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1 Description of site

1.1 The site is on the eastern edge of the built-up area of Grantham and on the edge of the 
escarpment (known as the green rim) which encloses the eastern side of Grantham. To 
the north is the more steeply sloping part of the green rim known as Hall's Hill whilst the 
site itself is less steeply sloping as the topography broadens out into the Witham Valley to 
the south.

1.2 The site is roughly an inverted U shape and consists of agricultural land which wraps 
around an existing isolated industrial site (Andapak). The site bounds the A52 to the south 
with open countryside beyond, Prince William of Gloucester Barracks to the east and the 
David Eatch housing estate to the north east. To the north is open countryside. The land 
to the south is allocated for mix use urban extension now known as Spitalgate Heath 
Garden Village.

2 Description of proposal

2.1 This application seeks outline planning permission for a residential development of up to 
205 dwellings. Access has been including as a matter for consideration with this 
application. Matters of layout, scale, appearance and landscaping would be the subject of 
a future reserved matters application.

2.2 The development would be served by a single access from Somerby Hill (A52).

3 Background

3.1 A previous outline application on this site for up to 250 dwellings was refused in February 
2016 (S16/0824). That application was refused on the grounds of landscape/visual impact, 
heritage impact and noise impact from the adjacent Andapak factory. The decision was 
appealed and was dismissed in August 2017 following a public inquiry. The reason for 
dismissal was limited solely to noise impact as the Inspector considered that it had not 
been adequately demonstrated that the noise impact from the adjacent Anapak factory 
could be mitigated. The application was for access only with all matters reserved for future 
approval.

3.2 Other key conclusions to be drawn from the appeal were that the proposal would be 
acceptable in all other respects including landscape/visual and heritage terms. The 
Inspector considered that a very minor degree of less than substantial harm to the setting 
of Grade I St Wulfram's Church, grade II St John’s Church and Grade II St Vincent’s 
House would arise but that this would be outweighed by the public benefits of the scheme. 

3.3 The appeal decision is an important material consideration and should be given significant 
weight. The appeal decision is appended to this report as Appendix 1.

3.4 This application has been discussed via the Council’s Design PAD meetings where 
relevant issues including urban design, highways, noise and drainage were discussed 



directly with the applicant in order to improve the overall design quality of new residential 
development and guide future reserved matters submissions.

4 Relevant History 

Reference Proposal Decision Date
S16/0824 Residential 

Development (up 
to 250 dwellings)

Refused 
(Appeal 
Dismissed 
2017) 

29/07/2016

5 Policy Considerations

5.1 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
Section 5 - Delivering a sufficient supply of homes
Section 8 - Promoting healthy and safe communities
Section 9 - Promoting sustainable transport
Section 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 14 - Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change
Section 16 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
National Planning Policy Framework

5.2 South Kesteven District Council Core Strategy
Core Strategy
Policy SP1 - Spatial Strategy
Policy H1 - Residential Development
Policy EN1 - Protection and Enhancement
Policy EN2 - Reduce the Risk of Flooding
Policy SP3 - Sustainable Integrated Transport
Policy SP4 - Developer Contributions

5.3 Lincolnshire Minerals and Waste Local Plan
Policy M11 – Safeguarding of Mineral Resources

5.4 Submission Draft Local Plan (up to 2036)
Policy SP1 - Spatial Strategy
Policy SP2 - Settlement Hierarchy

6 Representations Received

6.1 Minerals and Waste Planning (LCC)
6.1.1 No objection

6.2 Environmental Protection Services (SKDC)
6.2.1 The noise mitigation measures proposed comprising insulation to the Andapak factory, 

together with a 30m standoff and acoustic fence are acceptable; subject to their 
implementation via conditions and S106 agreement.



6.3 Parish Council
Object on a number of grounds including: 
Site outside local plan area and not suitable for building
Flood risk and drainage
Sewage system inadequate
Highway safety and lack of public transport
Insufficient parking
There should be no access to Eatch's estate
All properties should have solar panels and charging points
Noise - woodyard noise not mentioned

6.4 LCC Highways & SuDS Support
6.4.1 No objection subject to conditions relating to details of surface water drainage scheme, 

submission and implementation of a travel plan and implementation of junction works prior 
to occupation. Request Section 106 contribution towards bus services and improvements 
to the Gainsborough Corner junction.

6.5 Education & Cultural Services (LCC)
6.5.1 Request Section 106 contribution of £774,669 towards additional secondary and sixth 

form capacity in Grantham.

6.6 Environment Agency
6.6.1 No objection subject to condition requiring details of surface water drainage to ensure 

controlled waters are not affected.

6.7 Historic England
6.7.1 On the basis of the information available to date, they do not wish to offer any comments. 

Suggest that the views of your specialist conservation and archaeological advisers is 
sought.

6.8 Highways England
6.8.1 No objection

6.9 Heritage Lincolnshire
6.9.1 The site has archaeological potential therefore request a condition requiring an 

archaeological programme of works to be carried out prior to commencement of 
development.

6.10 Affordable Housing Officer (SKDC)
6.10.1 Request that 35% affordable housing be provided on site.

6.11 NHS England
6.11.1 Request a Section 106 contribution of £135,300 towards a new GP facility at Spitalate 

Heath Garden Village.

