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Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director —

Planning to GRANT planning permission,
subject to conditions.
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SOUTH
KESTEVEN
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COUNCIL

Minutes

Planning Committee
Thursday, 14 March 2024, 1.00 pm

Council Chamber — South
Kesteven House, St.Peter’s Hill,
NG31 6PZ

Committee Members present
Councillor Charmaine Morgan (Vice-Chairman)

Councillor Harrish Bisnauthsing
Councillor Pam Byrd
Councillor Helen Crawford
Councillor Paul Fellows
Councillor Phil Gadd
Councillor Tim Harrison
Councillor Penny Milnes
Councillor Vanessa Smith
Councillor Sarah Trotter
Councillor Paul Wood
Councillor Nick Robins

Cabinet Members present
Councillor Phil Dilks (Cabinet Member for Planning and Housing)
Officers

Emma Whittaker (Assistant Director of Planning)

Phil Jordan (Development Management & Enforcement Manager)
Adam Murray (Principal Development Management Planner)
Venezia Ross — Gilmore (Senior Planning Officer)

Martha Rees (Legal Advisor)

Amy Pryde (Democratic Services Officer)

105. Register of attendance and apologies for absence

Apologies for absence had been received from Councillor David Bellamy and
Councillor lan Stokes.

Councillor Nick Robins substituted for Councillor David Bellamy.
106. Disclosure of interests

Councillor Paul Wood declared that he had called in application S23/2004,
however, he came to the meeting with an open mind.



107.

108.

Minutes of the meeting held on 8 February 2024

The minutes of the meeting held on 8 February 2024 were proposed, seconded and
AGREED as a correct record.

Application S23/2004

Proposal: Change of use from agricultural land to use as a
residential caravan site for 1 gypsy / traveller family
group on 7 pitches, comprising of 10 touring
caravans and 10 static caravans, erection of 10
utility buildings and 7 stable blocks with ancillary
paddock land, formation of new access,
hardstanding for parking and the installation of a
package sewage treatment plant (Resubmission of

S22/1022).
Location: Meadow View, Marshall Way, Foston.
Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions
and the completion of a Section 106 Agreement.

Noting comments in the public speaking session by:

Foston Parish Council:  Councillor Tracey Gardner
Against: Christina Lees

Together with:

o Provisions within South Kesteven Local Plan 2011-2036, Foston
Neighborhood Development Plan 2016-2026, Design Guidelines for Rutland
and South Kesteven Supplementary Planning Document.

o Provisions within National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Planning

Policy for Traveler Sites (PPTS) AND South Kesteven Local Plan Review

2021-2041 (Regulation 18 Draft).

No comments received from Anglian Water.

No comments received from Cadent Gas.

Comments received from Foston Parish Council.

Comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Education).

Comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Highways & SuDS)

No comments received from Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue.

No comments received from Lincolnshire Crime Prevention Officer.

Comments received from Long Bennington Parish Council.

No comments received from Ministry of Defence.

No comments received from National Highways.

Comments received from NHS Lincolnshire ICB.

Comments received from SKDC Environmental protection Officer.



o No comments received from Witham and Humber Internal Drainage Board.
During questions to Public Speakers, Members commented on:

o Whether the air pollution statistics were accurate and reliable.
o It was queried as to whether any horses had been seen on the site.

The Public Speaker stated that 2 horses had been seen on the site.

o It was confirmed that there was not a public footpath from the site to Foston.
o Whether the site was sufficient in terms of drainage and grazing for horses.

Concern was raised on the suitability of the site for the horses in relation to flooding
and wet land.

(Councillor Tim Harrison joined the meeting at 13:30, he did not participate in the
debate or vote.)

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o Further clarification was sought around the air pollution readings. Concern
was raised on the levels of Nitrogen Dioxide provided in the evidence.

The Planning Officer confirmed that the study was desk-based and looked into
pollutant concentrations recorded elsewhere in Grantham. The Environmental
Protection Team were satisfied with the evidence provided.

Members were reminded that Grantham was included within the Air Quality
Management Area, which extended to the site.

o One Member queried the weight given to the Council not having a 5-year
gypsy/traveller provision, the current occupation of the site and the
assumption that the occupants of the site may have to live road-side.

The Planning Officer highlighted that there were no alternative allocated sites for
gypsy/traveller communities within the District. The Planning Policy Statement
outlined the significant weight that should be given to an authority, where a 5-year
supply could not be demonstrated.

The Assistant Director noted that although the site bordered the A1 Road, other
Lincolnshire authorities lacked the provision for gypsy and traveller sites. The new
Local Plan evidence outlined the need for 40 gypsy and traveller sites between
2021 and 2041.

o What weight had been given to Foston Neighbourhood Plans.

Full weight had been given to Foston Neighbourhood Plan in the consideration
phase of the application alongside relevant policies.



The Assistant Director of Planning clarified that Regulation 18 of the consultation
plan carried no weight and was in early draft form. Members were requested to give
regard to the evidence that would underpin the policy.

The plan adopted in 2020, included a policy requiring an early review of the Local
Plan, due to the Council not having adequate supply for gypsy/traveller site
provision and the Council’s evidence was not up to date.

o It was queried as to whether the local community were in support of the
application.

o One Member discussed the need to promote sustainable transport links.

The Planning Officer informed the Committee that section 6 of the report detailed
representations from publicity. Generally, representations from members of the
public were overwhelmingly objecting to the scheme.

Sustainable transport links was a matter relating to the different policy factors in
place; part of this was directing development to the correct locations. The Council’s
Planning Policy Statement required traveller site to not dominate the settled
community.

o It was queried whether the Strategic Housing Marketing Settlement covered
gypsy and traveller pitches. It was confirmed that gypsy and traveller sites
were not covered.

o Whether the removal of domestic waste came into planning considerations.

It was confirmed that domestic waste was not a primary planning consideration and
arrangements would need to be made separately with the Council.

o Whether potential residents for the site would make any contribution to South
Kesteven District Council funds, if the application be granted.

The potential residents of the site would be required to pay Council Tax.

o Whether a biodiversity report had been carried out before the hardstanding
was installed as this may have affected the net gain.

An ecological appraisal was not carried out and the site proposed was not covered
by the Environmental Act and therefore did not need to provide a 10% biodiversity
net gain. A policy within the Local Plan requested biodiversity net gain, where
possible.

o One Member noted that the current occupants of the site utilised facilities in
Newark.

Members requested the Gypsy Liaison Officer's comments.



o It was queried whether the applicant’s of the site were included within the
people that were assessed for the needs assessment.

Welfare assessments were undertaken during enforcement checks on the sites.
Planning also complete work on traveller counts in all gypsy and traveller sites on a
biannual basis. The Council were not required to check any family connections.

o Clarification was sought around the additional 7 pitches and 10 utility blocks
proposed.

The Planning Officer confirmed that the proposal was suited to multiple facets to the
family group that were occupying those pitches.

o Concern was raised that the proposal did not comply with SD1 and SP5. It
was queried whether the proposed development was within open countryside
and should be considered.

