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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
Applicant: Simon Boon Homes Ltd, Shiremoor, Mill Lane, Cotterstock, 

Peterborough, PE8 5HH
Agent: Mr S Machen, Barmach Ltd, 22 Charlotte Way, Peterborough, 

PE3 9ES
Application Type: Full Planning Permission
Reason for Referral to 
Committee:

S106 financial contribution

Key Issues: Principle of development
Impact on the character of the area and the setting of heritage assets
Impact on residential amenity
Highway issues
Ecology
Drainage

Technical Documents: Planning, Design & Access Statement
Tree report
Topographical survey
Heritage Statement

Report Author

Phil Jordan, Senior Development Management Planner

 01476 406074

 p.jordan@southkesteven.gov.uk

Corporate Priority: Decision type: Wards:

Growth Regulatory Stamford St Mary's

Reviewed by: Sylvia Bland, Head of Development Management 23 January 2020

Recommendation (s) to the decision maker (s)

That the application be approved conditionally

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
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Addendum to Committee Report S19/1519

1 Introduction

1.1 Members will recall that this application was previously discussed at the Planning 
Committee meeting on 8 January 2020 (report and additional items paper at Appendix 1). 
At the meeting, the Committee resolved it was minded to refuse the application contrary to 
officer recommendation. Those Members who voted for the proposition were required to 
submit their reasons for refusal for consideration at the next meeting which are considered 
further below.

1.2 The relevant minutes of that meeting were as follows:

Members felt that the development would have a detrimental impact on the historic views 
of Stamford and were concerned that Stamford needed more affordable housing than the 
development provided for.  

The Head of Development Management advised that permitted development rights could 
be removed to ensure there was sympathetic screening and soft landscaping and 
boundary treatments for perpetuity to retain and enhance the historic views of Stamford as 
well as building materials only be approved that ensured the development blended into the 
site and not be eye catching so as to spoil the view.

It was proposed and seconded that Members were minded to refuse the application.  The 
Head of Development Management stated that she was not able to accept the reasons for 
refusal as defensible planning reasons. As the proposition to refuse the application was 
contrary to officer recommendations and the Head of Development Management did not 
consider the proposed reasons for refusal were sufficient, the cooling off period set out in 
Article 9.1.9 (c) of the Council’s Constitution was invoked.  In accordance with the 
Constitution, a recorded vote was taken:

For: Councillors Bisnauthsing, Dilks (2)

Against: None

Abstain: Councillors Adams, Benn, Clack, Exton, Milnes, Judy Smith (6)

The vote was carried and those Committee members who voted in favour of refusal of the 
application had five working days to provide the Head of Development Management with 
the planning reasons for their view, together with supporting evidence. The application 
would be placed on the agenda for consideration at the next meeting of the Planning 
Committee when the Head of Development Management would provide her opinion on 
whether the reasons advanced were substantial enough for the authority to defend the 
decision at an inquiry.  In light of any additional information, the Committee would then be 
empowered to determine the application without being fettered by their vote at the 
previous meeting.



2 Site History

2.1 During the meeting there was some discussion regarding the site history and relevant 
policy context against which each application had been assessed. The table below 
provides further detail of the previous applications, outcomes and relevant policies for the 
site.

Planning application Relevant planning 
policy at time

Outcome Notes

S13/3322 - Residential 
development comprising 48 
houses and associated 
parking spaces and 
garages together with 
access road and turning 
areas, open space and 
landscaping, foul water 
pumping station, surface 
water balancing pond and 
open space

Core Strategy (July 
2010)

SAP DPD (April 2014) – 
land allocated for 50 
dwellings Policy STM1a

NPPF (2012)

Refused by committee – 
decision date 30 May 
2014

Appeal dismissed 4 
June 2015

Full details of 
development and 
consultation of SAP 
DPD including the 
Inspector’s 
examination report 
available on SKDC 
website.

S14/3078 - Residential 
development comprising 29 
houses and associated 
parking spaces and 
garages together with 
access road and turning 
areas, open space and 
landscaping, foul water 
pumping station, surface 
water balancing pond and 
open space

Core Strategy (July 
2010)

SAP DPD (April 2014) – 
land allocated for 50 
dwellings Policy STM1a

NPPF (2012)

Refused by committee – 
decision date 9 
February 2017

Appeal allowed – 9 
March 2018

Original application 
for 39 dwellings 
amended to 29 
during the lifetime of 
the application.

S18/1207 - Erection of 5 
detached houses

Core Strategy (July 
2010)

SAP DPD (April 2014) – 
land allocated for 50 
dwellings Policy STM1a

NPPF (2018)

Local Plan (2011 – 
2036) submitted for 
examination

Approved by committee 
2 April 2019 – decision 
date 19 July 2019

Application on west 
half of the site which 
has since been 
implemented.