6.12 Anglian Water Services
6.12.1 No objection subject to conditions requiring a phasing plan for the foul water provision to 

ensure that their network can be suitably upgraded.



6.13 Natural England
6.13.1 No comments to make – refer to their standing advice.

6.14 Lincolnshire Fire & Rescue Services
6.14.1 Request the provision of x3 fire hydrants

7 Representations as a Result of Publicity

7.1 This application has been advertised in accordance with the Council's Statement of 
Community Involvement and 3 letters of representation have been received.  The points 
raised can be summarised as follows:

1. No need for more housing in Grantham - enough land already allocated
2. Increase in flood risk
3. Doubts about whether noise from Andapak can be mitigated/enforced
4. Loss of privacy/overlooking
5. Density and impact on character of the area
6. Prematurity in context of local pan preparation

8 Evaluation

8.1 Principle of development

8.1.1 The thrust of national and local policy is that proposed new development should be in 
sustainable locations wherever possible. 

8.1.2 The Core Strategy (CS) has a clear spatial strategy for the location of new development 
based on these principles. Core Strategy policies SP1 and H1 allow for development in 
Grantham to support its role as a sub-regional centre, notably but not confined to the 
North Western and Southern Quadrant sustainable urban extensions (SUEs).  Policy SP1 
is clear that proposed new development should be located on brownfield and appropriate 
greenfield sites.  Policy H1 is also clear that housing growth in the district should be 
focused on Grantham and expressly allows for the majority of the District's housing 
(approximately 56%) to be delivered there. Although policy SP1 gives priority to the 
redevelopment of brownfield sites, it specifically recognises the need to consider 
development proposals on appropriate greenfield sites, if housing targets are to be met. 

8.1.3 When the CS was published in 2010, it was envisaged that detailed polices including 
allocated sites for housing would be set out in two further development plan documents: 
the Site Allocations and Policies DPD (SAP) covering the whole district (with the exception 
of Grantham) and the Grantham Area Action Plan (GAAP) covering the town of Grantham 
only. Whilst the SAP was adopted in 2014, the GAAP did not progress beyond the draft 
stage due to concerns regarding its soundness. At examination, the Inspector's three main 
concerns related to: housing flexibility and delivery; delivery of the sustainable urban 
extensions and other allocated sites; and the site selection process. The Inspector raised 
concerns that if the delivery of housing were to stall in respect of the two sustainable 
urban extensions, the GAAP did not provide the mechanisms to provide suitably scaled 



alternative sites in the short term to make good any shortfall. Work ceased on the GAAP in 
2014 and future allocations in Grantham are considered as part of the Submission Draft 
Local Plan.

8.1.4 The discontinuance of the GAAP means that other than the broad designation of the 
Southern Quadrant and North West Quadrant SUEs which are covered by CS policies 
H2a and H2b, there are currently no specifically allocated sites in or adjacent to 
Grantham. Whilst CS policy SP1 supports the general principle of the outward growth of 
Grantham on greenfield sites, this policy makes it expressly clear that sites must be 
suitable for development by stating that all proposals will be assessed against other 
development plan policies. 

8.1.5 In deciding whether greenfield sites for any new proposals for housing in Grantham are 
appropriate, sustainable and deliverable for the purposes of CS policies SP1 and H1; they 
must be considered on their own merits, in the light of other relevant CS policies, in 
particular CS policy EN1(Protection and Enhancement of the Character of the District), 
using the latest evidence base.

8.1.6 In order to inform allocations in the future local plan, the Council commissioned the 
Grantham Capacity and Limits to Growth Study 2015 (GCSLG).  Whilst the broad principle 
of residential development in Grantham is in accordance with the policy framework (CS 
policies SP1 and H1),  the GCLGS represents the most up to date and comprehensive 
technical evidence base to guide the future expansion of Grantham and to aid assessment 
against CS policy EN1 and any other relevant policies, and it is therefore a very important 
material planning consideration that carries significant weight.

8.1.7 In addition to the above, the conclusions of the 2017 appeal decision relating to this site 
are also an important material consideration that carries significant weight.

8.1.8 The NPPF is also an important material consideration and should be given significant 
weight. NPPF paragraphs 68 and 117 place a greater emphasis on making more effective 
use of land, particularly small and medium sized sites, windfall sites and brownfield land 
within existing settlements. NPPF paragraph 48 states that LPAs can give weight to 
relevant policies in emerging local plans according to i. the stage of preparation ii. the 
extent of unresolved objections and iii. degree of consistency with the NPPF.

8.1.9 The Council's Submission Draft Local Plan, which will replace the current CS and SAP, 
has recently been through the process of examination and is expected to be adopted early 
2020. Whilst full weight cannot yet be given to the new Local Plan, the Submission Draft 
Plan is NPPF compliant and has reached an advanced state of preparation. Therefore, in 
accordance with NPPF paragraph 48, significant weight can be given to relevant policies 
where there are no unresolved objections or major modifications requested by the 
inspector.

8.1.10 Policies SP1 (Spatial Strategy) and SP2 (Settlement Hierarchy) of the Submission Draft 
Local Plan are subject to modifications requested by the Inspector during the process of 
examination. However, the modifications are related to development in smaller villages 
and do not relate to development in and adjacent to Grantham. Therefore, in accordance 



with NPPF paragraph 48, significant weight can now be given to these draft policies as 
material considerations insofar as they relate to this application.

8.1.11 The Submission Draft Local Plan policies above, generally reiterate the current CS polices 
promoting Grantham as the main focus of growth with suitable and sustainable greenfield 
sites (including urban extensions) being acceptable in principle.

8.1.12 In conclusion, the general principle of outward growth of Grantham on suitable greenfield 
sites is supported by current and emerging policy, and reinforced by the recent appeal 
decision. This particular site has been found to be fundamentally suitable for development. 
Therefore the principle of residential development of this site is acceptable and accords 
with CS policy SP1, Submission Draft LP policies SP1 and SP2 and the NPPF. This is 
subject to specific noise, landscape and heritage issues, which are discussed in detail in 
the following sections below.

8.2 Impact on the character of the area

8.2.1 CS Policy EN1 requires that development must be appropriate to the character and 
significant natural, historic and cultural attributes and features of the landscape within 
which it is situated, and contribute to its conservation, enhancement or restoration. This 
policy is consistent with NPPF Section 11 (Conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment). Policy EN1 of the Submission Draft Local Plan can now be given significant 
weight and is largely consistent with CS policy EN1.

8.2.2 The application is in outline form. Detailed matters of layout, scale, appearance and 
landscaping are not included for consideration in this application and would be dealt with 
by a future reserved matters application. The illustrative site layout plan and design and 
access statement submitted with the application show one potential way in which site 
could be developed although obviously other approaches to design and layout could be 
taken.

8.2.3 Officers consider that the illustrative site plan has many positive aspects including a 
landscape buffer around the built development and allowances for views from Somerby 
Hill when approaching the town towards St Wulfram’s Church, St John’s Church and St 
Vincent’s House. Notwithstanding the positive aspects the illustrative plan does not score 
particularly high using the Building for Life assessment method and could be improved, 
particularly the layout of the streets in relation to the contours and the creation of a better 
“gateway” into Grantham which makes the most of views towards St Wulfram’s Church 
and other heritage assets within the town’s sky line.

8.2.4 Nevertheless, these are issues that will be considered at reserved matters stage. What 
needs to be considered with this outline application is whether the site is fundamentally 
capable of being developed with up to 205 dwellings without harmful landscape/visual 
impacts.

8.2.5 It is acknowledged that the GCLGS did not identify this site as suitable for development, 
considering it part of the "green rim" of hills surrounding Grantham. Conflict with the 
GCLGS formed the basis of one of the Council's reasons for refusal of the 2016 
application.



8.2.6 The landscape/visual impact from development of this site was considered in great detail 
at the 2017 Public Inquiry with evidence presented by the appellant that contradicted the 
GCLGS. The 2017 appeal decision concluded that a more intensive development of up to 
250 dwellings would not have a harmful landscape/visual impact. The inspector 
considered that the site is not within the more sensitive parts of the green rim such as 
Hall's Hill and would be infill between the existing built up area of Grantham, the Prince 
William of Gloucester Barracks to the east and the future Spitalgate Heath Garden Village 
to the south. He concluded:

"On this issue, I consider that development of the site would be appropriate in terms of the 
character and appearance of the area when seen within the context of the CS that is 
permissive of the identification of suitable greenfield sites for the outward expansion of 
Grantham. Overall, the proposal would not conflict with the thrust of CS Policy EN1."

8.2.7 The appeal decision is an important material consideration and there has been no new 
evidence or material changes to the site, the surrounding context or policy framework to 
justify a contradictory conclusion. Furthermore a number of recent appeals relating to 
other sites around Grantham, particularly those at Harrowby Lane and Manthorpe have 
examined in great detail the nature of the green rim. These decisions have further clarified 
which parts of the green rim are more or less sensitive. The conclusions of these appeals 
further confirm that the application site is suitable for development in landscape terms.

8.2.8 Taking the above into account the development is appropriate and, subject to reserved 
matters approval, would not compromise the form and character of the area in accordance 
with in accordance with CS policy EN1, Submission Draft LP policy EN1 and NPPF 
sections 12, and 15.

8.3 Impact on the setting of heritage assets

8.3.1 There are a number of heritage assets that have the potential to be affected by the 
proposal including St Wulfram's Church (Grade I), St John's Church (Grade II), St 
Vincent's House (Grade II) and Grantham Town Centre conservation area (and buildings 
within them including The Guildhall (Grade II).

8.3.2 Sections 66 & 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
require decision makers to have special regard to the desirability of preserving listed 
buildings or their settings or any features of special architectural or historic interest which 
they possess as well as the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or 
appearance of conservation areas. Any adverse effect on a heritage asset, even if slight or 
minor, would not preserve the asset or its setting.

8.3.3 Case law has established that considerable importance and weight must be attached by 
the decision maker to the desirability of preserving the setting of heritage assets when 
balancing harm against public benefits.  

