
 

 
 

 

Planning Committee 

25 November 2020 

  

S19/1475 

Proposal: Erection of 31 affordable dwellings and associated works including 
access and landscaping. 

Location: Land Off Cherryholt Road, Cherryholt Road, Stamford, PE9 2EP   

Applicant: Longhurst Group Limited, Cecil Estate Family Trust, Longhurst Group 
Limited, Leverett House, Gilbert Drive, Boston 

Agent: Ingleton Wood, Martindales Portal Ingleton Wood, Martindales, 
Ingleton Wood, Martindales, 1A Oakington Business Park, Oakington 
CB24 3DQ 

Application Type: Full Planning Permission (Major) 

Reason for Referral to 
Committee: 

Major application. 

Key Issues: Principle of development 
Provision of affordable housing 
Impact on the character of the area 
Impact on heritage assets 
Impact on neighbouring properties 
Flood risk and drainage 
Highways and transport infrastructure 
Ecology and Biodiversity 

 

Report Author 

Phil Jordan, Principal Planning Officer 

Tel:  01476 406074 

Email:  p.jordan@southkesteven.gov.uk 
 

Corporate Priority: Decision type: Wards: 

Growth Regulatory Stamford St Mary's 
 

Reviewed by: Will Richards, Head of Development Management 9 November 2020 

 

Recommendation (s) to the decision maker (s) 

That the application is approved conditionally 
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Addendum to Committee Report S19/1475 
 

1 Introduction 
 

1.1 Members will recall that this application was previously discussed at the Planning 

Committee meeting on 30 September 2020 (report and additional items paper at Appendix 

1). At the meeting, the Committee resolved it was minded to refuse the application 

contrary to officer recommendation. Those Members who voted for the proposition were 

required to submit their reasons for refusal for consideration at a future Planning 

Committee meeting.  

 

1.2 The relevant minutes of that meeting were as follows: 

 

Concerns raised by members on the application were as follows: 

 

- Properties were within a high-risk flood area 

- A neighbourhood plan was looking to protect the area of which the proposed 

development would sit, as an area of historic value 

- Safety of pedestrians and motorists alongside nearby highway 

- The Development would compromise the look and character of the area 

- Not the right location for affordable housing 

 

1.3 A proposition was put forward that the Committee was minded to refuse the application. 

As the proposition to refuse the application was contrary to officer recommendations, the 

cooling off period set out in Article 9.1.9 (c) of the Council’s Constitution was invoked, in 

line with the meeting procedure for virtual Planning Committee meetings. In accordance 

with the Constitution, a recorded vote was taken: 

 

For: Councillors Bisnauthsing, Dilks, Kaberry-Brown, Milnes, Selby, Smith and Stevens 

Against: Councillors Cottier, Exton and Reid 

Abstain: Councillors Crawford and Adams 

 

1.4 The vote was carried and those Committee Members who voted in favour of the 

proposition had five working days to provide the Head of Development Management with 

the planning reasons for their view, together with supporting evidence. The application 

would be placed on the agenda for consideration at a future meeting of the Planning 

Committee when the Interim Head of Development Management would provide his 

opinion on whether the reasons advanced were substantial enough for the authority to 

defend the decision at an inquiry. In light of any additional information, the Committee 

would then be empowered to determine the application without being fettered by their vote 

at the previous meeting. 

2 Additional information received since 30 September Planning 

Committee 

2.1 A letter has been received, sent on behalf of the applicants, that considers the reasons for 

refusal put forward by members of the Planning Committee. The letter accepts the less 



 

 
 

than substantial harm to the setting of St Leonard’s Priory that has been identified that 

would be caused by the development. However, it concludes that the provision of 31 

affordable dwellings would outweigh this harm. The letter considers the development, in all 

other respects, to be in accordance with the development plan.  

2.2 The letter is accompanied by a recent appeal decision to support the weight that should be 

afforded to the provision of affordable houses. However, it is noted that decision is based 

on a scheme for the development of 128 dwellings which did not raise any heritage issues, 

and therefore cannot be directly compared to this proposal.  

2.3 An updated consultee comment has been received from Lincolnshire County Council (in 

relation to education infrastructure provision) that states that based on updated projections 

there is now sufficient secondary capacity available in the locality for the 3 secondary age 

children that this scheme would generate. Consequently, they have requested that their 

previous comments relating to an education provision are withdrawn as no contribution 

would be necessary to make this development acceptable should the application be 

approved. 

3 Reasons for Refusal Assessment 
 

3.1 Following the resolution of minded to refuse application S19/1475 at the Planning 

Committee meeting of 30 September 2020, Cllrs Bisnauthsing, Dilks and Milnes submitted 

reasons for refusal.  

 

3.2 In line with paragraph 9.1.9 (c)(v) of Article 9 of the Council’s Constitution, this report sets 

out the reasons for refusal together with the Head of Development Management’s opinion 

on whether the reasons advanced are substantial enough for the authority to defend the 

decision at an appeal.  

 

3.3 Cllr Bisnauthsing – Proposed reasons for refusal: 
 

3.3.1 This proposal would constitute over development of this area of greenspace within a 

Historic Monument of St Leonard’s Priory. Like the Historic Building Advisor (SKDC): 

“Raises concerns about the Principle of development on this site, as it would represent a 

further unwelcome step in the environmental erosion of the setting of St Leonard’s Priory”. 

 

3.3.2 This small site and the overdevelopment of it by putting 31 affordable homes, even 

though, we need these types of Homes, but this site is unsuitable and will impact on the 

amenities of the settled communities and the vehicular traffic will severely impact on the 

Highways’ junction with Priory Road and Cherryholt Road. 

 

3.3.3 The amenities, such as the Primary Schools, like St Gilbert, Bluecoat, and St Georges and 

Secondary School like Welland Academy are all based a long way, from Cherryholt Road, 

in the northern part of the Town. There is no provision made for the Safe Pedestrian 

Crossing –like a Zebra Crossing on the Priory Road. 

 

3.3.4 Furthermore, under SKDC policy SP4 there is no clear or substantial evidence of support 

from the local Community. It also contradicts the following SKDC Policies: EN4- Risk of 

Flooding, EN2 Protecting Biodiversity and Geodiversity. 

 



 

 
 

3.3.5 Also Policy SP5: This development in the open green space of the countryside will be 

limited to Essential needs. This (Need to build) has not been sufficiently demonstrated. 

 

3.3.6 And SP4 (d) not extend obtrusively into open countryside, the Landscape, environmental 

and Heritage characteristic of the area. 

 

3.3.7 Also Policy SD1 (e) Developing land at risk of Flooding, or exacerbate the risk of flooding. 

SD1 (a) The effect of Climate Change and account for future changes in the Climate has 

not been sufficiently taken into consideration. 

 

3.3.8 EN5  Water Environment and Flood Risk: (b) (c)  Relocate existing development to land in 

zones with a lower probability of flooding and create space for flooding to occur by 

restoring functional flood plain. 

 

3.3.9 EN1 Landscape Character: - The development must be appropriate to the character and 

significant natural Historic and Cultural attributes and to Contribute to its Conservation and 

enhancement of the St Leonard’s Priory. 

 

3.3.10 EN2 Protecting Biodiversity will facilitate the conservation, enhancement of the natural 

environment 

 

3.3.11 NPPF Paragraph 100 States that inappropriate development in areas of Flooding should 

be avoided, by directing development away from these areas. 

 

3.3.12 Building:  SB1 Sustainable Building 

All development proposals will be expected to mitigate against and adapt to Climate 

Change. 

