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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 24 June 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published. 

 

S19/1423 
 
Proposal: Erection of residential building comprising 43 specialised supported living apartments 

(Use Class C3), together with associated parking and landscaping. 
 
Site Address:  Former Chandos House Care Home, Gorse Road, Grantham, NG31 9LH 
 
Summary of Information Received: 
 
None. 
 
Questions from Cllr David Bellamy: 

 
Question 1 
Plant room - where is it and is it likely to cause a noise nuisance to neighbours, e.g. air con units on the 
outside of the building? 
 
Answer:  
The plant room is located to the west side of the ground floor, and facing north. The elevations plans do not 
show any external air conditioning units, and any extraction from the plant room is covered by a planning 
condition (7).  
 
 
Question 2 
7.1.2 Does it conform to c and d of SP3.  Doesn’t the third floor pose loss of amenity to the adjacent 
properties. Doesn’t the third floor “extend the pattern of development beyond the built form” again with the 
third floor, the majority of adjacent properties are bungalows? 
 
Answer:  
The proposal is considered to be in compliance with criteria c. and d. of Policy SP3.  
 
The proposal is not considered to cause harm or an unacceptable impact upon the amenity of occupiers of 
adjacent dwellings. The impact on neighbouring amenity is set out in para. 7.3-7.3.8 of the report. Three 
storey buildings are located close by on New Beacon Road, and with Springwell Academy located to the 
rear of the bungalows opposite the site.  
 
To the bungalows opposite the site, the proposed distance of 22m at the closest point is considered to be 
an acceptable relationship between these dwellings and the proposed building. The building shows a mix of 
single storey, two storey and three storey heights across the front elevation, with the design and materials 
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helping to break up the frontage. Taking into account the additional landscaping proposed to the frontage, 
the scale and mass of the former building on the site and the orientation of the building to the north east of 
these dwellings along Gorse Road, the proposal is not considered to result in an unacceptable impact upon 
the amenity of occupiers of adjacent dwellings and therefore complies with Policy SP3 c. 
 
With regards to criteria d. of Policy SP3, the existing pattern of built form relates to the settlement boundary 
of Grantham. The purpose of this part of criteria d. is to ensure that infill development remains within the 
existing settlement outline of Grantham, not extending beyond the existing settlement boundary. The 
proposal is located well within the existing built form of the settlement.  
 
 
Question 3 
7.1.4 Again as above DE1 is it questionable that the development makes a positive contribution to the local 
distinctiveness and identity when it’s got three floors on a street of bungalows as in? Does it not have an 
adverse impact on the street scene with the third floor next to bungalows? 
 
Answer:  
The proposal, at dimensions of 12.5m in height at the highest point, 37.50m and depth and 62m in width 
across the site, is both larger than neighbouring dwellings and larger than the former Chandos House 
building. However the proposal has been amended during the consideration of the application to a point 
now considered not to detract from the character and appearance of the residential area and is respectful 
of its context.  
 
The site is in close proximity to two schools, the Harrowby Infant School and the Springwell Alternative 
Academy. The Springwell Academy opened in June 2019 and is located south of the site, the southern side 
of Gorse Road and is a large two storey building of contemporary design on a large plot. Further 3 storey 
buildings are sited in close proximity on New Beacon Road approx. 100m to the north west of the site.  
 
The design of the building is considered to be of a high quality, with a mix of building heights, details and 
materials providing an attractive frontage to the building. Together with landscaping to be retained and 
further landscaping proposed the proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of its impact on the 
character of the area.  
 
 
Question 4 
Would the development be viable without the extra third floor rooms which aren’t that many? 
 
Answer:  
The second floor area is smaller, with 7 units of accommodation proposed (of 43 in total). The viability of 
the scheme has not been challenged by the applicant. Removal of the second floor would result in the loss 
of these 7 units (16% of the total) and may result in the applicant seeking to include these by extending the 
footprint of the building, which would not be considered favorable.  
 
 
Question 5 
7.3.2 Is next door number 5 or 6? 
 
Answer:  
Adjacent to the site are numbers 5 and 21 Gorse Road.  
 
 
Question 6 
Within the local plan there are total houses required for development, and per centage roughly of affordable 
properties within that. How do we know what the need is for such developments as the ones which come 
forward seem to be random?  
 
 
Answer:  
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The proposal falls within ‘specialist accommodation’ as identified within Policy H4. Policy H4 seeks to 
promote specialist housing to support the needs of older and vulnerable people to promote, secure and 
sustain their independence in a home appropriate to their circumstances.  
 
The Council’s Affordable Housing Officer supports the application, stating that there is a need for this type 
of accommodation in the district (supported living) and that ‘all the apartments will not be sold on the open 
market and are to be rented to applicants who are in need of this form of accommodation at rents which do 
not exceed local levels and the rents have been agreed with Housing Benefit staff at the District and 
County Council’.  
 
 
Question 7 
Other Comments (from Cllr Bellamy). 
 
Historical documents are on the portal for this development which supports the recommendation, with some 
previous applications which have come to committee they have been removed.  
 
There’s a lot of conditions which could have been part of the application. 
 
Conditions 3 drainage and 4 levels are both conditions, is there a reason why these aren’t part of plan at 
this stage rather than after approval is given?  Levels in particular could be of concern to resident’s 
opposite and in number 5 for example. If the land going east rises this could affect the final height? 
 
Answer:  
We attach drainage and levels conditions when the information has not been provided upfront. This is often 
the case because a developer often has a drainage strategy done initially to demonstrate that the site can 
be adequately drained or to demonstrate whether SuDs can be achieved. They then follow up with a 
detailed drainage scheme once they are confident that planning permission has been granted. At this 
stage, the developer will also need to obtain Building Regulations consent and consent from Anglian Water 
based on detailed, technical engineering drawings. For this reason, we are happy to deal with these by 
condition. 
 
A drainage scheme may involve a change in ground levels to achieve the necessary fall to make the 
drainage system work. This condition ensures that no changes in ground level occurs without planning 
control. If a site is on sloping ground or there is a difference in levels with adjoining land, however, and it is 
clear from the drawings that there will be changes to the ground levels or provision of retaining walls then 
we would ask for the changes in ground levels to be provided up front prior to determination especially if it 
would impact on neighbouring property. That is not the case in respect of the Chandos House application 
which is a flat site. 
 
 
Questions from Cllr Harrish Bisnauthsing 
 
Question 1 
What consideration has been given to air filtration and filters in light of the current Covid-19 pandemic? 
 
Answer: 
Any future amendments to legislation with regards to air filtration will come forward in future through 
Building Regulations, not through the planning system. 
 
Question 2 
No ground source heat pumps or solar panels are proposed? 
 
Answer: 
A combined heat and power (CHP) boiler is proposed together with natural ventilation and with a condition 
(13) to secure electric vehicle charging points. With regards to solar panels, the applicant has stated in the 
Design and Access Statement that: 
‘With using gas as the primary heating source for the space and hot water heating, this will also mean we 
are not as reliant on electric, which is seen as less efficient in the thermal model’. 
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Each proposal is assessed on its own merits. With regards to this proposal, for 43 assisted living 
apartments, the use of thermally efficient insultation, CHP and compliance above current building 
regulations is considered sufficient for this proposal, with less reliance on electricity (from solar panels).  
 
Question 3 
What is an oriel window? 
 
Answer: 
An oriel window is a form of bay window which protrudes from the main wall of a building but does not 
reach to the ground. These are located to the north west elevation towards 5 Gorse Road and are 
purposely being used to avoid an overlooking impact to the rear garden of 5 Gorse Road.  
 
 
Further Application: 
 
Another application, on the same site, has been submitted to the Council. This application, reference 
S20/0856, is for the ‘Erection of 68 bedroom residential care home (C2 use class), together with associated 
parking and landscaping.’ The application is awaiting validation. 
 
This application is on the same site (Chandos House) however has a different applicant (Tanglewood Care 
Services) and is for a care home use (68 bed) rather than supported living (43 apartments of this 
application).  
 
Amendment to Condition 10: Landscaping details 
 
Proposed amendment to condition 10, with amended wording shown underlined. 
 