It was clarified that the proposal was within open countryside and was assessed
against policy SP5 within the Local Plan, a conflict with an element of the policy had
been identified.

o A query was raised on who had the ownership of the ditch surrounding the
site.

The intention for surface water drainage was through infiltration within the site.
Exceedances of flood water would be through the adjacent ditch, which was within
the ownership of Highways.

o Whether the proposed site would be a suitable gypsy and traveller site, if it
hadn’t already been occupied. It was further questioned if the current
occupants would have a short-term alternative arrangement if the site had to
go through an assessment.

The Assistant Director of Planning clarified that the Written Ministerial Statement
stated that retrospective applications were not required to be approved, simply
because it was occupied.

A site assessment was deemed unnecessary by Officers, due to the suitability of
the site being assessed against the policies within the current Local Plan.

Policy H5 was written in a permissive manner to allow sites to come forward,
provided they were suitable and met the criteria in the policy.

o Whether any standards were in place on minimum requirement for the space
in which a horse is kept.



There were no standards in place for animals and the number of animals on site
was not within planning control.

o What weight planning should give in response to the noise and health and
wellbeing of occupants and children in terms of living conditions.

The Planning Officer confirmed that the external noise level slightly exceeded
guidance, which should be considered.

o One Member further queried whether the application should comply with all 5
sections of policy H5.

o Clarification was sought around the number of static caravans and touring
caravans in conjunction with the conditions in the recommendation.

o Why a S106 agreement had not been reached and why enforcement had
been ignored.

The Planning Officer clarified that the condition covered the amount of caravans
being requested by the applicant. The Council had not issued a stop notice on the
application site, however a temporary stop notice had initially been issued which
stopped development for 28 days. The applicant’s were in no breach of
enforcement notice.

. Whether the internal noise assessment from a similar site was considered in
relation to the opening of windows bringing noise into the caravan.

The proposal on the application had a scheme of mitigation that did not involve
changes to the caravan itself. There was external mitigation in terms of a 1.5m
acoustic fence on a 1.5m acoustic bunding adjacent to the A1, which would make
noise levels within the caravan satisfactory.

o Concern was raised on the proposed fencing around the site and that this may
exclude the occupants from integrating into the local community.

o Whether there may be the opportunity to include additional soft landscaping
within the site.

During debate, the following concerns were raised:

o Unsuitability of the site in relation to the location being within a close proximity
to the Al road, which would impact noise levels (internal and external) and air
pollution.

The appropriateness of living conditions for occupants.

Conflicts of policy H5.

Issues around flooding and drainage.

Sustainability of transport links.

Poor grazing for horses.

Objections from local residents.



Details of the acoustic fencing and bund.

Previous refusal of an application on the site.

Similar sites that had been refused or been to appeal.

Footpath connections to the local village.

That the application went against the advice given in the Written Ministerial
Statement 2015.

One Member suggested a temporary approval, until a more suitable site be
allocated. Moreover, this was not within the Committee’s gift to do.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to REFUSE planning permission, for the following reasons:

Unsuitable site location for a proposed development in terms of noise, air pollution,
access to services and facilities and therefore contrary to policies H5, SP5 and
Foston Neighbourhood Plan.

Unsuitable living conditions outweighed the need for the site.

Informative — unreasonable grazing space for horses

(Councillor Charmaine Morgan and Councillor Vanessa Smith voted against the
proposal).

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to elect Councillor Helen Crawford to act
as Chairman, for the remainder of the meeting.

(The meeting adjourned for 10 minutes)
(Councillor Phil Gadd left the meeting at 15:25)
109. Application S23/1182
This application was withdrawn and was not considered by the Committee.
110. Application S23/2158
Proposal: Planning application for a proposed change of use

of a residential dwellinghouse (Use Class C3) to a
children’s care home (Use Class C2).

Location: Barakat, 52 Saltersford Road, Grantham,
Lincolnshire NG31 7HG.
Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions.
Noting comments in the public speaking session by:

District Ward Councillor: ~ Councillor Charmaine Morgan



Against: Gillian Baker
Applicant Curtis Hambly/Allan Robertson (timeshare)

Together with:

o Provisions within South Kesteven Local Plan 2011-2036 and National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

o No comments received from Lincolnshire County Council Highways.

J Comments received from Londonthorpe and Harrowby Without Parish
Council.

o No comments received from Lincolnshire Police.

Key objections raised by Public Speakers included:

o Contrary to policies.

o That children residing in the home may require therapeutic care, which could
relate to children with significant ongoing behaviourial issues, which could
occur day and/or night.

o Concern was raised on impacts of the community in regard to noise and
disturbance due to the close proximity of the immediate neighbouring
properties.

o The lack of privacy for the children was raised, alongside neighbours being
able to hear conversations from the adjacent property.

o That children in therapeutic care required a high ratio of staff.

o Objectors questioned the overall nature and objectives of the Applicant’s.

During questions to Public Speakers, Members commented on:
o Whether any development or building work had commenced on the site.

The Public Speaker highlighted that building work had commenced as soon as the
keys were obtained. The garden had been landscaped, a new kitchen refitted, and
the property had been plastered. The building work stated was not within breach of
planning control.

o Clarification was sought on which authority would govern the proposed
children’s home and whether the children would have a connection to
Lincolnshire.

The applicant clarified that it would depend on the authority that the children came
from originally. If the child resided within Lincolnshire, it would be Lincolnshire
County Council and Ofsted that would be responsible for the care of the child. The
children’s home would require a license of approval from Ofsted to be withheld, if
the application was approved.

o One Member queried the age range of the children that would reside in the
home and whether the staff turn around would be a one-to-one basis per child.

10



The Public Speaker clarified that a large majority of children placed into care were
0-4 years old.

o Whether the proposal would require any alterations internally, for example,
disabled adaptations.

o Whether the applicant had any specific criteria when purchasing a property for
the use of a children’s home.

It was confirmed that Ofsted had minimum guidelines to follow, whereby a
children’s home should allow children to be inclusive and to feel part of a
community.

One Member noted that the government guide to Children’s Homes Regulations
including quality standards stated that residential childcare should provide a safe
and stimulating environment in high quality buildings, with spaces that support
nurture and allow privacy.

o Whether the applicant felt the site would ensure privacy of the children living in
the home.

The applicant confirmed that Ofsted had agreed to install privacy tints on the
windows and a security gate. It was felt that there was sufficient space in the
garden for the children.

o Whether there was sufficient parking on the site.
o The differences between a C2 use and a normal residential dwelling.

As part of an Ofsted check, the applicant would be required to provide smoke
alarms in every room, fire doors, fire risk assessment, fire extinguishers and
window restrictors.

o It was queried whether there would be any security on the front and back door
of the home for high dependency children that may reside there.

The applicant confirmed that provisions around security would ensure that the gates
would be lockable. The front and back door would not be locked due to fire risk and
to ensure children would not feel secluded in the home.

o It was queried as to whether the children would be transported to specialist
schools and whether this may affect the car parking on the site.