Sub Paragraph 1:  

(a)  Using less energy, through energy efficient building design 

(b)  Utilising efficient energy supplies – including power networks – solar panels and 

heating – ground source heat pumps 

(c) Maximising use of renewable and low carbon energy generation system 

These will go well with Affordable Homes 

 

3.3.13 Also SA1 (3) All New development should contribute to low-carbon Travel ie (g) New 

Residential Development will be expected to provide electric Car Charging Points 

 

3.3.14 OS 1 Open Space 

New Housing Development should provide sufficient new open space to meet the needs, 

And Not in a flood plain 
 

3.4 Cllr Dilks – Proposed reasons for refusal (also supported by Cllr Selby): 

 

3.4.1 Reason 1. Damage to Heritage Assets 

South Kesteven District Council’s Historic Buildings Advisor notes that the application: 

‘…raises concerns about the principle of development on this site as it would represent a 

further, unwelcome step in the incremental erosion of the setting of St Leonard’s Priory.’   

The development would result in the loss of a much valued 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. 

The Council’s own Local Plan, adopted as recently as January 2020 recognises that  

Paragraph 3.27: Stamford is noted for its heritage… 

Paragraph 3.29:  In 2015, South Kesteven District Council commissioned a Capacity and 

Limits to Growth Study for Stamford…to ensure the existing heritage and other important 

features of Stamford were protected from future inappropriate development options by 

identifying the less constrained and strategic opportunities for sensitive growth of the town. 

Paragraph 3.30 identifies areas for growth to be focused in the North and in the East of 

the town on ‘brownfield’ sites. 

 

3.4.2 Reason 2:  600 Affordable Homes earmarked for alternative Stamford sites: 

It is neither essential, necessary nor desirable to treat an application for such a sensitive 

site as a ‘windfall’ site for affordable homes. 

This application if approved would provide 31 affordable homes: It should be noted that of 

the 2,000 houses to be built in Stamford – mainly on designated sites in the north and east 

of Stamford, the current Local Plan requires that approx. 600 will be affordable. 81 

affordable homes have been completed in the last two years in Stamford, with 24 more 

planned for the Exeter Park development in the next two years. 

 

3.4.3 Reason 3: Not in accordance with Local Plan Policies EN1, EN2 and EN3 

This development if approved would result in a detrimental impact on significant natural 

attributes, local wildlife and other flora and fauna resulting in both the loss and harm to the 

green infrastructure .  

 

3.4.4 Reason 4: Not in accordance with Local Plan Policy OS1 Protecting Existing Open 

Space  

The site is clearly ‘informal natural open space’ as defined in OS1 and therefore is 

required to be protected.  

 

3.4.5 Reason 5: Not in accordance with the emerging Stamford Neighbourhood Plan 

Although not yet adopted (partly due to the current pandemic), the Stamford 

Neighbourhood Plan has reached a stage where it should be given due weight. 

The fact that more than 3,000 local people have signed petitions against this application 

demonstrates clear support for the emerging Stamford Neighbourhood Plan which calls for 

any development along the Welland Valley Corridor through Stamford to protect the nature 

and character of the area, not increase risk of flooding and protection of open spaces. 

Given that a significant proportion of the population of Stamford have already 

demonstrated their opposition to this specific application and their support for the 

Neighbourhood Plan, it is considered unlikely that the people of Stamford will vote against 

its adoption. 

The NP is likely therefore to be adopted in just a few months time, when it will carry 

increased weight stronger than other material planning considerations. 

It would be perverse and irresponsible to approve an application specifically opposed in 

the emerging Neighbourhood Plan when its adoption – and increased weight as a material 

planning consideration– is so imminent. 

 

3.4.6 These reasons were supported by the following background: 



 

 
 

- Stamford is Special: The proposed site is valued open space near to both the riverside 

and centre of England’s first ever Conservation Area. The site was not designated for 

development in South Kesteven’s current Local Plan adopted as recently as earlier this 

year.  

- It was not designated for development for good reason: it is not a suitable site. 

Developing this site for housing would result in the loss forever of a green space which 

is much-valued by Stamfordians. 

- It would clearly also result in harm to the setting of the recognised heritage asset that is 

St Leonard’s Priory.  

- We have a responsibility as the planning authority to protect Stamford’s heritage and 

valued open space as far as possible and at the same time ensure that future housing 

needs are met through sustainable development on suitable sites. 