At this stage the site 
was not included in 
the emerging Local 
Plan following 
S14/3078 appeal 
decision being 
allowed.

S19/1519 - Erection of 3 
detached, 2 semi-detached 
and 3 terraced dwellings 
with site access, car 
parking and turning areas

Core Strategy (July 
2010)

SAP DPD (April 2014) – 
land allocated for 50 
dwellings Policy STM1a

NPPF (2018)

Local Plan (2011 – 
2036) post examination 
to be adopted

Planning Committee 
minded to refuse 
application at 8th 
January 2020 meeting

Since the January 
committee and 
receipt of the 
Planning Inspector’s 
letter confirming 
acceptance of main 
modifications to 
Local Plan – full 
weight can be 
attributed to the new 
Local Plan post 
adoption on 30 
January 2020.



3 South Kesteven Local Plan 2011-2036

3.1 Since the January Planning Committee, the Council has received the Planning Inspector’s 
final report following examination of the new Local Plan. The report concludes that 
following the inclusion of the recommended main modifications, the plan would meet the 
criteria for soundness in the National Planning Policy Framework. The new Local Plan is 
due to be adopted on 30 January and following adoption full weight would be attributed to 
the policies in that plan. A summary of the relevant policies are listed below and the 
application is considered against those policies in advance of the Planning Committee 
meeting on 5 February.

4 Principle of Development

4.1 The key change with regards to the principle of development is that the site is no longer 
allocated within the new Local Plan. However, the location of the site is within a 
substantially built up frontage and within the built-up part of Stamford which is a 
sustainable location and a focus for growth. The proposal would also not extend the 
settlement any further than the adjacent residential properties to the east and those under 
construction to the west and would be linked to the main town with improved pedestrian 
connections. 

4.2 It is accepted the site is greenfield, but the DEFRA agricultural land classification maps do 
not show the land to be within the “best and most versatile agricultural land” category as 
afforded protection by new Local Plan Policy SP1. The requirement of Policy SP2 that 
development should not compromise the nature and character of the existing settlements 
nor the amenity of the occupiers of neighbouring properties is discussed in more detail 
below.

4.3 The material consideration of the previous permission (S14/3078) for 29 dwellings on this 
site remains, although it is accepted that the permission is no longer extant through the 
implementation of permission S18/1207. In the appeal decision for S14/3078 the Inspector 
stated (paragraph 19): “I have seen no substantive evidence to suggest that the principal 
of housing is not acceptable on this site. However, given the nature of the site, it is 
inevitable that development would result in a change to the character of the area.” The 
principle of developing this site for residential use is therefore considered to be acceptable 
and in accordance with new Local Plan Policies SP1, SP2 and SP3.

5 Impact on the Character of the Area and the Setting of Heritage Assets

5.1 The impact of the proposal on the character of the area, including the setting of heritage 
assets, was previously considered under the all encompassing Core Strategy Policy EN1. 
The assessment was that the proposal would result in a minor degree of harm to the 
setting of Stamford and various identified heritage assets. The relevant provisions from 
Core Strategy Policy EN1 are found across the following policies in the new Local Plan: 
Policy SP2 (Settlement Hierarchy); Policy EN1 (Landscape Character); Policy EN3 (Green 
Infrastructure); Policy EN6 (The Historic Environment) and Policy DE1 (Promoting Good 
Quality Design). 



5.2 The scheme is considered to be well designed and responds to the local distinctiveness, 
vernacular and character of the existing built form in the area. As previously assessed 
under the Core Strategy Policies the proposal would result in a minor degree of harm to 
the setting of Stamford and various identified heritage assets. The proposal would also 
result in the diversion of two well used public footpaths through a residential development, 
albeit for a short distance. As such the previously identified conflict with Core Strategy 
Policy EN1 and SAP Policy SMT1a is reflected through the same conflict with new Local 
Plan Policies SP2, EN3 and EN6. That conflict is required to be considered against the 
public benefits of the scheme and other material considerations in the planning balance.

6 Affordable Housing and Housing Need

6.1 New Local Plan Policy H2 requires all sites of 11 or more dwellings (or greater 1,000 sqm 
of gross floorspace) to provide 30% affordable housing in Stamford. The application site in 
this instance has been considered alongside the adjacent site with consent to the west 
and together propose 13 dwellings. Policy H2 does allow for off-site affordable housing 
contributions and the negotiated amount of £595,931 (3 dwellings) to be used towards the 
provision of an affordable 'Extra Care' housing development in Stamford is considered to 
meet the requirements of Policy H2.

6.2 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2014) does indicate the need for some larger 
dwellings (15-20%) and also for extra care accommodation to meet the needs of the 
ageing population. The development would contribute to both of those identified needs 
and is therefore considered to meet the requirements of Policy H4.

