Agenda Item 4
Planning Committee
25 November 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 25 November 2020, that was received after the Agenda was published.

S19/1475
Proposal: Erection of 31 affordable dwellings and associated works including access and landscaping.
Site Address: Land Off Cherryholt Road, Cherryholt Road, Stamford, PE9 2EP
Summary of Information Received:
A further letter has been received, sent on behalf of the applicants, that considers the reason for refusal
highlighted in the main report that is considered substantive enough to be defended through an appeal.
The proposed development would result in the loss of an important green space which makes a positive
contribution to the character of the area and would result in harm to the setting of the Grade 1 St Leonards
Priory. In this instance, the benefits associated with the provision of 31 affordable dwellings are not
justifiable and are not considered to outweigh the harm that would be caused. This would be contrary to the
SKDC Local Plan Policies EN1, EN3 and EN6 and there are no other overriding material considerations
that indicate otherwise.
The letter essentially considers that there is no policy conflict with policies EN1 and EN3. It also suggests
that because Historic England have not objected to the proposal and that because significant weight should
be afforded to the benefits of 31 affordable dwellings, the stated reason for refusal is unreasonable.
Officer comment:
Although the officer recommendation remains one of approval, the suggested reason for refusal is not
considered to be unreasonable and could be defended through an appeal.
Whether the proposal complies with Policy EN1 is a matter of judgement. The policy requires landscape
character assessments to be considered, but these are not the only consideration when assessing a
development proposal in it’s context. The policy requires development to 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” Given the location of the site in the
context of the wider meadows and the harm identified to the setting of St Leonard’s Priory and loss of a
greenfield site, it is not unreasonable to conclude that there is conflict with Policy EN1.
In relation to Policy EN3, the policy seeks to maintain and improve the green infrastructure network by
“enhancing, creating and managing green space within and around settlements that are well connected to
each other and the wider countryside.” The supporting notes are clear that connectivity does not just relate
to public access, it can also include the benefits of connecting ecological networks and habitats. The policy
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also requires proposals that cause loss or harm to this network to be weighed against the benefits of the
scheme.
The proposal would result in the loss of a significant amount of greenfield land. Although the proposal
would provide some public open space and public access to the site, which are public benefits, it is not
unreasonable to consider the loss of a significant amount of greenfield land in this urban context to be in
conflict with Policy EN3.
Regarding Policy EN6, the lack of objection from Historic England does not mean they support the scheme
and they have still identified there would be harm to the setting of a Grade I listed building. Case law has
established that any harm, regardless of whether this is substantial or less than substantial, must be
afforded considerable importance and weight in any decision making balance. All heritage consultees and
the applicant’s heritage report accept there would be harm to the setting of the Grade I St Leonard’s Priory.
The benefits attached to the provision of affordable housing are well documented and members should also
afford significant weight to these.
In summary, whilst officers continue to recommend approval, it is not unreasonable for members of the
committee to reach a different conclusion and the stated reason above is still considered to be substantive
enough to be defended through an appeal.
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Agenda Item 5
Planning Committee
25 November 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 25 November 2020, that was received after the Agenda was published.

S20/0632
Proposal: Change of use of the site for dog exercise areas, obedience / agility classes, provision of fencing
to dog training areas , hardstanding area for customer parking and the demolition of the existing stables
buildings
Site Address: 17 Eastgate, Deeping St James
Summary of Information Received:
Additional representations received:
Since this application was first considered by Planning Committee on 30 September 2020, a further 61
representations have been received, all objecting to the proposal. This is the number of total
representations received, with some likely to be from the same household.
The additional representations received since 30th September are noted however are not considered to
raise any new issues that were not considered within the report to 30 September Planning Committee.
Cllr Dilks refusal reasons:
The report includes refusal reasons proposed by Cllr Crawford, Cllr Bisnauthsing and Cllr Dilks. The refusal
reasons proposed by Cllr Dilks are included within the report, however the supporting text to the refusal
reasons was not included. This is set out in full below:
Background:
The strong material planning grounds for refusal focus mainly on the failure of the application to comply
with South Kesteven District Council’s current Local Plan adopted earlier this year - as well as being not in
accordance with aspects of the NPPF.
These reasons address the two major areas of concern raised by myself and members of the Planning
Committee before we voted unanimously with eight votes for ‘minded to refuse’, no votes against ‘minded
to refuse’ and one abstention (Cllr Selby on grounds that he had not visited the site):
1.
2.

