they are in 

the public interest. Consideration of such applications should include an assessment of: 

 

• The need for the development, including in terms of any national considerations, and the impact 

of permitting it, or refusing it, upon the local economy. 

• The cost of and scope for, developing elsewhere outside the designated area, or meeting the need 

for it in some other way: and 

• Any detrimental effect on the environment, the landscape and recreational opportunities, and the 

extent to which that could be moderated. 

 

Paragraphs 5.12 – 520 recite Local Planning policy by reference to the South Hams Local 

Development Framework 

 

5.13 refers to Policy DP2 which ‘requires development proposals to ‘demonstrate how they conserve 

and /or enhance the South Hams landscape character by avoiding unsympathetic intrusion in the 

wider landscape, retraining and enhancing distinctive features such as trees, and ensuring the 

location, siting and scale of development conserves and /or enhances what is special and locally 

distinctive about the landscape character’.    

  

5.14 refers to Policy CS9 of the Core Strategy, which was adopted in 2006 and states ‘the 

conservation of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty will be given great weight. It continues that 

within identified landscape character areas, development will conserve, enhance and, where 

appropriate, restore landscape character ‘.  
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5.15 acknowledges that the emerging Plymouth & South West Devon Joint Local Plan has been 

submitted to the Planning Inspectorate for examination. 

 

5.16 Refers to Policy SPT1 requiring development to follow the principles of sustainable development 

as set out in the NPPF. 

 

5.17 Policy SPT11 provides a strategic approach to managing development in the natural 

environment in the Plan area. It states that great weight will be given to conserving the South Devon 

AONB.  

 

5.18 Policy DEV24 which requires development to conserve and enhance landscape character by 

maintaining a sense of place and reinforcing distinctiveness, conserving the natural environment 

such as trees and hedgerows, and to use Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments to support 

development proposals and landscaping schemes which enhance development. 

 

5.19 Policy DEV27 concerns nationally protected landscapes. It state that LPAs will protect AONBs, 

give substantial weight to the conservation of wildlife, seek opportunities to enhance the landscape, 

and support proposals which are appropriate to the economic, social and environmental wellbeing of 

the area or desirable for the understanding and enjoyment of the area. 

 

5.21 Refers to the South Hams District Councils 2009 SHLAA.  The site reference SH_43_02_08 which 

includes the site was, according to the Appellant, then given a green rating for the provision of 40 

units. The Council’s comments are recorded as ‘site suitable for development but the scale of 

development to be considered’.   

 

FSPC comment: 

 As referred to in our comments under 3.0 Planning History, the site was recalibrated in the SHDC 

/’South Hams Our Plan’, defined as site ref: SH 43 02/08/13 and assessed as follows: ‘Due to the 

significant constraints identified relating to its location, scale and landscape impact, the site is 

not considered to have potential for development at this time. 

 

6.0    PRINCIPLE ISSUES (PRINCIPAL?)   

 

Landscape impact 

6.3 The Appellant contends that Redbay Design Landscape Consultants find that the proposed 

development ‘would broadly conserve the character of the wider AONB designation and includes 

some additional landscape features that would enhance certain characteristics that are identified as 

contributing to special qualities that make up that character. 

 

FSPC comment: 

 We submit that it is not realistic to suppose that the imposition of an estate of houses, roads, 

street lighting, car parking and pavements will do anything but harm to the AONB, particularly 

with reference to the site’s prominence, elevation and proximity to the protected estuary.  
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Minor Development 

6.5 The Appellant refers to the fact that the NPPF does not define what constitutes a Major 

Development. It is for the LPA to determine. 

 

FSPC comments: 

 The Applicant’s scheme of development would represent a quantum of houses equal to 15% of 
Frogmore’s existing stock and would represent 2.8 times the sustainable village new homes 
target (to be provided between 2014 and 2034) published in the SHDC approved emerging 
Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan.  

 
 The Applicant’s proposals are referred to as ‘Phase 2’ (albeit there was no reference to a ‘Phase 

1’ or ‘Phase 2’ in application ref: 43/2855/14/F) and thus the cumulative impact of ‘phases 1 and 
2’ must be considered in relation to the AONB. The total incursion into the AONB to be assessed 
in the context of this application is 39 dwellings (28 proposed +11 at Creek Close).  

 
 We submit that the LPA’s determination is correct. The proposals are major and of high impact in 

relation to NPPF AONB policy.  
 
6.6 Refers to Appeal decision APP/K1128/W/16/3156062 granting consent for 32 dwellings at 

Garden Mill, Derby Road, Kingsbridge. 

 

FSPC comments: 

 The AONB circumstances could hardly be more different. The Inspector acknowledges 

development of the Derby Road site would deplete the rural and agricultural nature and 

appearance of the site. Mitigation then follows; the site ’immediately adjoins Kingsbridge, 

occupies a very steep slope running down to an industrial estate, is enclosed by housing at the top 

of the slope and adjacent to a scout hut and public park. The topography severely limits view into 

and out of the site to the east, as do the banks and mature vegetation along the lane running up 

to the Rugby Club’. 