It was clarified that most of the children residing in the home would not go to
mainstream schools due to their age or their ability to cope with the curriculum set
in mainstream schools. Children of school age may be home schooled by the
carers or alternative provision forms of learning. Carers would transport children in
their own cars, therefore, this would not affect the car parking on the site.

11



o One Member queried where the children would eat in the property.

It was proposed that the applicant would utilise living room space to include a dining
room table.

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o Whether the children’s home would be serving local needs close to the
children’s family in order to comply with policy H4, the Ministerial Statement
and the MPPF.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to extend the meeting until the
application had been considered and voted on.

The Planning Officer confirmed that there was a local need. Lincolnshire County
Council were seeking homes to accommodate children going into care. The
Government was committed to supporting development of accommodation for
looking after children and reducing barriers to the provision of this, in the right
locations.

o Whether comments from Lincolnshire County Council had been received on
the local need of the home.

The Planning Officer had confirmed that enquiries had already been sent to the
applicant, and therefore evidenced the local need.

o Whether the Committee should be considering the change of use and amount
of staff attending the property in terms of traffic and parking.

o What weight should be given on the privacy factor of neighbouring houses of
the site.

The Assistant Director of Planning confirmed that the application was for a change

of use, meaning the existing dwelling would overlook neighbours with any occupier

in the house.

In terms of the occupants of the house, it would be conditioned and limited by
number to 3 children maximum and care staff.

(Councillor Vanessa Smith left the meeting at 15:25)

o One Member queried the number of cars (4) that would comfortably park on
the site.

It was confirmed that 3 spaces would park parallel outside of the dwelling and 1
parking space would be behind the gate. The parking would be conditioned.

o Whether the internal alterations would impact the change of use being
considered.

10
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Lincolnshire County Council and Ofsted would deem whether the property was
appropriate for internal alterations in terms of disabled access and disabled
adaptations, if needed.

o Concern was raised on staff change over times and the manoeuvrability of the
car park when staff leave or arrive at the site.

Lincolnshire County Council had been consulted and had not raised any objections.
They had stated that the parking proposed on the site was sufficient, alongside off-
street parking during times of high demand.

During debate, Members commented on:

It was proposed and seconded to GRANT planning permission, subject to
conditions and the addition of parking arrangements to be provided and a
requirement of that to be implemented prior to first use of the property. A further
variation of condition 3 to confirm that only 3 bedrooms would be used for children.

o Concerns of fulfilling the local need, as part of the Local Plan, planning
policies and aspects within the Ministerial Statement.

o Whether a condition could be included on parking arrangements and that the
3 bedrooms maximum are used only, if the application be approved.

This proposal fell.

o Members discussed policy DE1 and ensuring no adverse impact on the
amenity or neighbouring users in regard to noise, lighting, loss of privacy.

o Significant disruption of arriving and departing vehicles at one time, increase
of off-street parking impacting other road users was considered.

o Insufficient parking and manoeuvring of space on site, to meet the needs of
the care home which may impact he highway and other highway users.

o It was queried whether a condition could be implemented on lighting to restrict
lighting to certain hours.

(The Committee adjourned for a 5 minute break)
Members raised further concerns over impact on residents surrounding the site.

The Assistant Director of Planning suggested that the application be deferred to
allow the applicant to provide parking plan details and a parking management plan.

o Concern was raised regarding comments provided by Lincolnshire County
Council.

It was noted that the Council could request further comments from Lincolnshire
County Council around the community need of the application.

11
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It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to DEFER planning permission, to receive further information on parking
plan details and a parking management plan.

111. Any other business, which the Chairman, by reason of special circumstances,
decides is urgent

There were none.
112. Close of meeting

The Chairman closed the meeting at 17:10.
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Agenda ltem 4

SOUTH
KESTEVEN
DISTRICT
COUNCIL

Minutes

Planning Committee
Thursday, 18 April 2024, 1.00 pm

Council Chamber — South
Kesteven House, St.Peter’s Hill,
NG31 6PZ

Committee Members present

Councillor David Bellamy (Chairman)
Councillor Charmaine Morgan (Vice-Chairman)

Councillor Pam Byrd
Councillor Helen Crawford
Councillor Paul Fellows
Councillor Tim Harrison
Councillor Penny Milnes
Councillor Vanessa Smith
Councillor Sarah Trotter
Councillor Paul Wood

Cabinet Members present

Councillor Phil Dilks (Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning)
Other Members present

Councillor Mark Whittington

Officers

Emma Whittaker (Assistant Director of Planning)

Phil Jordan (Development Management & Enforcement Manager)
Adam Murray (Principal Development Management Planner)

Debbie Roberts (Head of Corporate Projects, Policy and Performance)
Charles James (Corporate Policy Officer)

Martha Rees (Legal Advisor)

Amy Pryde (Democratic Services Officer)

113. Register of attendance and apologies for absence

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors lan Stokes, Phil Gadd and
Harrish Bisnauthsing.

114. Disclosure of interests

There were none.
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115.

116.

Minutes of the meeting held on 14 March 2024

It was proposed, seconded and voted unanimously to DEFER minutes of the
meeting held on 14 March 2024 and for them to be brought back to the next
Planning Committee meeting.

Application S24/0140

Proposal: Section 73 application to vary Condition 24 (Off-site
highways works) of planning permission S16/1816

Location: Land at Rectory Farm (Phase 1), Grantham

Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

REFUSE planning permission

Noting comments in the public speaking session by:

Ward Councillors Councillor Gareth Knight
Councillor Mark Whittington

Applicant Rebecca Smith

Together with:

o Provisions within SKDC Local Plan 2011-2036, Design Guidelines for Rutland
and South Kesteven Supplementary Planning Document and National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

o Comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Highways & SuDS).

o Comments received from Barrowby Parish Council.

o Comments received from National Highways.

During questions to Public Speakers, Members commented on:
o What the current wait time at the junction was for traffic?

The estimated queuing time at the junction in the AM and PM peak times was
provided, as well as the impact of additional traffic from the proposed development.

o Further clarification was sought around the timescales between the houses
being built and the junction being completed.

The 150 dwellings proposed was shared between Jelson Homes and Vistry Homes.
The companies would be prepared to deliver approximately 17-20 homes in 2024,
35 homes in 2025. The home delivery would gradually increase over the following
years.

o The dates of when the houses would be occupied was queried.

The Applicant confirmed that homes could be ready for people to move in by
October 2024.
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The junction improvement works programme had been 18 months in length,
however, it was unknown as to when this would be completed. Additional site
investigations were due to take place on the junction.

o It was queried whether any investigations had been undertaken into the
required works when permission was previously granted.

o Concern was raised around traffic and air pollution issues.

o Clarification was sought around work traffic vehicles and how this would affect
the construction management plan. It was queried whether the possible delay
in the delivery of junction improvements had been taken into account in the
traffic modelling relating to the application.

It was confirmed that strict traffic management plans would need to agreed with
National Highways and Lincolnshire County Council.

o One Member queried the timeframe in which the proposed 150 dwellings
would be built.