Before any construction work above ground is commenced, details of any hard and soft landscaping works 
shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The soft landscaping 
works shall be based on the indicative soft landscaping layout shown on Site Plan 1275 Rev D. Details 
shall include:  

i. planting plans;  
ii. written specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass 
establishment);  
iii. schedules of plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed numbers/densities where 
appropriate;  
 

Reason: Soft landscaping and tree planting make an important contribution to the development and its 
assimilation with its surroundings and in accordance with Policies DE1, EN3 and OS1 of the adopted South 
Kesteven Local Plan. 
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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 24 June 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published. 

 

S18/1567 
 

Proposal:  Section 73 application to remove Condition 14 relating to noise mitigation 
measures at Grantham Southern Relief Road (S15/2101)  

 
Site Address:   Grantham Southern Relief Road 
 
 
Questions from Cllr Phil Dilks: 
 
Question 1 

I appreciate that Grantham Southern Relief Road is a major ongoing project by Lincolnshire County 

Council, but I would like to ask why it has taken almost SEVEN YEARS for an application to remove Noise 

Mitigation conditions made in 2013 to come before the Committee. 

 

Paragraph 3.6 of the report to committee notes that clearance work relating to Phase 3 has already started 

and that the applicant wishes to commence construction within weeks. 

 

I note that the original permission granted in 2013 requires work to commence prior to November 2020. 

 

I am concerned that in these circumstances, the Planning Committee is potentially being placed under 

unnecessary and unacceptable pressure to approve removal of the original Noise Mitigation measures - or 

risk delaying construction of an entire scheme in which SKDC itself has an interest. 

 

Answer: 

After the GSQLR was granted planning permission in late 2013, the permission was subject to a legal 

challenge which was heard in both the High Court and the Court of Appeal. On both hearings, the judge 

considered that the Council’s decision-making was robust and dismissed the challenge. An alteration to the 

design was applied for through a Section 73 application and these proposals put before Planning 

Committee in November 2015.  Since then discussions with Officers of South Kesteven District Council, as 

well as in Highway Maintenance at Lincolnshire County Council, have taken place to try and identify noise 

mitigation proposals that are implementable, maintainable and effective and would meet the requirement of 

the condition.  The options considered low noise surfacing, acoustic barriers on the embankments and 

bridge, reducing road speed and changing the alignment of the road. These discussions have been taking 

place for the last couple of years and Officers of SKDC have robustly examined and challenged LCC on 

why the removal of the condition is necessary.  Through these discussions LCC has sought to exhaust all 

possible avenues for mitigation before deciding that removal of the condition is the only appropriate solution 
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and it has taken a significant length of time to satisfy SKDC Officers accordingly.  It is of note that these 

proposals would have been presented before Planning Committee earlier in the year if it were not for 

Covid-19. 

 

 

Question 2  

I understand that the grounds for removing Noise Mitigation requirements (Para. 3.5) are:  

 

a. Two of the three Anglian Water owned properties identified in 2013 as likely to experience ‘major 

long term noise impact’ no longer need mitigation because they are now used as offices rather than 

residential and the third is occupied by an Anglian Water employee so can be discounted as it is not 

in an ‘open residential use’.  

b. ‘More detailed modelling’ (by the applicant?) has apparently downgraded the level of predicted 

noise likely to affect Daily Mail Cottage from having a ‘major’ impact to only a ‘moderate’ impact 

which itself is considered acceptable and that in any case, Daily Mail Cottage is already affected by 

noise from the A1 and B1174!. 

 

 

Could you please clarify: 

 

(i) whether Anglian Water owned all three ‘Waterworks’ properties when the Noise Mitigation 

condition was originally made and if so, were all three then residential. Either way, would they 

have the same status now as then? 

(ii) why the third Anglian Water property which is occupied by an Anglian Water employee is now 

discounted as qualifying to benefit from noise mitigation, ie please explain the reference to the 

term ‘not in open residential use.’ 

 

Despite the above reasons given for removal of Noise Mitigation requirements in Para. 3.5, I am concerned 

to read in the online documents that a Noise Report by ‘WSP’ suggests other reasons:  

 

“WSP have undertaken a study to consider all available noise mitigation measures that could be 

employed within the constraints of the design that has been approved by SKDC. This has identified 

that all noise mitigation measures that are available would be unsuitable or impractical.” 

 

Answer: 

 

Anglian Water owned all three properties at the time of the original permission. They form part of the water 

treatment works and are sited behind the security gates. If it had been known that the dwellings were used 

for office accommodation and for an Anglian Water employee then they would have had the same status 

then. The third property is in residential use by an Anglian Water employee in connection with the operation 

of the facility. As it is located behind security gates and forms part of the complex of buildings that make up 

the water treatment works it is not available for occupation by the general public hence it has been 

described as ‘not in open residential use’. 

 

The comments in the WSP Noise Report need to be read alongside the additional noise modelling that has 

been carried out by LCC which are set out in a separate report. 

 

 

Question 3  

 

Para. 8.2.4 notes that the Noise Mitigation condition was required due to the original evidence that the four 

properties were “likely to exposed to major adverse impacts in either the short or long term.” 

I am somewhat confused on what the updated modelling says about the impact of long term noise on the 

properties, particularly Daily Mail Cottage ie following the three year construction phase when the new road 

is in full use.  
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Answer: 

 

In the first instance it is important to clarify what is meant by long term and short term.  ‘Short term’ is the 

term that is applied to traffic in the year of opening of the road scheme and ‘long term’ is the term that is 

applied to the modelled maximum capacity of the road.  Long term is usually taken as being 15 years 

beyond the opening of the scheme to capture the growth in background traffic. In the case of the GSRR, 

this is pertinent in so far that it would capture traffic from proposed development at Spittalgate Heath 

Garden Village.  Long term noise increases are always greater than short term because they are 

associated with a greater flow of traffic and this is why road traffic noise has been modelled to increase 

between short term to long term on all facades of Daily Mail Cottage (table 2 of the Planning Statement that 

supported the application).   

 

Comparison between the original noise impacts at the Daily Mail Cottage in the 2013 ES and the current 

additional detailed noise modelling demonstrating that the likely change in noise levels at the Daily Mail 

Cottage would be lower than anticipated in the original ES: 

Daily Mail Cottage 
 

Short Term Change Long Term (+15 year) 
Change 

2013 ES noise 
assessment 
(highest façade only) 

+7.2dB +7.7dB 

2020 detailed noise 
assessment 
(all facades) 

+0.1 – 4.1dB +0.5dB – 7.1dB 

 

There are three areas where the additional, more detailed noise assessment demonstrated that the noise 

impacts on the Daily Mail Cottage would not breach levels presented in established guidance for residential 

noise levels in either the short or long term: 

 

(i) The detailed noise modelling examined the impact of the GSRR on all four external façades of 

the property. For the south and west façades it showed that they already experience high levels 

of road traffic noise due to the B1174 Spittlegate Level and A1; this would not change 

significantly as a result of the GSRR. For the north and east façades it showed that they would 

experience an increase in noise levels. In both the short and long term it showed the impacts 

would be classed as ‘moderate’ and not ‘major’ in significance. 

(ii) Noise modelling assumes that wind factors are to be taken into account. As noise modelling is 

based on the worst case scenario, it assumes that there will be wind blowing downwind towards 

all facades of the Daily Mail cottage. The prevailing wind is predominantly from the south-west. 

As the GSRR is located to the north-east of the cottage is it not likely that the prevailing wind will 

blow from the GSRR towards the cottage at all times. In addition, the GSRR is 250m away from 

the cottage. This means that the likely noise level will be lower on any given occasion than set 

out in the worst case scenario based noise model. 

(iii) The assessment examined the impact of the GSRR on internal noise levels. It concluded that 

the internal noise levels (with open windows) would be within the accepted levels of BS 8233 

design criteria (35-40dB) thereby achieving an acceptable noise level within the dwelling. This is 

a more detailed level of noise assessment than was required by the original ES and has 

contributed to the current assessment of noise impact. 

 

 

Question 4  

 

Para 8.2.5 states that further investigation “means that there is only one residential property (Daily Mail 

Cottage) significantly affected by traffic noise from the proposed GSRR.” 

 

However, Para. 8.2.8 states: “…it is not considered that the proposed GSRR would have a significantly 

adverse impact on the occupants of Daily Mail Cottage…”  
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Para. 12.1 concludes ‘”it has been demonstrated that the proposed GSRR would not have an adverse 

impact by way of noise on the Daily Mail Cottage…no noise mitigation measures are necessary.” 

These paragraphs appear to conflict and I’d be grateful for clarification. 

 

Answer: 

 

The intervening paragraphs 8.2.6 and 8.2.7 set out the results of the additional noise modelling that was 

carried out by the applicant. This is explained more fully in answer to Question 3 above. 

 

Taking account of the more detailed additional noise modelling, the final conclusion on the impact of noise 

on the Daily Mail Cottage is set out in paragraphs 8.2.8 and 12.1. 

 

 

Question 5  

 

Para. 7.1 states only one letter of representation received. Could you please make a copy available?  Is it 

from the occupier of Daily Mail Cottage? 

 

I am unable to find a Report to Committee for the original 2013 application. Could you clarify whether it was 

determined by the then Committee or through delegated powers? 

 

Answer: 

 

The occupant of the Daily Mail Cottage has been notified of all the applications for the GSRR by letter. No 

objections have been received from the occupier. In addition, prior to the submission of the original 

application; LCC and Buckminster Estate carried out extensive consultation with local residents over both 

the GSRR and the new residential development at Spitalgate Heath.  

 

The single objection was from a resident of Bridge End Grove, Grantham. It states: “I have been sent a 

letter about removal of Condition 14 … I am not sure what it’s all about, letter does not say in what way the 

work will affect me noise etc I would of thought it was polite to explain this…” Bridge End Grove is part of 

the Saltersford Estate located to the north of the GSRR. Properties on this estate are some considerable 

distance away. They are not likely to experience any adverse impact by way of noise due to the distance 

involved and this was considered as part of the original Environmental Statement in 2013.  In any case, the 

reason for attaching Condition 14 to the previous permissions was only in relation to four specific 

properties. 

 

Both the 2013 and 2015 planning applications were determined by Planning Committee. A copy of the 2013 

report can be found via the link: 

http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=165&MId=2939&Ver=4 
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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 24 June 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published. 

 

S20/0196 

 

Proposal: Proposed development of 8 Industrial Starter Units under Use Classes B1 (Business), 
B2 (General Industrial) and B8 (Storage and Distribution), including demolition of 2 
existing industrial buildings. 

 
Site Address:  1 Ruston Road, Alma Park Industrial Estate, Grantham, NG31 9SW 
 
 
Summary of Information Received: 
 
None. 

 

Questions from Cllr Penny Milnes: 
 
 

Question 1 
What consideration, if any, has been given to the relevant context in the LP? LP paras 2.86 -2.90 and 
2.85? Pages 54-55. Sections 2.85 – 2.90 Alma Park.? 

 
Answer:  
This application is a standalone application for redevelopment of an existing site within the Alma Park 
Industrial Estate. Paragraphs 2.85-2.90 of the Local Plan refer to the possibility that a wider masterplan 
for Alma Park Industrial Estate could be considered over time, based on the relocation of existing 
business from Alma Park Industrial Estate to other locations. Paragraph 2.88 makes reference to such 
a process taking place over a number of a ‘period of many years’.  

 
This application proposes the redevelopment of a single site within Alma Park Industrial Estate only. 
Paragraph 2.90 of the Local Plan concludes that Alma Park Industrial Estate is likely to remain an active 
employment site for the foreseeable future and therefore the site is protected for employment use under 
Policy E4. 

 
Consequently, at the current time, no weight can be attributed to the reference to a masterplan in the 
supporting text of the plan in the determination of this planning application. 

 
Question 2 
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What consideration has been given to E1 and E2 where B1; B2 and B8 uses are more appropriately 
located? 

 
Answer:  
Neither Policies E1 or E2 are considered relevant to the determination of this application. Policy E1 
proposes a vast employment allocation (118ha) as part of the Grantham Southern Gateway, with Policy 
E2 identifying further large, strategic employment sites in the district. These policies allocate the land for 
employment purposes but do not require a sequential approach or restrict employment development 
within other allocated, protected or otherwise suitable sites within the district. 