7 Impact on Residential Amenity

7.1 The impacts of the scheme on the residential amenity of both the future occupiers and the 
existing neighbouring properties have been assessed as being acceptable. There are no 
new policies in the new Local Plan that raise any new policy implications beyond those 
considered in the original assessment of the application.

8 Highway issues

8.1 The Local Plan Policy does not raise any new policy implications regarding highway or 
traffic generation beyond those considered in the original assessment of the application.

9 Ecology and Drainage

9.1 New Local Plan Policies EN2 (Protecting Biodiversity and Geodiversity) and EN5 (Water 
Environment and Flood Risk Management) do not raise any new policy implications 
beyond those considered in the original assessment of the application.



10 Planning Balance and Conclusion

10.1 The planning balance and conclusion remain as per the previous officer report. That is that 
the public benefits (provision of market housing, affordable housing contribution, improved 
pedestrian connections, short term economic construction benefits) and the material 
considerations (NPPF paragraph 68c “great weight to the benefits of using suitable sites 
within existing settlements for homes”, previous permission (S14/3078) on the site) 
outweigh any conflict with the new Local Plan Policies. The officer recommendation 
remains as previously set-out in the additional items report in Appendix 1.

11 Reasons for Refusal Assessment

11.1 Following the resolution to refuse the application at the 8 January 2020 meeting of the 
Planning Committee, Cllr Dilks and Cllr Bisnauthsing have submitted reasons for refusal.

11.2 In line with paragraph 9.1.9 (c)(v) of Article 9 of the Council’s Constitution, this report sets 
out the reasons for refusal together with the Head of Development Management’s opinion 
on whether the reasons advanced are substantial enough for the authority to defend the 
decision at an Inquiry. 

11.3 The reasons put forward have been assessed against the policies in the Council’s new 
Local Plan 2011 – 2036 to be adopted on 30 January.

11.4 Proposed Reason 1:
11.4.1 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.

11.5 Comments of Head of Development Management:
11.5.1 This is a matter of planning judgment and the conclusion reached, despite contrary to the 

officer’s recommendation, is not considered to be unreasonable and could be defended at 
an appeal. It is suggested to Member’s that if accepted this reason for refusal should 
include reference to the new Local Plan policies as follows:

“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.”



11.6 Proposed Reason 2:
11.6.1 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.

11.7 Comments of Head of Development Management
11.7.1 The proposed reason makes reference to a policy from the old development plan which 

will no longer hold weight in the decision-making process. The harm to the Conservation 
Area is effectively picked up in reason 1 in any case.

11.8 Proposed Reason 3:
11.8.1 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.

11.9 Comments of Head of Development Management:
11.9.1 This reason effectively picks up on the harm identified in the officer’s report to the rural 

setting of Stamford and the diversion of the footpath. In order to consider this reason 
defensible at appeal, Members are advised that the reason should reflect the new Local 
Plan policies and clarify that other material considerations do not outweigh the conflict. It is 
suggested to Member’s that if accepted this reason for refusal should include reference to 
the new Local Plan policies as follows:

“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.”

11.10 Proposed Reason 4:
11.10.1 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.

11.11 Comments of Head of Development Management:
11.11.1 As discussed in the officer’s report, although the site is not allocated in the new Local 

Plan, there are other policies and material considerations that would support the principle 
of development of the site. The fact the site is not allocated in the new Local Plan is not in 
its own right considered to be a defensible reason for refusal.

11.12 Proposed Reason 5:
11.12.1 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.  

11.12.2 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.

11.12.3 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.

11.12.4 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.

11.12.5 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,  

11.12.6 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.”

11.12.7 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.

11.12.8 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.

11.12.9 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.



11.13 Comments of Head of Development Management:
11.13.1 The reasons that relate to the harm to heritage assets and the public right of way are 

effectively picked up in reasons 1 and 3 above. The need for this type of housing, 
including the extra care contribution, is covered in the officer’s report and is considered to 
comply with new Local Plan policy H4 and therefore would not be considered to be 
defensible at appeal.

12 Conclusion

12.1 In reaching a decision on the application, Members must consider the proposals in the 
round and carry out a balancing exercise to consider the harm that might arise from the 
disbenefits of the proposals against the benefits of the development. In addition, the 
Committee should consider the weight that it attributes to the benefits and disbenefits of 
the proposals. In doing so, the Committee should have regard to other relevant local and 
national policies together with the weight that can be attributed to them.  

12.2 In conclusion, and in line with the Council’s Constitution, the Head of Development 
Management has considered fully the written reasons for refusal provided by the 
Councillors who wished to refuse the application. The Head of Development Management 
considers that the proposed reasons 1 and 3 (with amended wording) would be defensible 
at appeal.

Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable


