
Minutes
Planning Committee
Wednesday, 5 February 2020

Committee members present

Councillor Bob Adams (Chairman)
Councillor David Bellamy
Councillor Chris Benn
Councillor Harrish Bisnauthsing
Councillor Louise Clack
Councillor John Cottier (entered the 
meeting at 13:10, took no part, nor voted 
on any application)

Councillor Phil Dilks
Councillor Mike Exton
Councillor Mrs Rosemary Kaberry-Brown 
(took no part, nor voted on S19/0277 and 
S19/1519) 
Councillor Penny Milnes
Councillor Jacky Smith (took no part, nor 
voted on S19/0277 and S19/1519)
Councillor Mrs Judy Smith (Vice-
Chairman)

Officers

Head of Development Management (Sylvia Bland)
Principal Planning Officer (Sam Dewar)
Senior Planning Officer (Phil Jordan)
Planning Consultant (Rachel Gaskell)
Legal Advisor (Mandy Braithwaite)
Interim Principal Democracy Officer (Sarah Evans)

49. Membership

Councillor Benn was appointed as substitute for Councillor Reid for this 
meeting only.

50. Apologies for absence

An apology for absence was received from Councillor Selby. 

51. Disclosure of interests

No interests were disclosed.



52. Minutes of the meeting held on 8 January 2020

The minutes of the meeting held on 8 January 2020 were agreed as a correct 
record. 

53. Planning matters

54. Application S19/1892

Proposal: Concrete hard standing to front and side of stables and 
installation of septic tank (resubmission of S19/0415 (part 
retrospective)

Location:   3 Obthorpe Lane, Thurlby, PE10 0ES

Decision: To approve the application subject to conditions

Noting comments made during the public speaking session by:

District Councillor Barry Dobson.

Together with:

 No objection from Thurlby Parish Council but concerned about the septic 
tank which should be investigated by the drainage authorities

 No objection from LCC Highways and SuDS support
 No objection from East Midlands Building Control Services
 Comments from the Historic Buildings Advisor (SKDC)
 Representations received as a result of public consultation
 Provisions within the National Planning Policy Framework and the South 

Kesteven Core Strategy and supplementary planning documents
 Site visit observations
 Comments made by Members at the meeting

It was proposed, seconded and agreed that the application be approved for 
the summary of reasons set out in the case officer’s report and subject to the 
following conditions:

Time Limit for Commencement

1 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the 
expiration of three years from the date of this permission.



Approved Plans

2 The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance 
with the following list of approved plans:

(a) Location, Site Plan and Septic Tank details – 243 PL04 rev E – received 
15 January 2020

         Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission.

Councillor Cottier entered the meeting at 13:10 therefore took no part in the 
debate of the following application nor voted thereon.

As the following two applications were part-heard and Councillors Cottier, 
Kaberry-Brown and Jacky Smith had not been present when they had been 
considered previously, they did not participate in the discussion nor vote on 
either application.

Councillor Jacky Smith also moved into the public gallery for the following two 
applications.

55. Application S19/0277

Proposal: Erection of 270,000 bird poultry unit comprising an 
agricultural workers dwelling and associated infrastructure 
including the following; 6 poultry sheds, 9 feed bins, 6 air 
heat exchangers, 3 ground source heat pumps, 8 gas 
tanks, 1 bio-mass building, provision of an earth bund, 1 
water tank, 1 pump house, 1 GP block, 1 generator, 1 
storage barn and associated infrastructure provision and 
improvements to access to site from High Dike. 

Location: Land at High Dike, High Dike, Great Ponton NG33 5BG

Decision: To refuse the application contrary to officer 
recommendations

Noting:

 Comments from the Environment Agency
 Recommendations from SKD’s Environmental Protection Services
 Comments and no objection from Natural England
 Concerns raised by Great Ponton Parish Council
 No objection and comments from Lincolnshire Highways and SuDS 

Support subject to conditions
 Comments and no objection from Lincolnshire County Council Waste and 

Minerals



 An objection from the Woodland Trust
 Comments from Heritage Lincolnshire
 Comments and concerns raised by the Wildlife Trust
 Representations received as a result of public consultation including a 

representation from a local resident that was reported at the previous 
meeting and comments made from other bodies etc received since 
despatch of the 8 January 2020 agenda including:
o Comment relating to archaeological and surface water matters
o Concern regarding the cruelty of egg production and included 

comments relating to RSPCA guidelines
o World in Farming submission which outlined its opposition to the 

development and that the organisation was against factory and 
intensive farming

 Representations from the applicant received since the previous meeting on 
8 January 2020 