- This application is about whether the loss to the community of the green space and 

damage to the setting of St Leonard’s Priory outweighs the benefits to the community 

of 31 new affordable homes. 

- There are many more affordable homes already earmarked and ‘in the pipeline’ on 

more suitable sites close to the centre of Stamford. 

- In summary, the public benefits of 31 affordable homes does not sufficiently mitigate 

the permanent loss of open space and recognised damage to heritage assets. 

Therefore this application cannot be not justified and must be refused. 

3.5 Cllr Milnes – Proposed reasons for refusal: 

 

3.5.1 This 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 OS1; NPPF 66 and 193, 91, 170. 

 

3.5.2 This reason was supported by the following justification: 

 

3.5.3 This is not considered to be a suitable windfall site for the following site specific reasons: 

 

- Heritage: Would represent a further unwelcome step in the environmental erosion of 

the setting of Grade 1 St Leonards Priory. It is therefore not responsible or sustainable 

to develop housing in this location. NPPF – 66. 

 

- There is a need for this broad open riverside space on the edge of, and with direct 

access to, the Stamford Conservation Area. Moreover, a need to protect the setting 

and future of the Grade 1 St Leonards Priory. Stamford as described on pages 98/99 

of the SKDC LP where it is noted for its heritage’ and ‘medieval character’ in respect of 

its listed building and the character of the meadow setting. A housing development on 

the site would be in the wrong place. 

 

- Stamford’s population is growing and there is an amenity need for larger, accessible, 

natural open space along the riverside which will promote healthy lifestyles in a safe 



 

 
 

and tranquil area and enhanced biodiversity. The importance of this open green space 

cannot be underestimated in terms of the public benefit for local people and visitors – 

part of the promotion of Stamford and the district in the SKDC LP. 

 

- SKDC LP para 3.29 Capacity and Limits to Growth was to ensure the existing heritage 

and other important features were protected from future inappropriate development 

options by Identifying the less constrained and strategic opportunities for sensitive 

growth of the town. This site was excluded as too constrained and therefore not 

suitable. The northern allocations will more than provide for the assessed local need 

for affordable housing in Stamford in a more sustainable and less harmful setting.  
 

4 Comments of the Head of Development Management 
 

4.1 The proposed reasons for refusal relate to the following key points: 

 

Principle of development and sustainability 

4.2 Reference is made to Stamford Neighbourhood Plan Policies, however that draft plan is 

not currently at a stage where the policies can be afforded weight in terms of decision 

making. 

4.3 Reference is made to Local Plan Policies SP4 and SP5 which relate to development on 

the edge of settlements and in the open countryside respectively. The application site is 

located within the main built up part of Stamford, a sustainable location, where the 

principle of residential development is supported through Local Plan Policies SD1, SP1, 

SP2 and SP3.  

4.4 Further, it would reasonable to include a condition to ensure the development would 

comply with Policy SB1 – Sustainable Building, as recommended in the officer report. 

Therefore, conflict with this policy is not considered to be a reason that could be defended 

through an appeal.  

4.5 Therefore, none of the reasons that relate to the above policies and the principle of 

development and sustainability of the location or type of construction are not considered to 

be defensible at appeal. 

Impact on the character of the area, including designated heritage assets 

 

4.6 Any major development of a greenfield site will inevitably change the character of the area 

from an undeveloped, open site to urban or suburban, and will therefore have an impact 

on the character of the area. However, that impact needs to be considered against the 

wider context and the development proposed. In this instance, that wider context includes 

designated heritage assets, including the Grade I listed St Leonard’s Priory. 

4.7 Local Policy EN6 seeks to protect heritage assets and their setting and states permission 

will only be granted where the public benefits of the proposal outweigh the potential harm. 

Policies EN1 and DE1 also seek to ensure development is appropriate for its context. 

4.8 In relation to the protection of listed buildings, the Council also has a general duty to have 

special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of 

special architectural or historic interest which it possesses under section 66 of the 



 

 
 

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990. Case law has established 

this duty should be given considerable importance and weight in any decision making. 