 
This application proposes the erection of two buildings for 8 small starter units for a mix of employment 
uses, located on previously developed land within an existing industrial estate, and therefore needs to 
be considered under Policy E4.  

 
Question 3 
What consideration has therefore been given to signposting such a use with HGV traffic to those sites? 

 
Answer:  
The existing Alma Park Industrial Estate is already well signposted through the town to direct HGV 
traffic to the site.  

 
Question 4 
What consideration has been given to E6 in this context? 

 
Answer:  
As an employment use of the site is proposed Policy E6 is not considered relevant to the determination 
of this application. Policy E6 would be considered relevant if a non-employment proposal was submitted 
on existing employment land (e.g. a proposal for a D class use on an existing employment site). As this 
application proposes an employment use (B1, B2, B8) on existing employment land Policy E6 is not 
considered to be relevant.  

 
Question 5 
Whilst Alma Park has been protected, what consideration has been given to taking any future 
opportunities for alternative uses within this southern section close to residential properties? 

 
Answer:  
This application proposes an employment use on an existing protected employment site. Any move 
away from an employment use on the Alma Park Industrial Estate would require a change in Policy E4. 
Policy E4 protects Alma Park Industrial Estate for employment uses only (B1, B2, B8).  

 
It is noted in the supporting text that non-employment uses may be masterplanned in the future, 
however this is not considered to be within a current short-medium timeframe, instead such a proposal 
will be policy led in any future updated Local Plan or alternative land use proposals would need to be 
compliant with Policy E6.  

 
As set out it the text of the Local Plan, the conclusions from the study undertaken was that any 
redevelopment of the estate will very much be dependent upon when land becomes available, and the 
fragmented nature of the Estate’s ownership means that this would only realistically take place over a 
period of many years. In addition, viability and residual use values are a considerable constraint to the 
future redevelopment of this site. As the plan states: “currently, if a unit were to become vacant on the 
Estate it is likely that if the existing building was still in a reasonable condition the existing use value 
would exceed the values associated with residential development. The recommendation arising for this 
study is that Alma Park Industrial Estate is likely to remain an active employment site for the 
foreseeable future”.  

 
Question 6 
In the light of the opportunity for change what consideration as a result of the conflict with residential 
use and increased HGV traffic has been given to restricting any use in this area and on this site to B1, 
office use? 
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Answer: 
The application proposes replacement of existing employment units with new employment units, on a 
protected employment site, there is therefore no considered to be an opportunity for change. Any 
increase in HGV traffic to the site is considered to be very limited compared to the existing use of the 
site. Whilst an increase in the number of employment units is proposed, the 8 units proposed are very 
small in floorspace and very similar to the floorspace of the existing site.  

 
The small nature of the units suggests they will be mainly served by a mix of vehicles, with no noted 
increase in HGV movements compared to the existing use. LCC Highways have no objections to the 
application.  

 
The proposal is for a mix of employment uses (B1, B2, B8) to provide small starter business units and 
offer short term flexibility to future occupiers. A site of solely B1 use, whilst this may decrease HGV 
movements to the site, would result in a significantly higher jobs density on the site, therefore with an 
increase in car movements to and from the site.  
 
 
 
Question 7 
What is the need for more office use? Would it not be detrimental to the overall supply and quality of 
employment mix? 

 
Answer: 
Para 2.79 of the Local Plan states: 
‘The Employment Land Study (ELS) (2015) identifies a need for between 46.7ha to 79.1ha of industrial 
land and 21,800sqm to 27,400sqm of office floorspace in the District from 2015 to 2036. In total the 
Local Plan proposes 176.2hecatres of employment land’. 

 
This application proposes a total of 1102.5m2 (0.28ha) of employment floorspace of a mix of 
employment uses and given the very small scale of the proposal is not considered to be detrimental to 
the overall quality of employment mix, instead providing a modern approach to meet demand for small 
scale starter businesses.  

 
Question 8 
What pre-application advice has been entered into? 

 
Answer: 
Prior to submission of the application the applicant did apply for pre-application advice (reference 
S19/0754). Issues highlighted included the creation of a landscaped buffer to the southern boundary 
and retention of existing trees. The proposal, submitted for 9 starter employment units, was considered 
acceptable in principle and not considered to result in any significant adverse impact on the character of 
the area, amenity of neighbouring residents or unacceptable impacts upon highway safety. 

 
Question 9 
What discussions have taken place since submission? 

 
Answer:  
No discussions have taken place since submission other than agreement of an extension of time, 
agreement of planning conditions and forwarding consultation responses.  

 
Question 10 
As this is a speculative application what questions have been asked of InvestSK? 

 
Answer: 
InvestSK were consulted on the application and have not provided comments. Should permission be 
granted an informative note to applicant can be added to the decision notice providing the relevant 
contact details for InvestSK.  

 
Question 11 
Has this owner relocated the business on the site? To where? Why? 
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Answer:  
The existing site is unoccupied. The previous occupier is not known.  

 
Question 12 
Need for these starter units? In this location? 

 
Answer:  
Section 6 of the NPPF relates to 'Building a strong, competitive economy' and states at para. 80 that 
'Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, 
expand and adapt’. The starter units proposed are considered to serve a niche, providing an opportunity 
for a mixture of small businesses looking for short term flexibility, or a long term, small-scale operation. 
The design of the development will allow for flexibility through the range of unit sizes. On a different 
scale, a need for starter units for office space has been very successful at the Eventus building in 
Market Deeping. Neither the NPPF or the LP require a need to be demonstrated in individual 
applications on allocated, protected or otherwise suitable employment sites. 

 
Question 13 
Are there better alternative sites available? 

 
Answer:  
This is not a consideration for this application. The Council can only determine the application as 
proposed. The proposal is located on existing employment land, within a wider site protected by Local 
Plan Policy E4 for employment use. A proposal for redevelopment of the site for employment use is 
therefore considered to be acceptable in principle.  
 
Question 14 
Is there a means of acquiring this site without disadvantaging the owner? 

 
Answer:  
The Council can only determine the application as proposed. If the Council, or any other 3rd party, 
wishes to invest in or acquire the site post determination of the application this is considered to be a 
matter separate to the determination of the planning application submitted.  

 
Question 15 
What consideration has been given to the intensification of HGV use to and from this site? 

 
Answer:  
Any increase in HGV traffic to the site is considered to be very limited compared to the existing use of 
the site. Whilst an increase in the number of employment units is proposed, the 8 units proposed are 
very small in floorspace and very similar to the floorspace of the existing site.  

 
The small nature of the units suggests they will be mainly served by a mix of vehicles, with no noted 
increase in HGV movements compared to the existing use. LCC Highways have no objections to the 
application.  

 
Question 16 
What consideration has been given to the need for a travel plan avoiding and therefore improving HGV 
traffic on Harrowby Road and through Grantham? 

 
Answer:  
This is not considered to be a matter for this application, Instead, such a consideration will be for a 
future Local Plan in reassessing the use of the Alma Park Industrial Estate.  

 
Question 17 
As this is a full application, not an outline, why have 4 issues been conditioned for resolution pre-
commencement contrary to NPPF 55? 
 
Noise: Why is this left to a noise assessment post approval when there are residential amenity issues to 
be addressed? How therefore can hours of operation be determined in ignorance? 
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Electric charge points: Should this be considered before any approval is given as the infrastructure 
requirement for the correct type and amount of electricity will be required to be in place as the site is 
redeveloped? Have the electricity providers been contacted to say whether that infrastructure can be 
provided on that site?  
Landscaping is an integral part of making any proposal on the site acceptable due to the closeness of 
residential properties on the boundaries and also to improve and soften the frontage. Should it therefore 
be considered prior to any approval? 
Drainage is a critical part of the suitability of the site for the proposed development and therefore should 
it be resolved prior to any approval? 

 
Answer:  
The proposal replaces an existing employment site (operated as a woodmill) with existing buildings 
equally in proximity to neighbouring residential uses. The proposal for 8 small starter units, is 
speculative and does not define the end users of the site. The proposed noise condition therefore is 
considered necessary and further detail to the condition has been added to ensure that any noise 
assessment takes account of a mix of B1, B2 and B8 uses. The existing use of the site as a wood mill is 
considered as a fall back position in terms of noise impact.  

 
Consideration of an electric car charging point is considered necessary to comply with Policy SB1. 
Policy SB1 states that electric charging points will be considered on a case by case basis for 
commercial uses. As the end uses of the site are not defined a condition is considered to be 
appropriate. Provision of electric car charging points will also be considered in future should further 
electric car charging points be installed elsewhere on the Alma Park Industrial Estate, potentially 
removing the need for them to be installed on this site.  

 
Existing trees bounding the site to the south and west are proposed to be retained, together with 
additional landscaping proposed. A tree survey has been submitted in support of the application. A 
condition for landscaping is therefore considered appropriate in this context. No landscaping is 
considered necessary to the frontage of the site given the context of the site on an existing industrial 
estate. 

 
The site is previously developed land and located within Flood Zone 1 (low risk of flooding). The 
existing site is therefore considered to benefit from sufficient surface water drainage, with only a small 
increase in built form on the site proposed over the existing buildings on site. Drainage is therefore 
considered to be adequately considered and the proposed condition considered appropriate. 
 
 
Additional Planning Condition: 
 
Land levels 
Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, plans showing the existing and proposed land 
levels of the site including site sections, spot heights and the finished floor levels of the building with 
reference to neighbouring properties shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority. 
 
The development shall be constructed in accordance with the approved levels. 
 
Reason: In the interests of the visual and residential amenities of the area and in accordance with 

Policy DE1 of the adopted South Kesteven Local Plan and Section 12 of the NPPF. 
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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 24 June 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published. 

 

S19/1244 

 

Proposal: Application for the determination of new (updated) conditions to which a mineral site 

is to be subject (PL/0110/19) 

 
Site Address:  Sudbrook Quarry, land west of Rookery Lane, Sudbrook 
 
 
Summary of Information Received: 
 
One additional representation from a neighbouring resident which included three independent reports, they 
have commissioned, dealing with matters relating to the safety and feasibility of the method of extraction and 
the impacts of dust and traffic, that they do not consider have been sufficiently addressed with the latest 
submissions from the applicant.  
These reports have been forwarded to Environmental Protection for their comments. These will be reported 
verbally at the meeting. 
 
A Consultation response has been received from the Conservation Consultant as follows: 
 
It is clear that the proposals will have a disruptive adverse impact on the setting to the Historic Assets 

during the operational stage of the quarry – the mitigation proposed in this respect relying on (a) the 

quarrying works to be carried out in two phases with the first phase closest to the northern site boundary, 

and (b) the creation of fencing and additional mounded bunding to the perimeter of the works to help 

screening from external views. On completion of Phase One of the Works that part of the site is to be 

formed into a lake with substantial tree planting introduced along the northern boundary. One completion of 

Phase Two of the Works the whole site will be formed into a lake surrounded by tree planting. 

Although the completed landscaping of the site will significantly alter the character of this influential part of 

the setting to the Heritage Assets referred to the setting will, in my opinion, be attractive – as evidenced by 

the existing lake formed be previous mineral workings to the east of the site – and no less appropriate than 

the existing cultivated field within which the site is located which in itself has undergone substantial 

changes over time.  

I would advise that the submitted Heritage Impact Assessment has, in my opinion, effectively addressed the 
issues required under Paragraphs 189-190 of the NPPF. 
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http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgMemberIndex.aspx?bcr=1
https://twitter.com/intent/tweet?text=Meeting%20agenda%20@southkesteven
http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?mini=true&url=http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgWhatsNew.aspx?bcr=1
http://facebook.com/sharer/sharer.php?u=http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgWhatsNew.aspx?bcr=1


Officer Comments: 
 
The additional representation with attachments and consultation response will be forwarded to the County 
Council.  
 
The recommendation on the agenda remains the same except for the removal of part e) following the 

response received from the Conservation Consultant. 

16


	4a Application S19/1423
	4b Application S18/1567
	4c Application S20/0196
	4d Application S19/1244