 Representations since the previous meeting held on 8 January 2020 
including from comments from the headteacher of the local primary school, 
the Woodland Trust and an email referring to previous appeal decisions

 Provisions within the National Planning Policy Framework and the South 
Kesteven Core Strategy and supplementary planning documents

 Site visit observations
 Additional information report issued on 4 February 2020 which corrected 

the vote given in the original report and outlined a late representation the 
comments of which had been previously received or addressed in the 
report

 Comments made by Members at the meeting on 8 January 2020 when the 
application was previously considered

 Comments made by Members at the meeting

After the meeting of the Committee held on 8 January 2020 at which Members 
decided that they were minded to refuse the application, they were required to 
submit, within five working days, their reasons for refusal to the Head of 
Development Management. These were listed in the case officer’s report 
together with officer comment thereon. The reasons that were suggested 
included:

1. Location - a suggested reason that the proposed location is not the right 
place for such a business that needs to be further into the countryside with 
a better transport network.

2. Principle of development - industrial factory production of broilers does not 
meet the traditional definition of agriculture and therefore does not need to 
be located on unallocated agricultural land or automatically deemed an 
acceptable use of greenfield agricultural land. (A brownfield or agri-
industrial allocation would be better suited to the use where there are 
sustainable arterial transport links, away from villages and rural properties, 
where the risk of pollution to the environment is zero, where an integrated 
process of supplying feed, hatchlings, meat processing and removal of 



waste products is possible and sustainable and involves no loss of 
amenity)

3. Landscape - the massing, scale and type of use is inappropriate, 
incongruous and harmful to the open character of this countryside 
landscape being located on a sloping hillside with a demonstrable greater 
then moderate impact on the visual amenity with significant local 
importance.

4. Odour and pollution - the health of the surroundings of the site are 
vulnerable to any risk of unnecessary pollution and odour over the 60-year 
life of the unit and despite modelling outcomes to mitigate  could cause 
unacceptable, long term and irreversible harm to the sensitive, natural and 
cultural environment with ancient woodlands, the waters of the River 
Witham, heritage assets and amenity and facilities in neighbouring 
villages.

5. Ecology - the use of traditional grazing and agricultural land for this 
development poses unacceptable ecological challenges for farmland birds, 
newts, bats, owls, badgers etc which will impact on the health of the 
surrounding habitats in ancient woodland and the River Witham.

6. Public perception - The impact of this development on public perception 
locally will have a detrimental effect on local school provision in the village 
of Great Ponton

7. Sustainability - The location of the site in relation to the parent base 
involves an unacceptably high number of HGV movements to serve the 
high resource dependency and waste removal requirements; each with a 
carbon footprint which is contrary to the council’s sustainable transport 
policy.

8. Carbon footprint - This type of industrial factory farming of poultry is 
unacceptable on this site because of the carbon footprint and is not 
sustainable development contrary to the Council’s policy

9. Adverse impact on the character and visual aspect on the landscape
10. Impact of ammonia on the nature conservative sites on water run-off into 

the river Witham and Ancient Woodland sites

Following consideration of the additional representations and reasons for 
refusal put forward since the last meeting, the advice of Head of Development 
Management remained the same, that the application be approved 
conditionally. 

During Members’ debate it was proposed that should the application be 
approved, two additional conditions be included which related to a traffic 
management plan controlling HGV and tanker delivery and collection vehicular 
movements to and from the site once in operation.  The other condition related 
to a landscaping scheme which provided for sufficient boundary screening and 
a replanting programme.

The Legal Advisor gave advice on costs should Members vote against the 
officer recommendation set out in the report.  She referred to the Head of 
Development Management’s advice that the reasons provided by Members in 



the cooling off period would not be defensible at appeal.  She further stated 
that substantial evidence was needed for reasons for refusal and should these 
not be forthcoming, then should the application go to an appeal inquiry, the 
Council could be subject to not only its own costs but those of the appellant 
should the Council lose the appeal.

It was proposed and seconded to approve the application for the summary of 
reasons set out in the case officer’s report with two additional conditions 
relating to a traffic management plan controlling the operational movement of 
vehicles and a landscape management plan which provided sufficient 
boundary screening and a replanting programme.

In accordance with the Constitution, a recorded vote was taken:

For: Councillors Benn and Exton (2) 
Against: Councillors Bellamy, Bisnauthsing, Clack and Milnes (4)
Abstain: Councillors Adams, Dilks and Judy Smith (3)

The motion was lost.

It was proposed and seconded to refuse the application contrary to officer 
recommendations for the following reasons:

 The development will have a detrimental impact on nearby ancient 
woodland and SSSIs and the historic landscape and does not comply with 
the requirements of NPPF para 175 and section 16 and local plan policies 
EN2 and EN1. There are no wholly exceptional reasons and the harm is 
not outweighed by the public benefit. 