4.9 There is evidence the development would result in harm to the setting of St Leonard’s 

Priory, albeit at the lower end of less than substantial in the applicant’s submitted heritage 

statement, and comments from Historic England and the Council’s conservation officer. 

That harm is, therefore, required to be considered in the planning balance against any 

benefits associated with the scheme and should be given considerable importance and 

weight.  

Loss of greenspace/ open space 
 

4.10 Whilst there is a preference for the development of brownfield sites, there are no 

fundamental reasons or policies in the Local Plan that prevent the development of 

greenfield sites.  

4.11 Although there is a current application to register the land as a town and village green 

(TVG), the land is currently considered to be private grassland. As noted in the case 

officer’s report, informal open space is one of the categories of open space detailed under 

Policy OS1, however this is generally understood to be land which has a degree of public 

accessibility. Therefore, it is not considered relevant to consider the application against the 

‘protection’ element of Local Plan Policy OS1 at the current time and therefore the 

provisions of this policy should not be used as part of a reason for refusal.  

4.12 However, given the greenfield nature of the land the provisions of policy EN3 are 

considered of relevance and some conflict with the provisions of that policy has been 

identified, which is also required to be considered against the public benefits of the 

proposal as part of the planning balance. 

Ecology impacts  
 

4.13 The ecological impact assessment submitted as part of the application confirms that the 

proposal would not have a significant impact on any irreplaceable ecological habitat or 

protected species. A suitably worded condition to secure biodiversity enhancements could 

be included on the grant of any permission based on the baseline understanding of 

ecological conditions, as recommended in the officer report, and therefore the ecological 

impacts of the proposal are not considered to be a reason for refusal that could be 

defended through an appeal. 

Flood Risk   
 

4.14 A flood risk assessment has been submitted with the application and flood risk mitigation 

measures have been incorporated into the plans which would be secured by condition and 

have resulted in no objection to the proposals from either the Environment Agency, 

Lincolnshire County Council (as lead local flood authority) and Lincolnshire Emergency 

Planners. The Council has no substantive evidence to suggest there would be an increase 

in flood risk or an unacceptable risk to the future occupiers of the development and 

therefore this is not considered to be a reason that could be defended through an appeal. 

 

 

 



 

 
 

Traffic and highway considerations   
 

4.15 The site is considered to be in a sustainable location, well connected to existing services 

and facilities. The potential traffic impacts and any highway safety implications associated 

with the development have been assessed by Lincolnshire County Council (as local 

highway authority) who have not objected to the proposal. The Council has no substantive 

evidence to support and contrary conclusion and therefore this is not considered to be a 

reason that could be defended through an appeal. 

5 Conclusion 
 

5.1 In reaching a decision on the application, Members must consider the proposals in the 

round and carry out a balancing exercise to consider the harm that might arise from the 

disbenefits of the proposals against the benefits of the development. In this instance, the 

benefits of the proposal include the delivery of 31 affordable benefits in Stamford, of which 

the existing need and delivery issues are documented in the officer report. In addition, the 

Committee should consider the weight that it attributes to the benefits and disbenefits of 

the proposals. In doing so, the Committee should have regard to other relevant local and 

national policies together with the weight that can be attributed to them.   

 

5.2 In conclusion, and in line with the Council’s Constitution, the Head of Development 

Management has considered fully the written reasons for refusal provided by the 

Councillors who wished to refuse the application. The Head of Development Management 

considers that the proposed reasons relating to harm to St Leonard’s Priory and loss of 

greenspace are substantive enough to be defended at appeal. Whilst the officer 

recommendation remains one of approval, the following reason for refusal is considered to 

be defensible at appeal should members remain minded to refuse the application. 

 

5.3 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 I 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.  

 

5.4 Should members be minded to approve the application, the updated comments from 

Lincolnshire County Council should be taken into account when agreeing the provisions of 

the S106 Agreement. i.e. there would no longer be a requirement for an education 

contribution.  

 

Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 

 

 

 