8.3.4 CS Policy EN1 requires that development must be appropriate to the character and 
significant historic and cultural attributes and features of the landscape within which it is 
situated, and contribute to its conservation, enhancement or restoration. Submission Draft 



Local Plan policy HE1 can now be given significant weight - it is broadly similar to CS 
policy EN1 and the NPPF.

8.3.5 Equally the NPPF is very clear that great weight should be given to the conservation of 
designated heritage assets and the more important the asset, the greater the weight 
should be. If harm is identified, there are two policy tests in the NPPF:  

i) Proposals which would result in substantial harm should be refused unless it can be 
demonstrated that it is necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that 
outweigh the harm. 

ii) Where a proposal would 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. 

8.3.6 Although substantial and less than substantial harm is a matter of judgement the NPPG 
advises that substantial harm is a high test and is most likely to be applicable where a 
fundamental element of a heritage asset's special interest is seriously compromised.

8.3.7 Less than substantial harm to these assets not outweighed by the public benefits formed 
the basis of one of the Council's reasons for refusal of the 2016 application.

8.3.8 The heritage impact from development of this site was considered in great detail in the 
2017 Public Inquiry. The appeal decision concluded that the Council's case had been 
overstated and that there would be a limited degree of harm (at the lower end of "less than 
substantial" harm) to the settings of St Wulfram's and St John's churches and St Vincent's 
House but that this would be outweighed by the public benefits of the proposal. The 
inspector considered that views in which the proposal and these heritage assts could be 
seen together would be limited and that some of the harm could be offset by provision of 
new vantage points, opening up new views within the site. He also considered that there 
would be no material conflict with local plan policies in this respect.

8.3.9 He concluded:

"There would be some less than substantial harm to the significance of the designated 
heritage assets of St Wulfram's and St John's churches and St Vincent's House. I attach 
significant importance and weight to this harm even though it would be of a very low order 
of magnitude. Having regard to Framework paragraph 134, it is necessary to balance this 
against the public benefits of the scheme. These would include the contribution the site 
would make to the provision of housing, at least 35% of which could be affordable. This 
would assist in bolstering Grantham's role as a Sub-Regional Centre in terms of residential 
development.

Additionally, there would be some economic benefit from the scheme in terms of 
employment, both direct and indirect, additional expenditure in the local economy from 
residents on the site, the provision of public open space and the potential to enhance the 
ecological contribution to the surroundings through landscaping. Overall, the level of harm 
to the significance of heritage assets would be such that it would be outweighed by these 



potential benefits. There would be no material conflict with the relevant development plan 
policies to which attention has been drawn in this respect."

8.3.10 Taking into account the comprehensive evidence that was presented at the public inquiry, 
officers agree with the inspector's conclusion that there would be a minor degree of less 
than substantial harm to the settings. Furthermore a number of recent appeals relating to 
other sites around Grantham, particularly those at Harrowby Lane and Manthorpe have 
examined in great detail the nature of the green rim and its contribution to the setting of 
heritage assets including St Wulfram's Church. These decisions have further clarified 
which parts of the green rim contribute to a greater or lesser extent to the setting. The 
conclusions of these appeals further confirm that the application site does contribute 
positively to some extent but are significantly less important elements of the setting than 
the steeper scarps such as Hall's Hill.

8.3.11 Officers also agree that in applying the test of para.196 of the NPPF, the public benefits of 
the proposal identified in the appeal decision, together with the creation of new public 
vantage points in which the heritage assets can be appreciated, and structural 
landscaping to soften the impact of built development are significant and outweigh the 
minor degree of less than substantial harm.

8.3.12 The appeal decision is an important material consideration and there has been no new 
evidence or material changes to the site, the surrounding context or policy framework to 
justify a contradictory conclusion.

8.3.13 Taking the above into account the development is appropriate, and subject to reserved 
matters approval, would not compromise the form and character of the area in accordance 
with CS policy EN1, Submission Draft LP policy EN1 and NPPF sections 12, and 15.

8.4 Impact on residential amenity

8.4.1 CS Policy EN1 requires remoteness and tranquillity together with noise and light pollution 
to be taken into account. However, there is no specific reference in the CS to the impact of 
overlooking, loss of light or dominance of outlook on residential amenity.

8.4.2 Policy DE1 (Promoting Good Quality Design) of the Council's Submission Draft Local Plan 
(up to 2036), does require that development should not cause adverse amenity impact 
from noise, light pollution, loss of light or loss of privacy, and that sufficient private amenity 
space should be provided. The Submission Draft Local Plan has recently been through the 
process of examination and the inspector has not requested any modification to the 
relevant part of this policy. Therefore, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 48 significant 
weight can now be given to this policy as a material consideration.

8.4.3 NPPF paragraph 127 requires developments to be designed to ensure a high standard of 
amenity for existing and future users. NPPF paragraph 170 requires that planning 
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by (among 
other things) preventing new and existing development from being put at unacceptable 
risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of noise pollution. NPPF 
paragraph 182 confirms that existing businesses should not have unreasonable 



restrictions put on them as a result of development permitted after they were established 
and that the applicant "agent of change" should be required to provide mitigation.