In accordance with the Constitution, a recorded vote was taken:

For: Councillors Adams, Bellamy, Bisnauthsing, Clack, Dilks and Milnes (6)
Against: Councillors Benn and Exton (2)
Abstain: Councillor Judy Smith (1)

The motion was carried and the application was refused contrary to officer 
recommendations. 

The meeting adjourned between 14:40 and 14:55. 

56. Application S19/1519

Proposal: Erection of 3 detached, 2 semi-detached and 3 terraced 
dwellings with site access, car parking and turning areas

Location:   Land off Kettering Road, Stamford, Lincolnshire, PE9 2JS  



Decision: To refuse the application contrary to officer 
recommendations

Noting:

 No objection and comments from Stamford Town Council
 Comments from LCC Highways and SuDS support, 
 Comments from the South Kesteven District Council Footpaths Officer 
 Comments from the Lincolnshire County Council Footpaths Officers
 Comments from Heritage Lincolnshire 
 Comments from Environmental Protection Services (SKDC) 
 Requirement for a contribution for affordable housing submitted by the 

Affordable Housing Officer (SKDC)
 No comments by Historic England
 Reference to standing advice by Natural England
 No comments by the Welland and Deeping Internal Drainage Board
 No objection from Highways England
 Objections from Wothorpe Parish Council
 An objection from Peterborough City Council
 No comments from the Garden’s Trust
 An objection by Stamford Civic Society
 Comments by the SKDC Conservation Officer
 Representations received as a result of public consultation
 Provisions within the National Planning Policy Framework and the South 

Kesteven Core Strategy and supplementary planning documents
 Site visit observations
 Additional information report circulated on 3 January 2020 which included 

further comments from the SKDC Conservation Officer and a request for a 
financial contribution from NHS England

 Additional information report circulated on 4 February 2020 which included 
a further public representation that raise specific issues in relation to the 
diverted footpaths and highway safety which included the County Council’s 
response to the concerns and confirmation that the application remained 
recommended for approval

 Comments made by Members at the meeting on 8 January 2020 when the 
application was previously considered

 Comments made by Members at the meeting

After the meeting of the Committee held on 8 January 2020 at which Members 
decided that they were minded to refuse the application, they were required to 
submit, within five working days, their reasons for refusal to the Head of 
Development Management. These were listed in the case officer’s report 
together with officer comment thereon. The reasons suggested included:

Proposed Reason 1
The public benefits – including eight houses on the site and three ‘affordable 
homes’ off-site - do not on balance outweigh damage caused to the approach, 



visual setting and character of England’s very first Conservation Area: the 
application would change the character of the iconic and famous Stamford 
vista and landscape and would have a negative impact on historic listed 
buildings within close proximity including the listed Fryers’ Callis almshouses, 
Burghley ‘Bottle Lodges’, gates and flanking walls of the Grade 1 Burghley 
House.

Proposed Reason 2
Contrary to the requirements of Policy STM1 of the Council’s Site Allocation 
and Policies Development Plan Document 2014, the application would neither 
preserve nor enhance the character and setting of the Stamford Conservation 
Area.

Proposed Reason 3
The development would mean loss of a popular long-established and well 
used public right of way through ‘open country’ on the edge of Stamford: the 
development would further blur the strong and significant contrast between the 
tightly-knit urban character of the historic town and the surrounding rural 
landscape.

Proposed Reason 4
The site is not allocated in the Local Plan which has completed its formal 
Examination Process and is due to be adopted by South Kesteven District 
Council on 30th January 2020.

Proposed Reason 5
 On Core Strategy Policy SP1, it states that the “New Development” that 

helps to support the role of Stamford as a Market Town will be allowed.  It 
further states that preference will be given to brownfield sites within the 
built-up part of the town and sites allocated in the site specific.  This site 
STM1a is not a brownfield site.  Even though it is on the site allocation plan 
for an indicative number of 50 dwellings, across the total allocated site.  
The policy requires the development of the site to preserve and enhance 
the setting of Stamford and nearby Heritage Assets (ie Fryers Callis Alm 
Houses) and Conservation Area.  It is not doing that.  

 The housing requirement for Stamford is Social Housing or Affordable 
Housing and not housing for the super-rich who do not contribute to the 
Stamford economy, nor does it achieve substantial public benefits for 
Stamford.

 NPPF in paragraph 127 provides that Planning Policies and decisions 
should ensure that development are “sympathetic” to the local character 
and history, including the surrounding environment and landscape setting.