 

 We submit that relevant Appeal precedents in the present case include: 

 
Langleigh Park, Ilfracombe,  
30 single bedroom flats with warden and day care facilities. Access via the demolition of a new 
housing estate house. Prominent site. 
Conclusion: 
Substantial harm to AONB 
Appeal dismissed 11 April 2016 
 
Church Lane, Birdham, West Sussex. 
46 houses, a major development in a small village.  
5-year housing land supply not met.  
Conclusion: 
Some weight to housing need  
Overriding material harm to AONB and village  
Appeal dismissed 20 May 2014 

 Kingsbridge is a substantial town and, as such, has housing site targets under South Hams and 

emerging JLP policies. Conversely, Frogmore is a small village comprising [180] dwellings without 

a housing supply target other than the provision, under the draft JLP, to provide for (at least) 10 
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new homes between 2014 and 2034 as one of the 46 ‘sustainable villages’ within the Plan area.  

Frogmore has already delivered 10 new homes in the last two years and consent was granted in 

2015 to the Perraton Family for two mor (un-built at Creek Close). 

 

 As recorded Frogmore boasts a rewarding ratio of 30% affordable housing to 70% private sector 

housing. By way of comparison, we are advised [SHDC Housing report ….] that the affordable 

housing stock across the South Hams is 11%.  

 

 Frogmore & Sherford Parish Council takes a responsible and proactive approach to optimising 

affordable housing opportunities, demonstrated most recently with its sponsorship of the Village 

Housing Initiative at Creek Close which met 2016/7 objectively assessed housing needs in full.  

 

 Looking ahead, [SHDC affordable housing unit] advise that there are 9 households living in 

Frogmore registered on the Devon Home Choice register. One person is awaiting a re-let at Creek 

Close having been advised that they were ineligible when the properties were originally 

advertised. One existing Creek Close resident is seeking separate accommodation. 5 Frogmore 

residents on the register are elderly with special needs, awaiting transfer to live in Kingsbridge. 

Two people are in private sector rented accommodation within the village. While 4 people are 

registered as seeking separate affordable accommodation in the village, 3 are presently housed 

and a further 5 are seeking a relocation to appropriate accommodation in Kingsbridge. It is also 

noted that 2 of the new affordable homes at Creek Close were allocated to existing village 

residents from Apple Tree Close. Letting management criteria at Apple Tree Close may be based 

on wider, and not local, objectively assessed need. 

 
 Net additional local affordable housing need appears presently to be neutral. Frogmore and 

Sherford Parish Council has, however, initiated a Neighbourhood Plan which will guide plans for 

future housing, including the siting and quantum of new housing balanced with community life, 

services, the parish economy and infrastructure criteria. Following community consultations, 

detailed completed questionnaires (NPQs) were submitted by over 50 % of the Parish’s adult 

population. Relevant to the present Planning Appeal, recorded community views include: 

 

       Question  Agree Neutral Disagree 

Need for new housing in parish 39% 18% 43% 

Priority to affordable housing where required 64% 17% 19% 

Site within existing village boundaries 71% 15% 15% 

New housing not to be in AONB  80% 7% 13% 

 

To the question of ‘what size of developments would be appropriate within the parish?’ the 

responses are: 

        None – 9 dwellings 89% 

        10 – 20 dwellings 5% 

        More than 20 dwellings  4% 

 

It may be noted that the Appellants were eligible in the survey. Full NPQ details are available for 

inspection. 
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 The Frogmore private house sales market does not show signs of any significant demand. 

‘Rightmove’ are showing 5 properties for sale, each of which has been on the market for in 

excess of 12 months. In the neighbouring village of Chillington, 22 homes are offered including 7 

’new builds’ completed over 12 months ago.   

 

 We submit that in the absence of (i) a local objectively assessed housing need, (ii) Frogmore’s 
exceptionally high affordable housing delivery performance, (iii) it’s above target emerging JLP 
record and (iv) the fact that it lies within ‘Rural South Hams’ which is shown as having a 4.2 year’s 
supply, that no exceptional circumstances exist for development in the AONB.  

 
 Further, given the overwhelming response to Frogmore & Sherford Parish Council’s community 

consultations (as documented), strongly objecting to the proposals, conducted it the absence of 
the Appellant’s adoption of NPPF and SHDC pre-application community consultation policy 
guidance, the development would not be in the public interest.   

 
 The emerging Plymouth and South West Devon Joint Local Plan (JLP) and the Frogmore & 

Sherford Neighbourhood Plan can be relied upon to pilot the delivery of future objectively 
assessed housing needs. 