Potential damage to the character of Back Lane which is recognised as of historic importance and
designated in the emerging Deepings Neighbourhood Plan to become a Protected Green Lane.
Loss of local residential amenity of a substantial number of neighbours and potential damage to
community cohesion.
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Detailed reasons for refusal:
Reason 1. The increase in traffic and construction of a car park is not in keeping with a traditional
single-track green lane listed as having historic importance in the Historic Urban Survey
commissioned by Historic England and Lincolnshire County Council
Reason 2. Not in accordance with Policy SP1: Spatial Strategy
SP1 states that the Local Plan strategy is to ‘deliver sustainable growth, including…job creation…to
support local residents and goes on to state:
Development should create strong, sustainable. cohesive and inclusive communities…
•

No evidence has been provided suggesting any new jobs would be created should the application be
approved.

•

No evidence has been provided that the application would support local residents. The level of
objections to date (77) by local residents, many concerned at their loss of amenity potentially caused
by noise nuisance and disturbance demonstrates the contrary. Objections to the application by local
residents far outweighs the level of support registered for the application by a multiple of more than
25.

(Could our officers please clarify for members how many of the 77 registers of objection came from ‘local
residents’ and whether the three registering support were also ‘local residents’).
•

Approval would see training of groups of dogs on the site seven days a week and up to 11-plus hours
a day on land as close as 16 metres from the nearest residential property and within barking distance
of dozens of others - including all 50+ residential properties on Stephens Way and many more on
Eastgate. This would be more likely to damage rather than build a cohesive and inclusive community:

Reason 3. Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy SP4: Development on the Edge of Settlements..
•

The proposed development is on a site that is cannot be described as Open Countryside, so more
likely to fall under SP4 than SP5: the site is effectively in the back garden of a residential property on
an established residential street of a village, with a more recent development of 50+ houses,
bungalows and flats built as close as 16 metres from the proposed site.

•

This historic burgage system of tenure which was particular to settlements and which is believed to
applied in the Eastgate area further supports the premise that the site is not in Open Countryside.

•

SP4 states that to be supported, proposals for development on the Edge of a Settlement…MUST
(meet all the following criteria a-f): Specifically, this application fails to meet at least four of the
required criteria:

SP4 Criteria a: Demonstrate clear evidence of substantial support from the local community through
an appropriate, thorough and proportionate pre-application community consultation exercise.
Where this cannot be determined, support (or otherwise) should be sought from the Town or Parish
Council or Neighbourhood Plan Group based upon material planning considerations…
•

No evidence, clear or otherwise has been demonstrated of substantial support from the local
community. The clear evidence is to the contrary.

•

No evidence has been demonstrated that a pre-ap community consultation exercise has taken place.

•

However, BOTH Deeping St James Parish Council and the Deepings Neighbourhood Plan Group
have made objections against the application in the strongest possible terms and based on material
planning considerations.
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SP4 Criteria b: be…appropriate in….character to the setting and area…
SP4 Criteria d: …be appropriate to the landscape, environmental and heritage characteristic of the
area.
•

The area typically provides paddocks and stabling for horses and donkeys. The training of dogs is
neither compatible with this activity, nor appropriate in character to the setting and area.

•

The application requires a car park to be constructed off Back Lane, a single-track country lane which
is regarded as a heritage asset and subject to proposals in the emerging Deepings Neighbourhood
Plan to be given ‘Green Lane’ protection.

•

Whilst not yet approved (largely due to the current pandemic), the Deepings Neighbourhood Plan is
at an advanced stage and deserves to be given appropriate weight: an Inspector has ‘examined’ the
Draft Plan and inspected areas of concern over two days and not raised any issues on its proposal for
Back Lane to be protected as a Green Lane

SP4 Criteria f: to enable the delivery of essential infrastructure to support growth proposals
•

No evidence has been presented suggesting that the application is essential to this site so close as it
is to many residential properties. On the contrary, there is a similar established business offering
training and exercising of dogs within The Deepings and within two miles of Eastgate, but in a much
more suitable site for this type of activity less likely to cause nuisance to neighbours, damage to
community cohestion, and with no traffic issues

Reason 4. Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy SP5: Development in the Open Countryside
Development in the Open Countryside will be limited to that which has an essential need to be
located outside of the existing built-form of a settlement…
•

SP5 does not apply as the application is clearly not to develop land that could be regarded as Open
Countryside: the site is is within 16 metres of the nearest residential property and within barking
distance of dozens more (see SP1 above)

•

However, there is also no evidence that the application if approved, would provide an essential need
to this particular location, (see SP5 para.f above).