It was clarified that the aim was to build 60-80 dwellings per year, over 4 years.

o It was queried whether the housebuilding would slow down or stop, if the
application was refused.

If the application was refused, the Applicant’s would continue discussions with all
parties involved to find a solution.

o Whether the Applicant’s felt that Highway safety should take preference for
residents over building more homes within a timeframe.

The Applicant felt that the proposal would not cause a higher impact on Highway
safety than the current situation.

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o The specialist that had commented on the highway impacts relating to the
proposal, as set out by the Applicant.

The Planning Officer clarified that the Applicant’s had employed their own specialist
transport consultants.

o Concern around going against National Highway’s and Lincolnshire County
Council’s advice.

o The existing situation of the overcapacity on the Al road was exacerbated.

o Members discussed previous applications where Highways safety was a risk.

o Further concern was raised on speed and density of traffic at peak times.

17



117.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to REFUSE planning permission.

Application S24/0407

Proposal: Erection of three storey townhouse to provide 1 (no)
flat following demolition of existing building

Location: 20 Swinegate, Grantham

Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions.
Together with:

o Provisions within SKDC Local Plan 2011-2036, Design Guidelines for Rutland
and South Kesteven Supplementary Planning Document, National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF).

No comments received from Grantham Civic Society.

Comments received from Heritage Lincolnshire.

Comments received from Historic England.

No comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Highways & SuDS).
Comments received from SKDC Conservation Officer.

No comments received from SKDC Environmental Protection.

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o Whether the re-build would include the bricked-up window of the original
building.

The Planning Officer confirmed that the scheme would mean that the window would
be bricked-up again as a like for like replacement.

o Members highlighted Historic England’s concerns on deliberate neglect of the
building.

The term ‘deliberate neglect’ was part of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) and was a material consideration. Evidence of a historic asset being
deliberately neglected should not be given weight to in regard to the deteriorated
state of the building.

It was noted that every endeavor had been made in attempt to retain the building
and the front fagade, in order to retain heritage assets.

o Whether the water damage of the building could have been prevented.

° How soon work would commence on the demolition and when the finish date
would be.
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The Assistant Director of Planning confirmed that works would be able to
commence by the 29 April 2024.

o Whether Officers could develop a definitive list of features that would be
retained from the old building and features replaced like for like.

The Planning Officer informed the Committee that condition 9 referred to brickwork
details and large-scale details. It was noted that once demolition had taken place,
then individual features would be assessed on their state.

o Whether a condition could be included in relation to archaeological findings
and if they could be retained locally.

Archaeological findings were covered by condition 3, whereby an investigation
would take place and Heritage Lincolnshire would provide a accession number on
the location of the findings and where they could be accessed.

. Whether a condition could be included on the timeframe of start of demolition
works and rebuild.

It was confirmed that the Council could not impose a condition requiring
development to start of the rebuild. However, with the Council being the landowner,
works were likely to start before the 3 years was up.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions.

Time Limit for Commencement

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

Reason: In order that the development is commenced in a timely
manner, as set out in Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (as amended).

Approved Plans

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

1. Proposed Floor Plan and Elevation Plan (Ref: 4076/DEQ3)
Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission.

Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt.
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During Building Works

Archaeological Investigations

3)

The development hereby permitted shall be undertaken in accordance
with the Written Scheme of Investigation — Building Recording (PCAS
Archaeology) (November 2023) and Written Scheme of Investigation —
Archaeological Monitoring and Recording (PCAS Archaeology)
(November 2023) (Revision B) submitted and approved as part of this
application.

Reason: In order to provide a reasonable opportunity to record the
history of the site and in accordance with Policy EN6 of the adopted
South Kesteven Local Plan and the policies contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework.

Phasing Plan and Timetable

4)

The development hereby permitted shall be undertaken in accordance
with the Phasing Plans (Lindum) (received 24 May 2023), approved
under application ref: S23/0982, except where modified by this planning
permission, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

Reason: To ensure that the development as a whole proceeds in an
orderly and co-ordinated manner.

Construction Management Plan

5)

The development hereby permitted shall be undertaken in accordance
with the Construction and Traffic Management Plan (Ref. 180677-
CTMP), approved under application ref: S23/0982, unless otherwise
agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority.

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 during
construction and to ensure that suitable traffic routes are agreed, and to
ensure that the demolition and construction processes do not give rise
to unacceptable adverse impacts on the amenities of neighbouring
properties.

Demolition Method Statement
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6)

The demolition works hereby permitted shall be undertaken in
accordance with the Demolition Method Statement (UDCS Ltd)
(received on 30 March 2024), unless otherwise agreed in writing with
the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that demolition activities do not give rise to
unacceptable adverse impacts on the amenity of neighbouring
properties.

Precautionary Ground Contamination

7

If, during the development, contamination not previously identified to be
present at the site, then no further development (unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out
until a Remediation Strategy detailing how this contamination is to be
dealt with, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority.

Thereafter, the remediation strategy shall be implemented as approved.

Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to, and is
not put at, unacceptable risk from or adversely affected by,
unacceptable levels of water pollution from previously unidentified
contamination sources at the development site.

Asbestos Management

8)

If, during the development, asbestos is identified, a scheme to address
the management and / or safe disposal of asbestos and asbestos
containing materials must be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority.

The scheme shall include details of, where necessary, an asbestos
identification survey by a qualified contractor, measures to be adopted
to protect human health and the preferred asbestos disposal route,
unless the Local Planning Authority dispenses with any such
requirement specifically in writing.

Thereafter, the asbestos management scheme shall be implemented
as approved.

Reason: To ensure that the development does not contribute to
unacceptable risks of pollution to the site and / or workers.

Brickwork Details
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9)

Following the demolition of the building hereby approved, but prior to
commencement of works to erect the replacement structure, further
large scale details of the use of salvaged and / or new brickwork in the
proposed redevelopment shall have been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Thereafter, the development must be carried out in accordance with the
approved details prior to first occupation.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and
in accordance with Policy DE1 (Good Quality Design) and Policy EN6
(The Historic Environment) of the South Kesteven Local Plan 2011-
2036.

Before the Development is Occupied

Surface Water Drainage Implementation

10)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the
works to provide surface water drainage shall have been completed in
accordance with the Flood Risk Assessment and Sustainable Drainage
Strategy (Stirling Maynard) (Ref: P22154) (April 2023), approved under
application ref: S23/0982.

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, or upstream of the permitted
development, and to prevent environmental and amenity problems
arising from flooding, in accordance with Policy EN5 (Water
Environment and Flood Risk) of the South Kesteven Local Plan.

Biodiversity Mitigation and Enhancement

11)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, all
biodiversity mitigation and enhancement measures detailed within the
Biodiversity Enhancement Letter (CBE Consulting) (Dated 23 March
2023), as approved under application ref: S23/0780) shall have been
completed in accordance with the recommendations of that report.