8.4.4 The detailed layout, scale and appearance would be determined at reserved matters stage 
where detailed issues of neighbours' amenities would be assessed. However the site is 
large enough to ensure that adequate separation distances from adjacent dwellings and 
between dwellings on site can be achieved in order to ensure that the development would 
not be overbearing or lead to loss of light or overlooking. This was confirmed in the 2017 
appeal decision.

8.4.5 Concerns about overlooking and dominance of outlook from the residents of the Eatch's 
Estate are noted. However with careful design and landscaping, such impacts can be 
avoided. This will be considered in detail at the reserved matters stage.

8.4.6 In terms of noise, the development would wrap around an existing industrial site which is 
occupied by a manufacturer of cardboard packaging (Andapak). The Class B2 use of the 
site is not limited by planning conditions such as restrictions on the hours of operation. As 
a result, the factory can operate on a 24 hour 7 day a week basis without restriction. The 
impact of noise from this factory formed the basis of one of the Council's reasons for 
refusal of the 2016 application. Other than the main road there are no other significant 
sources of noise near to the site. The Parish Council has mentioned an adjacent 
sawmill/woodyard. However this use is no longer carried out - the current authorised use 
is B8 storage which does not create excessive noise.

8.4.7 The impact of industrial noise emanating from the adjacent Andapak factory was 
considered in great detail in the 2017 Public Inquiry. The 2017 appeal decision concluded 
that it had not been demonstrated that mitigation could be implemented to keep noise 
within acceptable limits. The Inspector concluded:

"Overall, from the evidence before me, I am not persuaded that, because of the noise 
climate resulting from the adjacent commercial operation, an appropriate scheme with 
acceptable living conditions for all its prospective occupiers could be provided. Whilst only 
an outline application, with matters such as design and layout reserved, I consider it would 
be wrong to sanction this development in the absence of further evidence that acceptable 
living conditions for all could be suitably provided. As such, the proposal would be contrary 
to CS Policy SP1 in that it has not been demonstrated this is an appropriate and 
sustainable greenfield site for residential development".

8.4.8 Since that time, the applicants have commissioned further noise reports and liaised with 
the owners of the Andapak factory and the Council's Environmental Protection Team in 
order to overcome this reason for dismissal. The current application includes a reduction 
in the number of dwellings from 250 to 205 together with comprehensive scheme of noise 
mitigation. The mitigation measures include:

i A 30 metre stand-off distance between the Andapak factory and the nearest 
dwellings

ii A 3m high acoustic fence to surround the stand-off zone
iii Acoustic glazing to new properties where necessary (including those adjacent to 

Somerby Hill)



iv Noise insulation works to the Andapak factory itself

8.4.9 The Council's Environmental Protection team are satisfied that noise would be kept within 
acceptable limits subject to the above mitigation. The reduced numbers of dwellings will 
ensure that the site can accommodate the 30m stand-off with an appropriate density 
elsewhere on site.

8.4.10 The first three mitigation measures within the application site would be achieved by 
condition. The fourth mitigation measure comprising insulation works to the Andapak 
factory would be provided via a Section 106 agreement. The owners of Andapak have 
expressed a willingness to sign such a Section 106 agreement which would oblige them to 
implement the noise insulation before occupation of the site and to ensure it remains in 
place as long as the premises remain in B2 industrial use.

8.4.11 Taking the above into account, it is considered that the noise issue that led to dismissal of 
the 2017 appeal can be overcome through mitigation measures and, subject to approval of 
reserved matters, the proposal would not lead to unacceptable living conditions for future 
occupiers in this and all other respects, in accordance with CS policy EN1.  the NPPF (and 
Submission Draft Local Plan policy EN1.

8.5 Highways issues

8.5.1 The position of the access from Somerby Hill has been included as a matter for 
consideration as part of this planning application. There is currently a planning application 
under consideration for the "Spitalgate Heath Garden Village" SUE on the land south of 
Somerby Hill. In addition, planning permission has been granted for the Grantham 
Southern Relief Road (GSRR) which would divert the A52 around the south of Grantham, 
taking through traffic away from Somerby Hill. The acceptability of the Spitalgate Heath 
Garden Village is dependent on the construction of the GSRR.

8.5.2 CS policy SP3 read together with the NPPF require safe and suitable access to the site, 
and adequate parking. The NPPF is very clear that development should only be prevented 
or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe. 

8.5.3 Policy ID2 (Transport and Strategic Transport Infrastructure) of the Council's Submission 
Draft Local Plan (up to 2036), broadly corresponds with the above. The Submission Draft 
Local Plan has recently been through the process of examination and the inspector has 
not requested any modification to the relevant part of this policy. Therefore, in accordance 
with NPPF paragraph 48 significant weight can now be given to this policy as a material 
consideration.

8.5.4 The proposed development is relatively small in traffic terms. On its own, it is not 
dependent on the GSRR to be acceptable and would not have a severe impact on 
highway capacity in NPPF terms. However, it would increase the pressure on the already 
congested Gainsborough Corner junction further along the A52. Taking into account the 
"severity" test in the NPPF mentioned above, and the objectives of the Lincolnshire 
Transport Plan; the Highway Authority have concluded that in highway terms, the proposal 
is acceptable in terms of the location of the access point on Somerby Hill, the number of 



dwellings to be served from the new access, and sufficient space to accommodate the 
new junction and visibility splays. The 2017 appeal decision also confirmed the 
acceptability of the site in highways/traffic terms. 

8.5.5 The Highway Authority require a number of mitigation measures:

- planning conditions to ensure the provision of a ghost island right turn lane junction 
with pedestrian refuge islands on Somerby Hill and implementation of the travel plan 
measures

- S106 contributions towards bus services serving the site (bus stops and additional 
services) and highway improvements at Gainsborough Corner to ease congestion and 
aid traffic flow.

8.5.6 Taking the above into account, subject to the approval of reserved matters, the proposal in 
this respect complies with CS policies SP3 and SP4, the NPPF Submission Draft Local 
Plan policy ID1 and the South Kesteven Planning Obligations SPD.

8.6 Drainage

8.6.1 CS policy EN2 together with NPPF Section 14 seeks to direct development to areas with 
the least probability of flooding, together with implementation of SuDS drainage where 
possible, in order to minimise surface water runoff.

8.6.2 Policy EN5 (Reducing the Risk of Flooding) of The Council's Submission Draft Local Plan 
(up to 2036), is broadly the same as the current CS policy. The Submission Draft Local 
Plan has recently been through the process of examination and the inspector has 
requested modifications to this policy. Therefore, in accordance with NPPF paragraph 48, 
currently little weight can be given to this policy as a material consideration.

8.6.3 The site is in EA flood zone 1 which is low risk. The applicant has submitted a flood risk 
assessment and indicative SuDS drainage strategy which shows in sufficient detail that 
the site is capable of accommodating an adequate SuDS drainage system that would 
ensure floodrisk is minimised both on and off site. 

8.6.4 Whilst some concern has been raised by local residents and the Parish Council about the 
potential to exacerbate existing localised flood issues, LCC in their capacity as Local Lead 
Flood Authority have concluded that the development is acceptable in drainage/floodrisk 
terms and any issues can be resolved by appropriate engineering solutions. This has also 
been confirmed in the 2017 appeal decision. Conditions have been attached to ensure 
that future reserved matters applications are designed to accord with the principles of the 
submitted SuDS drainage strategy. 

8.6.5 In this respect, subject to reserved matters approval, the proposal is in accordance with 
CS policy EN2 and Section 14 of the NPPF. This conclusion has been reached following 
consideration of the application by the Council’s Design PAD consultation group which 
includes urban design, drainage, flood risk and highways consultees.



8.7 Other Issues

8.7.1 Ecology - The submitted assessment and phase 1 habitat survey shows that ecology 
would not be adversely affected subject to mitigation measures. No protected species 
habitats have been identified and retention of trees and hedges as well as additional 
landscaping and SuDs drainage features would result in an enhancement to biodiversity. 
Furthermore, it is envisaged that the 30m stand off zone adjacent to the Andapak factory 
would be left as an undisturbed wild nature area. In this respect the proposal is acceptable 
in accordance with CS policy EN1 and the NPPF.

8.7.2 Access from the Eatch Estate - the Parish Council has raised concerns about the 
possibility of potential additional access being created from the Eatch Estate and wish to 
ensure that no such access is created. However access is included as a matter for 
consideration and no access shown on the plans from the Eatch Estate. Any future access 
from the Eatch Estate would require a further planning application that would be 
considered on its own merits

8.7.3 Solar panels and electric car charging points – the Parish Council have asked that 
thee be insisted on. Whilst these would be desirable, in the absence of a policy 
requirement, it would not be reasonable to attach conditions obliging any developer to 
provide them.

9 Section 106 Heads of Terms

9.1 The proposed development would necessitate a number of planning obligations and 
contributions via a Section 106 agreement. The applicant and the owners of Andapak 
have expressed a willingness to enter into a Section 106 agreement for the full 
requirements including:

- Education - £774,669 towards improvements to secondary education and 6th form 
education in Grantham

- NHS - £135,300 towards a new GP facility at Spitalgate Heath
- Open Space - 20m2 per person (approximately 9840 m2) of informal/natural green 

space to be provided on site together with arrangements for future maintenance
- Childrens' Play equipment - 3 m2 per person (approximately 1476 m2) be provided 

on site 
- Affordable Housing - 35% to be provided on site
- Fire hydrants £3240 towards 3 x fire hydrants
- Bus services £20,000 per annum for 3 years
- Junction Improvements - £410,000 towards improvements to Gainsborough Corner 

junction
- Noise mitigation - noise insulation to be installed in the adjacent Andapak factory and 

retained whilst the premises remain in B2 use

9.2 These contributions and obligations will ensure that local infrastructure is suitably 
upgraded to cope with the additional population and that off-site noise mitigation is 
implemented. It is considered that these requirements would be compliant with the 



statutory tests of the CIL regulations as well as South Kesteven Core Strategy Policies 
SP1, SP4, South Kesteven Site Allocation and Policies Development Plan policy SAP 10, 
the South Kesteven Planning Obligations SPD and the NPPF.