Reason 5. Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy E7: Rural Economy
Proposals for the following types of small business schemes will be supported, provided that it is
demonstrated that the business will help to support or regenerate the rural economy…
Proposals must demonstrate that they meet all of the following criteria…
…c …will not negatively impact on existing neighbouring uses through noise, traffic…
•

No evidence has been offered to demonstrate that approval of this application would help support or
regenerate the rural economy. On the contrary, being as close as 16 metres from the nearest
residential property and close to many others, there would be a clear negative impact on existing
neighbouring uses – ie on normal residential living should the application be approved.

•

Allowing dog training classes - for up to 11 hours on weekdays and six hours on Sundays - and
construction of a car park on the historic retreat that is the single track Back Lane would clearly
encourage an increase in vehicular traffic and have a negative impact on existing neighbouring uses
including dog walkers, leisure walkers and cyclists who currently and historically have enjoyed
unfettered enjoyment of a relatively traffic-free environment.

•

If the application were to be approved, as the business potentially grows, the negative impact on
existing neighbouring uses through noise and traffic would inevitably increase multiplying all the
issues raised ie:
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increased potential nuisance,
increased loss of residential amenity,
increased traffic generation on Back Lane and
increased damage to community cohesion and the character of the area.
Reason 6. Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy DE1: Promoting Good Quality Design
…all development proposals will be required to:
a)

Make a positive contribution to the…character of the area….and not have an adverse impact
on the streetscene…

b)

Ensure there is no adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring users in terms of noise….

For reasons stated above, it is clear that approval of the application would
•

Make a negative rather than a positive contribution to the character of the area.

•

Have an adverse impact on the streetscene in terms of undesirability of a car park on currently open
land

•

Have a detrimental and adverse impact on the amenity of neighbouring users – ie neighbouring
residents and users of Back Lane –

Reason 7. Not in accordance with the NPPF, specifically
Paragraph 127.
Planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments:
a)

will... add to the overall quality of the area…

•

Far from adding to the overall quality of the area, the evidence is to the contrary.

c)

are sympathetic to local character and history…

•

The application is less than sympathetic to the local character and history of the last ‘green lane’ in
the largest village in South Kesteven. Construction of a car park and increased traffic potentially
generated on an unsuitable single-track road up to eleven hours a day and six hours on Sundays
would damage both local character and history.

Reason 8. Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy EN1: Landscape Character
Development must be appropriate to the character and significant natural, historic and cultural
attributes of the landscape within which it is situated and contribute to its conservation,
enhancement and restoration…
•

The landscape within which the application site is situated is clearly not open countryside but rather
edge of village in character and the proposed use is not appropriate and would not contribute to its
conservation, enhancement or restoration.

•

Likewise, approval of the application would damage rather than enhance the historic and cultural
character of the only remaining ‘green lane’ in the largest village in South Kesteven.
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Agenda Item 8
Planning Committee
25 November 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 25 November 2020, that was received after the Agenda was published.

S20/0534
Proposal: Erection of single storey side and rear extension (part retrospective) (Revised scheme of
S19/1734 & S19/2242)
Site Address: 78 Denton Avenue, Grantham
Summary of Information Received:
Condition 1 is proposed to be amended as below, with the timeframe for completion of the works to be
taken from the date of the appeal decision, not the date the Enforcement Notice was issued. This results in
the timeframe for completion to be 2 June 2021 (9 months from 2 September).
Proposed amendment to Condition 1:
Time limit for completion
1.

The development hereby permitted shall be completed in full by 02 June 2021.
Reason: As the proposal is retrospective and considered to be harmful to neighbouring residential
amenity and in order for the development to be completed in a timely manner as set out in Section 91
of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).
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Agenda Item 10
Planning Committee
25 November 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 25 November 2020, that was received after the Agenda was published.

S20/1192
Proposal: Erection of 14 industrial units including storage, warehouse and associated works.
Site Address: The Bungalow, Northfield Road, Market Deeping
Summary of Information Received:
Following changes to the use class order which place use B1 (offices and industrial processes suitable for
a residential area) within the new wider E class, it is proposed to update condition 13 as follows:
13

Notwithstanding the provisions of Schedule 2, Parts 3 and 4 of the Town and Country Planning
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any order revoking or re-enacting that
Order with or without modification), the premises shall only be used for the purposes specified below
and for no other purpose unless Planning Permission for a new use of the premises has been granted
by the Local Planning Authority:
- Use permitted by Classes B1/E(g) only and B8 of the Town and Country Planning (Use Classes)
Order 1987 (as amended)
Officer comment – This is considered necessary as the Local Planning Authority would wish to have
further control over the type of uses that could occupy these industrial units. For example, the wider
uses now permitted under the E class include retail, restaurants, nurseries and sports/ recreation
uses which would all need further consideration at this location.
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