 The loss of a very popular and long-established Public right of way, on the 
edge of Stamford is a well-used public foot path. This Development would 
mean that we lose this original public right of way.

 Also NPPF paragraph 196 states “where a proposed development will lead 
to less than substantial harm to the significance of a designated Heritage 



Asset, this harm should be weighed against the Public benefits of the 
proposal, including, where appropriate, securing its optimum viable use”.  
This development will not provide the social, economic, or the public 
benefits by building only 13 houses in total,  

 Finally coming to the Inspectors’ deliberations on the Appeal (Ref 
APP/E2530/W/17/3181823) paragraph 49 states:

 “The proposal would deliver social and economic benefits by providing 29 
new homes in an accessible location on the edge of Stamford.  In this 
respect, the development would make a modest contribution to meeting the 
housing requirements and choice in the District on an Allocated Site, whilst 
supporting local services and businesses.  There would be temporary 
economic benefits.  From the construction activity to deliver the 
development.”

 The building of 8 + 5 houses across the site will not benefit Stamford in 
either services or businesses, nor the people of Stamford.  There is no long 
term economic benefits for Stamford as no home owners of Stamford will 
be able to trade up to those new large very expensive houses.  Therefore, it 
will have no trickle-down effect further down the housing ladder for our 
younger families to afford to move up to the next level, ie trading from 2 
bedroom houses to 3 or 4 bedrooms.

 These 8 + 5 big houses if allowed will only be affordable to those Super 
Rich people from the South of the Country who will reside in the town and 
use it as a Dormitory Town and exit each morning to their place of work and 
arrive late, thus causing traffic chaos every day. These people do not 
contribute to the Town’s economy, they usually shop outside and use very 
little of the services or the businesses of the Town.

 I am against the development for only 8 + 5 houses for the Super Rich on 
this site.  It is not being used to benefit Stamford and its heritage. I would 
support the development of 29 houses together with the Affordable Houses 
on this site and thus securing its optimum viable use of this land.

Following consideration of the additional representations and reasons for 
refusal put forward since the last Planning Committee meeting, the Head of 
Development Management considered that the proposed Member reasons 1 
and 3 above, with amended wording as indicated below to include reference 
to the recently adopted Local Plan policies, would be defensible at appeal.

Reason 1
The public benefits – ie eight houses on the site and three ‘affordable homes’ 
off-site - do not on balance outweigh damage caused to the approach, visual 
setting and character of England’s very first Conservation Area: the 
application would change the character of the iconic and famous Stamford 
vista and landscape and would have a negative impact on historic listed 
buildings within close proximity including the listed Fryers’ Callis almshouses, 
Burghley ‘Bottle Lodges’, gates and flanking walls of the Grade 1 Burghley 
House contrary to Local Plan Policies SP2 and EN6.



Reason 3
The development would mean loss of a popular long-established and well-
used public right of way through ‘open country’ on the edge of Stamford: the 
development would further blur the strong and significant contrast between the 
tightly-knit urban character of the historic town and the surrounding rural 
landscape which would be contrary to Local Plan Policies SP2 and EN3. 
Other material considerations including the previous permission, provision of 
new housing and affordable housing contribution are not considered to 
outweigh this conflict.

It was proposed and seconded to refuse the application contrary to officer 
recommendations for the following reasons:

1. The public benefits – including eight houses on the site and three 
‘affordable homes’ off-site - do not on balance outweigh damage caused to 
the approach, visual setting and character of England’s very first 
Conservation Area: the application would change the character of the 
iconic and famous Stamford vista and landscape and would have a 
negative impact on historic listed buildings within close proximity including 
the listed Fryers’ Callis almshouses, Burghley ‘Bottle Lodges’, gates and 
flanking walls of the Grade 1 Burghley House contrary to Local Plan 
Policies SP2 and EN6.

2. The development would mean loss of a popular long-established and well-
used public right of way through ‘open country’ on the edge of Stamford: 
the development would further blur the strong and significant contrast 
between the tightly-knit urban character of the historic town and the 
surrounding rural landscape which would be contrary to Local Plan Policies 
SP2 and EN3. Other material considerations including the previous 
permission, provision of new housing and affordable housing contribution 
are not considered to outweigh this conflict.

In accordance with the Constitution, a recorded vote was taken:

For: Councillors Bisnauthsing and Dilks (2)
Against: Councillor Exton (1)
Abstain: Councillors Adams, Benn, Clack, Milnes and Judy Smith (5)

The motion was carried and the application was refused contrary to officer 
recommendations. 

Councillor Kaberry-Brown left the meeting at 15:25 during consideration of the 
preceding application.

57. Close of meeting

The meeting closed at 15:46.