10 Crime and Disorder

10.1 It is considered that the proposal would not result in any significant crime and disorder 
implications.

11 Human Rights Implications

11.1 Articles 6 (Rights to fair decision making) and Article 8 (Right to private family life and 
home) of the Human Rights Act have been taken into account in making this 
recommendation. It is considered that no relevant Article of that act will be breached.

12 Planning Balance and Conclusion

12.1 Planning law requires that planning applications should be determined in accordance with 
the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. 

12.2 Development of suitable greenfield sites on the edge of Grantham is supported by policy. 
The broad principle of residential development of this particular site has previously been 
established in the 2017 appeal decision which was dismissed on noise grounds only and 
which found landscape/visual, heritage and other impacts to be acceptable. This is a key 
material consideration and carries significant weight. There has been no new evidence, or 
change to policy, the site or its context that would justify a different conclusion.

12.3 There would be a minor degree of less than substantial harm to the settings of St 
Wulfram’s Church and St Vincent’s House which would be outweighed by the public 
benefits of the scheme. The appeal decision concluded that the low level of harm did not 
amount to a conflict with CS policy EN1. Even if the view is taken that the harm did lead to 
a conflict with EN1, the public benefits are such that they would outweigh any minor 
conflict with the development plan.

12.4 The current application has a reduced number of dwellings at 205 compared to 250 in the 
2017 appeal proposal. Furthermore, the current application proposes a comprehensive 
package of mitigation which overcomes the noise issue which led to dismissal of the 
appeal scheme.

12.5 Overall, the proposal accords with CS policies SP1, H1, SP3, SP4, EN1 and EN2, the 
NPPF and Submission Draft Local Pan policies SP1, SP2, EN1 and ID1 and there are no 
material considerations that indicate otherwise.

12.6 RECOMMENDATION:

Approve the application subject to the conditions set out in the report and subject to 
completion of a S106 planning obligation securing the requirements specified in Section 9 



of the report. Where the S106 obligation has not been concluded prior to the Committee, a 
period not exceeding twelve weeks after the date of the Committee shall be set for the 
completion of that obligation. 

In the event that the agreement has not been concluded within the twelve-week period 
and where, in the opinion of the Head of Development Management, there are no 
extenuating circumstances which would justify a further extension of time, the related 
planning application shall be refused planning permission for the appropriate reason(s) on 
the basis that the necessary criteria essential to make what would otherwise be 
unacceptable development acceptable have not been forthcoming.

Time Limit for Commencement

1 The development hereby permitted shall be commenced before the expiration of 
three years from the date of this permission or two years from the approval of the 
last of the reserved matters, whichever is the latter.

Reason: In order that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out 
in Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

2 Details of the reserved matters set out below shall have been submitted to the Local 
Planning Authority for approval within three years from the date of this permission:

i. layout;
ii. scale
iii. appearance
vi. landscaping

Approval of all reserved matters shall have been obtained from the Local Planning 
Authority in writing before any development is commenced.

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to control the development in detail 
and in order that the development is commenced in a timely manner, as set out in 
Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).

Approved Plans

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

i Illustrative Masterplan 18-365 -01H (insofar as it relates to the position of 
access only)

ii Proposed Site Access Layout Plan NTT/2394/100 Rev P1

Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission.
     
Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt.



Before the Development is Commenced

4 The reserved matters (layout and landscaping) submissions required by condition 2, 
shall be accompanied by full details of a surface water drainage scheme. 

The scheme shall:

i be based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the 
hydrological and hydrogeological context of the development;

ii provide details of how run-off will be safely conveyed and attenuated during 
storms up to and including the 1 in 100 year critical storm event, with an 
allowance for climate change, from all hard surfaced areas within the 
development into the existing local drainage infrastructure and watercourse 
system without exceeding the run-off rate for the undeveloped site; 

iii provide attenuation details and discharge rates which shall be restricted to 2.7 
litres per second;

iv provide details of the timetable for and any phasing of implementation for the 
drainage scheme; and

v provide details of how the scheme shall be maintained and managed over the 
lifetime of the development, including any arrangements for adoption by any 
public body or Statutory Undertaker and any other arrangements required to 
secure the operation of the drainage system throughout its lifetime

Reason: To ensure that the permitted development is adequately drained without 
creating or increasing flood risk to land or property adjacent to, or downstream of, 
the permitted development.

5 The reserved matters (layout and landscaping) submissions required by condition 2, 
shall include plans showing the existing and proposed land levels of the site 
including site sections, spot heights, contours and the finished floor levels of all 
buildings with reference to neighbouring properties/an off-site datum point.

Reason: In the interests of the visual amenities of the area and in accordance with 
Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

6 The reserved matters submissions required by condition 2, shall include the noise 
mitigation measures within the site set out in Section 6 of the Noise Report (ref 
1018515-RPT-AS-001) dated 20th December 2018 including i. 30 metre stand-off 
distance from Andapak, 3 metre high acoustic fence surrounding the 3 metre stand-
off zone, and acoustic glazing on properties where necessary. The approved 
scheme shall demonstrate that noise break-out from the primary commercial unit 
adjacent to the site (Andapak Supply Co Limited) will not exceed 52 dB L 
Aeq,15minutes when measured at a distance of 1metre externally from the building 
façade with the business operating to normal working practices.

Reason To ensure that noise is kept within acceptable limits in the interests of 
residential amenity



7 The reserved matters (landscaping) submissions required by condition 2 shall 
include as part of the landscaping scheme:

i retention and enhancement of all the existing hedgerows along the 
boundaries

Reason:  In order to enhance local biodiversity and visual amenity.

8 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, details of all measures to 
protect the existing trees and hedgerows during construction shall be submitted to 
and approved by the local planning authority. The agreed measures shall be 
adhered to throughout the construction period.

Reason: To prevent unnecessary damage to existing hedges and in accordance with 
Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

9 Before the development hereby permitted is commenced, a written scheme of 
archaeological investigation shall have been submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site 
and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy 
(July 2010) and Paragraph 199 of the NPPF.

10 The archaeological investigations shall also have been completed in accordance 
with the approved details before development commences.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the history of the site 
and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy 
(July 2010) and Paragraph 199 of the NPPF.

During Building Works

11 No development above DPC level shall commence until a foul water strategy has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. 

Reason: To prevent environmental and amenity problems arising from flooding.

12 The development shall be carried out in accordance with the recommendations of 
the approved Ecological and Protected Species Survey by Scarborough Nixon 
Associates dated December 2018.

Reason: To ensure that wildlife and biodiversity are not adversely affected in 
accordance with Policy EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 
2010) and Section 11 the NPPF. 



Before the Development is Occupied

13 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied/brought into use, 
the works to provide the surface and foul water drainage shall have been completed 
in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the provision of satisfactory surface and foul water drainage is 
provided in accordance with Policy EN2 of the adopted South Kesteven Core 
Strategy (July 2010).

14 The development shall not be occupied until the noise mitigation measures set out in 
condition 6 have been implemented in full and shall be retained in perpetuity 
throughout the lifetime of the development.

Reason To ensure that noise is kept within acceptable limits in the interests of 
residential amenity

15 No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied before the works to 
improve the public highway by means of a ghost island right turn lane junction with 
pedestrian refuge islands (as shown indicatively on Drawing Number NTT/2394/100) 
have been certified complete by the Local Planning Authority.

To ensure the provision of safe and adequate means of access to the permitted 
development.

16 The permitted development shall not be occupied until a Travel Plan has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Those parts of 
the approved Travel Plan that are identified therein as being capable of 
implementation before occupation shall be implemented in accordance with the 
timetable contained therein and shall continue to be implemented for as long as any 
part of the development is occupied.

Reason: In order that the permitted development conforms to the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework, by ensuring that access to the site is 
sustainable and that there is a reduced dependency on the private car for journeys to 
and from the development.

17 Before the end of the first planting/seeding season following the occupation/first use 
of any part of the development hereby permitted, all soft landscape works shall have 
been carried out in accordance with the approved soft landscaping details. 

Reason: Soft landscaping and tree planting make an important contribution to the 
development and its assimilation with its surroundings and in accordance with Policy 
EN1 of the adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

18 Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied/brought into use, 
the works to provide the boundary treatments shall have been completed in 
accordance with the approved boundary treatment scheme. 



Reason: To provide a satisfactory appearance to any boundary treatments and by 
screening rear from public view, in the interests of the privacy and amenity of the 
occupants of the proposed dwellings and in accordance with Policy EN1 of the 
adopted South Kesteven Core Strategy (July 2010).

Ongoing Conditions

19 Within a period of five years from the first occupation of the final dwelling/unit of the 
development hereby permitted, any trees or plants provided as part of the approved 
soft landscaping scheme, die or become, in the opinion of the Local Planning 
Authority, seriously damaged or defective, shall be replaced in the first planting 
season following any such loss with a specimen of the same size and species as 
was approved in condition above unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a reasonable 
standard of landscape in accordance with the approved designs.

Standard Note(s) to Applicant:

1 In reaching the decision the Council has worked with the applicant in a positive and 
proactive manner by determining the application without undue delay. As such it is 
considered that the decision is in accordance with paras 38 of the National Planning 
Policy Framework. 

2 Any reserved matters applications should score well in the Building For Life 12 test 
and ensure that views towards St Wulfram’s Church and St Vincent’s Church from 
the existing site entrance from Somerby Hill remain unobstructed and that new 
opportunities for public views towards St Wulfram’s and St Vincent’s are created. 

3 The Highway Authority advise All roads within the development hereby permitted 
must be constructed to an engineering standard equivalent to that of adoptable 
highways. Those roads that are to be put forward for adoption as public highways 
must be constructed in accordance with the Lincolnshire County Council 
Development Road Specification that is current at the time of construction and the 
developer will be required to enter into a legal agreement with the Highway Authority 
under Section 38 of the Highways Act 1980. Those roads that are not to be 
voluntarily put forward for adoption as public highways, may be subject to action by 
the Highway Authority under Section 219 (the Advance Payments code) of the 
Highways Act 1980.

Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable
Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable
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