Reason: To ensure that the proposed development adequately protects
Protected Species and achieves a biodiversity net gain, in accordance
with Policy EN2 of the South Kesteven Local Plan and the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981.
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External Materials

12)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the
proposed development must have been completed in accordance with
the approved external materials details as set out in the Materials
Specification (received 9 November 2023), except where modified by
the details approved by Condition 9 above, unless otherwise agreed in
writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure a satisfactory appearance to the development and
in accordance with Policy DE1 (Promoting Good Quality Design) and
Policy EN6 (The Historic Environment) of the South Kesteven Local
Plan 2011-2036.

Sustainable Buildings

13)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the
sustainable building measures set out within the Planning Statement —
Sustainable Building Measures (Allan Joyce Architects) (24 May 2023),
approved under application ref: S23/0982, shall have been completed
in full, including provision of electric vehicle charging points.

Reason: To ensure that the development mitigates against and adapts
to climate change in accordance with Policy SB1 and SD1 of the South
Kesteven Local Plan 2011-2036.

Hard Landscaping

14)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, all
hard landscaping works shall have been carried out in accordance with
the details indicated on the Proposed Site & Ground Floor Plan (Ref:
4076/PL04), approved under application ref: S23/0780.

Reason: Hard landscaping makes an important contribution to the
development and its assimilation with its surroundings, and in
accordance with Policy DE1 of the adopted South Kesteven Local Plan.

CCTV Monitoring Scheme

15)

Before any part of the development hereby permitted is occupied, the
CCTV monitoring scheme, as indicated on the Proposed Site & Ground
Gloor Plan (Ref: 4076/PL04), approved under application ref:
S23/0780, must have been completed in accordance with the approved
details.
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Reason: In the interests of residential amenity in accordance with
Policy DE1 of the adopted South Kesteven Local Plan, and to avoid the
development proposals giving rise to crime and / or fear of crime in
accordance with Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

Verification of Ground Remediation

16)

Ongoing

Prior to any part of the permitted development being occupied, a
verification report demonstrating the completion of the remediation
works set out in the Additional Site Investigation Report (Ground
Engineering) (April 2023) (Ref: C15891), approved under application
ref: S23/0780, and the effectiveness of the remediation, shall have
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The report shall include results of the sampling and
monitoring carried out in accordance with the approved report, to
demonstrate that the site criteria have been met. The report shall have
been submitted by the nominated competent person, and shall include:

(1) A complete record of remediation activiies and data
collected as identified in the remediation scheme to support
compliance with the identified objectives

(2) As built drawings of the implemented scheme

(3) Photographs of the remediation works in progress; and

(4) Certificates demonstrating that imported and / or material left
in situ is free from contamination.

The scheme of remediation shall thereafter be maintained in
accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure that the site does not pose any further risk to the
water environment by demonstrating that the requirements of the
approved verification plan have been met and that remediation of the
site is complete.

Soft Landscaping Implementation

17)

Before the end of the first planting / seeding season following the
occupation of any part of the development hereby permitted, all soft
landscaping works shall have been carried out in accordance with the
approved soft landscaping details as detailed on the Proposed Soft
Landscaping Plan (Ref: 4076/PL04/Rev B), approved under application
ref: S23/0780.

10

24



Reason: Soft landscaping makes an important contribution to the
development and its assimilation with its surroundings, and in
accordance with Policy DE1 of the adopted South Kesteven Local Plan.

Soft Landscaping Protection

18)

Within a period of five years from first occupation of the development
hereby permitted, any trees or plants provided as part of the approved
soft landscaping scheme that 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, unless otherwise agreed by the Local Planning
Authority.

Reason: To ensure the provision, establishment and maintenance of a
reasonable standard of landscaping in accordance with the approved
designs and in accordance with Policy DE1 and EN2 of the adopted
South Kesteven Local Plan.

(Councillor David Bellamy left the meeting at 13:55)

118. Application S23/2004

Proposal:

Location:

Change of use from agricultural land to use as a
residential caravan site for 1 gypsy / traveller family
group on 7 pitches, comprising of 10 touring
caravans and 10 static caravans, erection of 10
utility buildings and 7 stable blocks with ancillary
paddock land, formation of new access,
hardstanding for parking and the installation of a
package sewage treatment plant (Resubmission of
S22/1022)

Meadow View, Marshall Way, Foston

Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

REFUSE planning permission

Together with:

o Provisions within SKDC Local Plan 2011-2036, Foston Neighbourhood
Development Plan 2016-2026, Design Guidelines for Rutland and South
Kesteven Supplementary Planning Document, National Planning Policy
Framework, Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS) and South Kesteven
Local Plan Review 2021-2041.

o No comments received from Anglian Water.

o No comments received from Cadent Gas.

o Comments received from Foston Parish Council.

11
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Comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Education).
Comments received from Lincolnshire County Council (Highways & SuDS).
No comments received from Lincolnshire Fire and Rescue.

No comments received from Lincolnshire Crime Prevention Officer.
Comments received from Long Bennington Parish Council.

No comments received from Ministry of Defence.

No comments received from National Highways.

o Comments received from NHS Lincolnshire ICB.

o Comments received from SKDC Environmental Protection Officer.

o No comments received from Witham and Humber Internal Drainage Board.

(Councillor Charmaine Morgan acted as Chairman for this application).

(Councillor Tim Harrison did not participate in the debate or vote as he was absent
for the previous hearing of this application).

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o What weight would be given at appeal to the recommendation if the Applicant
was to enter a planning obligation to provide financial contributions to
healthcare provision and the application was refused on noise only.

The Planning Officer highlighted that the Applicant could resubmit another
application in order to overcome the reason for refusal.

During the course of an appeal, if the Applicant demonstrated that they were willing
to provide healthcare provision, the other reason for refusal would stand alone.

o Whether the development continuing despite the previous refusal was
considered as a material consideration.

It was clarified that the reference in the Written Ministerial Statement about
unauthorised development meant that retrospective permissions could still be
refused, even if the works had taken place on site.

The Assistant Director of Planning clarified that the first application for the site was
retrospective and was refused by Officer’s. The Applicant’s then supplied additional
information, which was then brought to Committee on 14 March 2024 with a
recommendation for approval, whereby the Committee refused the application. A
decision was not issued at that time, due to further reasons for refusal being
required.

o One Member noted the high number of commercial and personal vehicles that
could be leaving/gaining access to the site.

o Whether the harm of noise was deemed as a severe impact at the previous
discussion of this application.

12
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1109.

o Further concern was raised on noise from the A1 and ventilation of the
caravans.

o Members discussed evidence from previous sites of a similar application.

o The mitigation of high fencing and spikes of noise from the Al.

The Legal Advisor reminded the Committee that they had previously refused the
application on 14 March 2024. The application had come back to Committee to
clarify the reasons for refusal, alongside the addition of the S106 agreement, which
had not been completed.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to REFUSE planning permission for the following reasons:

(1)

)

Noise and air pollution arising from traffic using the A1l would have a
harmful effect on the residential amenity of occupiers of the proposed
accommodation, such that the development fails to provide appropriate
living conditions. As such, the application proposals are contrary to
Local Plan Policy H5(a), EN4 and DE1, and Paragraph 135 of the
National Planning Policy Framework. Other material considerations,
including the need for traveller pitches in the District, are not considered
sufficient to outweigh the identified conflict with the development plan.

The application site is not located within reasonable proximity to shops,
schools and health facilities, and future occupiers of the proposed
accommodation would be reliant on the private vehicle to access local
services. As such, the application scheme is contrary to Local Plan
Policy H5(c) and Section 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
Other material considerations, including the need for traveller pitches in
the District, are not considered sufficient to outweigh the identified
conflict with the development plan.

(Councillor Charmaine Morgan stepped down as Chairman, due to previously
speaking in objection to Application S23/2158).

(It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to re-elect Councillor Helen Crawford to
act as Chairman for Application S23/2158 only).

Application S23/2158

Proposal: Planning application for a proposed change of use
of a residential dwellinghouse (Use Class C3) to a
children’s care home (Use Class C2).

Location: Barakat, 52 Saltersford Road, Grantham,
Lincolnshire NG31 7HG

Recommendation: To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to

GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions.
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Together with:

o Further comments received from Lincolnshire County Council.
o Comment received on Highway Issues.

During questions to Officers, Members commented on:

o Whether any comments had been received from Lincolnshire County
Council’s Children’s Department for their information on local need and
whether they had approached the Applicant’s to use the home.

The Planning Officer confirmed that they had sought to gain comments from
Lincolnshire County Council on local need, however, no response was received.

One Member suggested that the Applicant’s had no communication with
Lincolnshire County Council and were unaware of the company homing children in
Lincolnshire. This information was from an email between Lincolnshire County
Council and a Member.

(The meeting was adjourned for 15 minutes, to consider the correspondence in
question).

The Assistant Director of Planning confirmed that the correspondence email was
between a District Councillor and a County Councillor, and not an email from any
Officers at Lincolnshire County Council. It was not a definitive statement in relation
to the local need, and Members should be cautious in applying any weight to the
correspondence.

o Concern was raised on the maneuverability of 6 vehicles within the revised
parking plan.

o Further concern was raised on the staffing hours. It was queried how the
maneuverability of cars in the parking plan would take place during staff
breaks/staff leaving and arriving to work, all whilst in the care of children.

During debate, Members commented on:

° It was noted that the Applicant’s had put stone and gravel curtilage on
Lincolnshire County Council owned grass way to assist in maneuvering the
cars.

o Members discussed material considerations that had been identified
previously.

o It was noted that the site and parking seemed cramped and would affect
neighbors, alongside impact on the overall amenity.

The Legal Advisor reminded the Committee that this application was previously
deferred for further information on car parking to be submitted. Therefore, in
deferring the application for further information about car parking, it inferred that the
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principle of development had been deemed as acceptable as part of the previous
debate.

o Previous concerns on privacy of children and neighbors were raised.

One Member clarified the two previous reasons for refusal being parking issues and
further information to be provided by Lincolnshire County Council’s Children’s
Department on local need.

The Assistant Director of Planning confirmed that when an application was deferred
for a specific reason, there was an expectation that unless something had
materially changed since the first hearing and the second hearing of the application,
all other matters other than the reason for deferral were considered to be agreed.

The Legal Advisor stated that the minutes of the previous meeting had been
deferred on the accuracy and this did not preclude the Committee from making
decisions at the meeting.

Members were concerned of the previous deferral and thought that the application
as a whole had been deferred rather than deferral for further information on car
parking and were unaware that all other matters other than the reason for deferral
were accepted.

It was proposed and seconded to authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to
GRANT planning permission, subject to conditions.

This proposal fell.
One Member suggested the following reasons for refusal, as:

o Absence of any demonstration of local need.

o Unsuitability for the proposed site and development.

o Impact of the proposed use upon residential amenity, traffic generation and
car parking.

o Contrary to DE1, H4 and MPPF (section 12).

Members were reminded that using reasons for refusal other than the previous
reasons for deferral could be considered as unreasonable behaviour and risk an
award of costs against the Council as part of an appeal.

The Assistant Director of Planning suggested that the Committee considered
matters relevant to car parking including the quantum of car parking spaces, the
appropriateness of the layout and maneuverability and impacts on Highway Safety
on the surrounding roads to the site.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to authorise the Assistant Director —
Planning to REFUSE planning permission for the following reason:
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120.

1. Insufficient amount of parking and the layout parking provided on site was
insufficient, which was likely to lead to vehicles being required to maneuver
and park on the Highway, which had a safety risk.

(The Committee had a 10 minute break)

(Councillor Charmaine Morgan returned to the meeting and acted as Chairman for
the remainder of the meeting).

Planning Enforcement Update

The Development Management and Enforcement Manager presented the report.

The report provided Planning Committee with an overview of the Planning
Enforcement function in the period 1 January 2023 — 315t December 2023, as well
as a review of the current year to date.

Members were provided with a graph of the number of new enforcement numbers,
with the average number of new cases opened each year being 300.

For 2023 and so far in 2024, the Enforcement Team had closed more cases than
have been opened. In January 2023, there were 545 active enforcement cases, and
as of 8th April 2024, there are 267 active enforcement cases, a total reduction of
278.

The enforcement team had shown a significant improvement in 2023 for the site
visits within target timeframes The figure had improved from an average of 33% of
initial site visits made within 10 days for the years of 2020-22 to 87% for 2023.

Once the enforcement team reached full staffing capacity in September 2023, the
Enforcement team achieved 99% of site visits within time for the last 4 months of
2023 and had currently achieved 99% of site visits within time for 2024.

Once an initial investigation had been completed, Officers would decide how to
progress the case and inform the enquirer of the intended next steps.

Cases are closed for a variety of reasons and those cases that have been closed
and the reason for them being closed:

43% - No breach

3% - Immune from enforcement action
21% - Planning permission granted
10% - Not expedient

17% - Remedied voluntarily

1% - Complied with Notice

5% - Other
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Members congratulated and commended the team for the input on the volume of
outstanding work completed.

One Member queried what reasons would come under ‘immune from enforcement
action’.

The term ‘immune from enforcement action’ meant the passing of time that
something is allowed to become immune. Built development could become immune
after four years and changes of use would become immune after 10 years. If the
owner of a site can evidence that something has happened 4 or 10 years ago and
there had been no action, it would become immune from enforcement action.

One Member requested an update on Valley Lane, Long Bennington following the
meeting.

The Chairman suggested that a formal email be sent to the team to thank them for
all their hard work.

It was queried whether the ENF refence numbers were available to view on the
Council’s website.

The Development Management and Enforcement Manager clarified that the ENF
reference numbers were not available on the Council’'s website. However, once an
ENF was into an enforcement appeal situation, the Council were then obliged to
make certain material available for the public to access within a separate section of
the Council’s website.

The Assistant Director for Planning clarified that the Council were required to keep
a planning enforcement register, which was a register of enforcement notices that
had been served by the Council. This was being explored to be accessible online to
residents.

The Cabinet Member for Planning and Housing welcomed the Committee’s
comments on praising the Officers.

Clarification was sought around ‘In deciding whether to issue the Council has to
take into account the provisions of the Development Plan and any other material
considerations. It was noted that future Applicant’s may consider this statement
within the report.

It was clarified that if an enforcement notice was served following a refusal of an
application, there are several reasons that a notice can be appealed, one of which
was that planning permission ought to be granted for the development that had
taken place. Therefore, it was necessary to consider whether a development had
taken place without planning permission would comply with the development plan
and other material considerations, before deciding whether to serve and
enforcement notice.
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121.

One Member queried whether any additional figures could be collated to show the
start date of an issue raised and completion date of the enforcement.

It was confirmed that the figures would be explored and reported at the next update.
It was noted that enforcement cases could be closed within days or a number of
years, depending on the complexities of the case.

It was further queried as to what the main reasons for enforcement breaches were.

Some of the most common breaches of planning control were the material change
of use of land, unauthorised works to trees, unauthorised works to listed buildings
and operational development (sheds and fences etc). The enforcement policy
categorized breaches into priorities to distinguish how quickly an Officer needed to
attend the site of the breach.

Assurance was sought that the new Officer’s within the Enforcement Team were
permanent roles to continue stabilizing the service.

The Assistant Director of Planning assured Members that the Officers were
permanent, full-time members of staff.

That Planning Committee note the contents of the Planning Enforcement
update.

Corporate Plan 2024-27: Key Performance Indicators

The Corporate Policy Officer presented the report on behalf of the Cabinet Member
for Corporate Governance and Licensing. The report outlined the proposed key
performance indicators (KPIs) for the Corporate Plan 2024-2027, to be monitored
by this Committee, and to recommend the approval and adoption of the KPI suite
from 1 April 2024.

The Corporate Plan 2024-2027 was adopted by Council on 25 January 2024 (see
Appendix 1). It was proposed actions, Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and
targets would be developed by the relevant Overview and Scrutiny Committees
(OSCs), which would retain oversight of the performance management
arrangements at a strategic level.

Historically, KPIs had not been reported to Planning Committee. In the previous
Corporate Plan, Planning KPI's were reported to Finance and Economic Overview
and Scrutiny Committee, Housing Overview and Scrutiny Committee and Rural and
Communities Overview and Scrutiny Committee.

One Member raised concern of priority 4, in relation to achieving the Housing
Priority. This was due to the Council not having a permanent Director of Housing or
Head of Services in place at present.
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The Assistant Director of Planning clarified that the absence of Housing colleagues
was not relevant as part of the KPI suite. The Housing KPI was around planning
applications, how quickly they were determined. Other areas on Housing were
around maintaining the Council’s 5-year housing land supply.

The Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning noted that he had every confidence
in the temporary Director of Housing.

It was queried whether the refusal of applications that were deemed unsuitable
would have an impact on the statistics in regard to the KPI’s.

The refusal of applications that were deemed unsuitable may result in a delay in the
delivery of the houses making it more challenging for the Council to meet their five-
year housing land supply. Applicants for schemes are asked to come up with
different arrangements that convinces the Council that it may be suitable.

The Committee were reminded to be mindful of the five-year housing land supply.
The KPI would report figures in relation to the five-year housing land supply.

(It was proposed, seconded and AGREED to extend the meeting by 15 minutes).

A query was raised on whether the KPIs were based on numbers or cumulative
planning permissions.

The Assistant Director of Planning clarified that the Housing KPI figure was
cumulative, whereby it was based on the number of houses delivered overall.

One Member suggested that monitoring of new business developments should be
included within Planning KPI’s.

The Head of Corporate Projects, Policy and Performance clarified that the Finance
and Economic Overview and Scrutiny Committee were reviewing the KPI on the
monitoring of new business developments.

Foundations within the Corporate Plan was sustainability around air quality. It was
gueried whether any KPIs had measures around the impacts of Planning decisions
around air quality.

It was confirmed that the Annual Air Quality report was considered by an Overview
and Scrutiny Committee. Air Quality was taken into consideration during the
planning process but was not measured.

One Member queried sustainable housing and renewable energy for measuring
how many planning applications submitted had renewable energy measures.

The Head of Corporate Projects, Policy and Performance noted that KPI's around
sustainability were not specific to Housing. The Housing Standards had changed,
and legislation changes required biodiversity net gain.
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The Authority Monitoring Report came to Committee on an annual basis, where
performance of the Council against Local Plan policies was provided.

The Corporate Policy Officer clarified that the KPI's focused on the performance of
the service rather than the wider performance of the District.

A separate suite (strategic socioeconomic indicator) was provided on the Annual
State of the District, where number of new builds, local housing markets and
renewable energy were provided.

One Member suggested that the provision/action on KPI HOUS10, be separated
into the two distinct actions. The action summary included effective consultation
across the District as part of the actions

The Corporate Policy Officer confirmed that the action could be broken down into
action focused on local plan and the planning process action, alongside the
performance of local plan and delivery of local plan review.

The Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning reminded the Committee that the
consultation on the Local Plan was due to close on 25 April 2024.

It was proposed, seconded and AGREED that the Committee:

1. Approves the key performance indicators it wishes to review associated
with the actions in the Corporate Plan 2024-27.

2. Notes that key performance indicators will be monitored throughout the
year as determined by the Committee.

3. Notes that the KPI suite will be reviewed and if necessary revised as part
of the annual review process.

122. Any other business, which the Chairman, by reason of special circumstances,
decides is urgent

There were none.
123. Close of meeting

The Chairman closed the meeting at 16:55.
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Additional Information Report

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 16 May 2024 that was received after the agenda was published.

S24/0315

Proposals: Outline application for the erection of up to 6 dwellings with associated access and
infrastructure

Site Address: 30 East Street, Rippingale

Summary of Information Received

Following the publication of the main report, the following additional information has been received:
1. Consultation comments from the Council’s Planning Policy — Affordable Housing Officer
2. Representation from the Applicant
3. 3 additional public representations.

Representations received from consultees

Following the publication of the main report, formal comments have been received from Council’s
Planning Policy — Affordable Housing Officer, these have been published on the Council’s website
alongside the application, and can be summarised as follows:

“In order to ascertain housing need in a particular area, there are several sources of evidence.
Firstly, the SKDC Housing Register can confirm the number of households waiting to be housing in
sheltered accommodation in Rippingale. Sheltered accommodation is generally defined as single
level accommodation for older people and those with disabilities:

Mo. of Beds 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4+ Bed
Mo. of Applicants 22 14 14 b
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The numbers above include 1) the number of applicants on the Housing Register currently resident
in Rippingale and waiting to be housed; and 2) the number of applicants with a preference to be
housed in Rippingale, but not currently resident in the location.

From the information above, it is evident that there is a need in Rippingale for the type of
accommodation being proposed.

In July 2023, the Developer commissioned a Housing Needs Assessment; the evidence suggests
that additional accessible and adaptable dwellings suited to the need of older people is the most
urgent and pressing need. This view is supported by the evidence in the HNA which indicates that
residents over the age of 50 are due to increase by 53.5%.

The evidence provided from the Housing Register and the Housing Needs Assessment arguable
supports the requirements of Policy SP4(e) of the Local Plan and Policy HD2 of the Rippingale
Neighbourhood Plan”.

Representations received from the Applicant

Following publication of the main report, a formal representation has been received from the
Applicant, which has been published on the Council’s website. However, the representation can be
summarised as raising the following points:

1. The scheme has been designed to be bungalows for a variety of reasons; 1) there is a proven
need for Rippingale for such properties; 2) bungalows would reduce any potential loss of
privacy and light for neighbouring properties; 3) the proposal would be in keeping with the
density of development for the surrounding area.

2. Lincolnshire County Council (as Local Highways Authority) have confirmed that they have no
objections to the access arrangement.

3. The Drainage Strategy has concluded that surface water runoff can be safely discharged to

the riparian watercourse, and that foul water can be safely connected to the existing Anglian

Water foul drainage system.

The scheme would have a positive impact on biodiversity, wildlife and ecology.

The scheme would include EV charging stations, air source heat pumps and a minimum

110I/p/d restriction on water.

6. The Housing Needs Assessment provides overwhelming evidence to support the proposed
housing type as a proven local need for present and future demands in Rippingale.

ok

Representations received from members of the public

Following the publication of the main report, 3 additional public representations have been received,
all of which have raised formal objections to the application scheme. The material considerations
raised within the representation can be summarised as follows:

No change from the previously refused application.

There is no evidence of support for the development

Foul water drainage cannot be accommodated.

The development would exacerbate existing issues with surface water drainage.
The proposed access arrangements would be unsafe.

The site is a habitat for local wildlife

o0k wNE

36



Evaluation

It is the Case Officer’s assessment that the formal comments received from the Council’s Planning
Policy Officer — Affordable Housing provides further evidence to substantiate the position that there
is a need for bungalows within Rippingale. As such, these comments, coupled with the Housing
Needs Assessment discussed within the main report, demonstrates that there is a need for
bungalows within Rippingale, and the proposed scheme would contribute towards meeting the
identified housing need. Consequently, it is Officers’ assessment that the scheme would meet the
requirements of Policy HD2 of the made Rippingale Neighbourhood Plan.

In respect of the matters discussed within the Applicant’s written representation, as well as the
additional representations received from members of the public, it is Officers’ assessment that these
comments do not raise any additional matters beyond those discussed within the main report. As
such, it is Officers’ position that these representations do not alter the assessment made within the
original report.

It is noted that the additional public representations have also raised objections on the basis of
potential damage to neighbouring properties. In this regard, potential damage to neighbouring
properties is deemed to be a private civil matter, which would be subject to resolution through a
Party Wall Agreement, and therefore, is not a material planning consideration for the determination
of the application.

Recommendation

To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to GRANT planning permission, subject to the
proposed schedule of conditions

37



This page is intentionally left blank



Agenda Item 10

S24/0092

Proposals: Section 73 application to vary condition 4 (Noise Management Plan/No.of dogs) of
S20/0479 (use of land for doggy day care centre, erection of building, driveway and hardstanding)
variation is to increase number of dogs allowed on site at any one time from 20 to 40

Site Address: Poplars Farm, High Street, Carlby, Stamford, PE9 4LX

Summary of Information Received

Following the publication of the main report, an additional public representation has been received
from Carlby Parish Council making additional comments to the application scheme. The material
considerations raised within the representation can be summarised as follows:

1. The initial application received no objections from the Parish Council until breached and
numbers of dogs exceeded the 20 dogs allowed. Intervention by the Planning Enforcement
Officer and a reversion to 20 dogs ensued and noise disturbance no longer became an issue.
So, an increase in dog numbers has been shown to be directly correlated to nuisance barking.

2. The Maggie’s Mates van transporting the dogs now display the logo ‘Bark and Ride’. We feel
this encourages nuisance barking showing no concern for residents.

3. As ‘dog walking’ dogs run free and are not walked on leads (as confirmed by the owners)
Increasing dog walking numbers to 40 will result in a total of 60 dogs running around free at
the site with the potential for nuisance barking.

A further representation was received from a local resident and the material considerations raised
can be summarised as follows:

4. Concern regarding the hours of operation published within the Agenda, which are as follows:

The premises shall not be used for the purposes authorised by this permission other than between
the following hours:

i. 06:30hrs - 19:00hrs on Mondays to Fridays

ii. 12:00hrs Saturdays - 01:00hrs Sunday mornings

jii. 17:00hrs - 23:00hrs Sundays and Bank Holidays

The resident suggests that Condition 2 should also be revised to more ‘sensible operating times’.

Evaluation

It is Officer's assessment that the matters raised in Points 1, 2 and 3 above do not raise additional
matters beyond those assessed within the main report. However, Point 4, regarding the proposed
hours of operation, does raise additional matters beyond those assessed within the main report.

In granting permission under section 73 the local planning authority may also impose new conditions
- provided the conditions do not materially alter the development that was subject to the original
permission and are conditions which could have been imposed on the earlier planning permission.
The hours of operation granted in the original permission (Condition 3 of S20/0479) do not appear
to be reflective of how the site is currently operated, nor of what was originally proposed. It is
therefore an opportunity to revise the hours of opening condition so that the proposed opening times,
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should this new application be approved, are in accordance with the Noise Management Report and
in accordance with how the business is operated. It is considered that the revised opening times
would not impact upon the residential amenities of neighbouring occupiers, as set out in the main
agenda. The Environmental Protection Team have assessed the proposal based on the opening
times contained within the Noise Management Plan and have raised no objections.

As such, it is Officer’s position that the recommendation remains as per the original report, subject
to a revised schedule of condition.

Recommendation

To authorise the Assistant Director — Planning to GRANT planning permission, subject to the
following proposed schedule of conditions.

1) List of Approved Plans:

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

i) i. JDA/2020/385/BLOCK/001B received 8 May 2020
iii) 1i. JDA/2020/385/0S/001A received 8 May 2020
iv) iii. JDA/2020/385/PROP/001B received 3 August 2020
v) iv. JDA/2020/385/LIGHTING/001B received 3 August 2020
vi) Unless otherwise required by another condition of this permission.
Reason: To define the permission and for the avoidance of doubt.
2) Ongoing Conditions:

The premises shall not be used for the purposes authorised by this permission other than
between the following hours:

i) 07:30hrs - 18:00hrs on Mondays to Fridays
i) 09:00hrs — 14:30hrs Saturdays and Sundays (and Bank Holidays)
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: Operation of the use outside these hours would result in unacceptable levels of
noise nuisance to local residents, contrary to Policies EN4 and DE1 of the South Kesteven
Local Plan.

3) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the Noise
Management plan dated 17 January 2024.

Reason: To prevent disturbance to the amenities of the occupants of the site and in
accordance with Policies EN4 and DE1 of the adopted South Kesteven Local Plan.
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