 
Footnote: It is also noted that the absence of a five-year housing land supply is a district wide need for housing and 
does not amount to a specific exceptional local need for additional housing. There would be benefits to the local 
economy no matter where in the South Hams the housing was situated. 

 

Alternative Sites within Frogmore and Sherford Parish   
6.21 – 6.30 
 
Reference is made by the Appellant to NPPF Paragraph 116 stating that planning permission should 
be refused for major developments in these designated areas except in exceptional circumstances 
and where it can be demonstrated they are in the public interest. One of the three considerations is 
that applications should include an assessment of ‘the cost of and scope for, developing elsewhere 
outside the designated area, or meeting the need for it in some other way.’ 
 
The Appellant states: 
 In paragraph 6.22 the Applicant reports that the Planning Officer states in their report that 
‘Frogmore is a village which straddles the AONB; it is possible that future housing need could be met 
on sites on the northern side of the A379, outside the AONB’. 
 
The Appellant then contends that ‘Whilst (it) may be true that the future housing need could be met 
outside the AONB, there is a current significant District housing need and Parish Affordable Housing 
Need and currently the only available sites are in the AONB. Therefore, the local housing need can 
only be met by allowing development in the AONB in Frogmore.  
 
In paragraph 6.26 the Appellant then reviews the 2017 SHELAA sites all of which are in the AONB and 
thus constrained. 
 
FSPC comments: 
 

 This response does not meet the policy directive. Reference only to AONB SHELAA sites indicates 
a lack of rigour or any attempt to address the issue of alternative development sites. There is 
patently developable land outside the AONB in Frogmore – but not necessarily in the Appellant’s 
ownership. Housing development has taken place at ‘Jeffreys Meadow’ in the centre of village 
and at ‘Appletree Close’. Undeveloped land adjoins these addresses as does meadow land along 
the north side of the A379. Land comes to the market in response to demand, which, in 
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Frogmore, includes Registered Social Landlord initiation - to date The Guinness Trust and Hastoe 
Housing Association. We note that the Appellants are land owners and not developers. Of 
concern to all is the nationally recognised problem of opportunistic planning consents and 
subsequent ‘land-banking’.  

 
 In respect of ‘District Housing’ there are still substantial planning applications pending for 

residential developments in the neighbouring villages of Chillington and West Charleton located 
on the A379. Chillington has a district health centre, thriving village shop, a full-time Post Office 
counter, a public house and a parish junior school and church. Charleton has a junior school, 
church, mini-supermarket a large leisure goods store and a public house. While the need for 
‘District Housing’ is not quantified, these locations enjoy better services and have substantially 
less affordable housing than Frogmore. 

 
  Notably, the Acorn Property Group’s Chillington application, (ref: 0771/16/OPA) is lodged for 65 

houses, including affordable and sheltered on a site outside the AONB. An application 
(ref:1193/17/OPA) is also registered for 24 houses, including 8 affordable in neighbouring West 
Charleton. The latter scheme has evolved after 4 years pre-application consultation with the LPA, 
initiated via the Parish Council’s support for a ‘Village Housing Initiative’ scheme.   

 
Provision of allotments  
6.31 A further public benefit of the scheme is that it proposes community allotments. Currently there 
are no allotments within the Parish of Frogmore and Sherford. Allotments have a multitude of 
benefits, including health benefits by encouraging outdoor activity, social benefits as they can often  
become a community hub and significant environmental benefits where people grow there grow 
food in a sustainable manner. 
 
PC comments: 
 

 It is possible that ‘SHW’ are unfamiliar with Frogmore and Sherford community or the 
consultations arranged via the Parish Council, recorded in detail on the occasion of the original 
planning application 1768/16/OPA. As published on the LPA portal, 175 people participated in 
the August 2016, community consultation programme. There was limited interest in the question 
‘Do you consider there is a need for community allotments’.  37 of 44 respondents advised ‘no’, 5 
were undecided and 2 indicated ‘yes’. The Parish Council provided a further opportunity for the 
community to the view available planning submission plans and documents on 5th and 6th May 
2017. No support was recorded for any of the proposals. 

 
 The NPQ records that 82% of participating residents regard the parish as ‘a friendly, active 

community’. No requests have been received for allotments to be provisioned within the 
Neighbourhood Plan.  The community has held an annual horticultural show for the last [8] 
years. The majority of dwellings have garden space, reflecting the rural nature of the parish. The 
availability of a prime allotment plot in West Charleton was advertised in the Frogmore 
community news-sheet in autumn 2017. It was taken by a resident from Loddiswell (some 6 
miles away). There were no Frogmore (or other local) applicants. The community is meanwhile 
well served by its two ‘active hub’ village halls and access to the countryside and estuary.  

 
 There is no registered requirement for allotments in the Frogmore and Sherford community.    

  
 
SUMMARY / CONCLUSION 
 
To be drafted 
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