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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 12 January 2022 that was received after the Agenda was published. 
 

S21/0938 
 

Proposal: Erection of 200 dwellings with associated infrastructure and landscaping 
 
Site Address:  Land to the north of Uffington Road, Stamford 
 
 
Summary of Information Received: 
 

• Additional representations received 

 

Following publication of the Committee report the following additional representations have 

been received: 

 

Stamford Town Council: 

Planning Application S21/0938. Reasons for Objection by Stamford Town Council  

National Planning Policy Framework 2.2.4  

Paragraph 109: “Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if 

there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts 

on the road network would be severe.”  

With the recent creation of a residential development, a senior care facility and an Aldi 

supermarket on the Uffington Road, the thoroughfare has become extremely busy and is prone 

to serious congestion. There is only one proposed entry/exit point from the development onto 

the already over-crowded Uffington Road, which will compound congestion issues at this 

location. This will also severely impede access onto and egress from the site. It has been 

suggested that an additional northern entry/exit point should be created onto Ryhall Road. 

However, it is strongly felt by the committee that this could turn the development into a cut-
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through for motorists wanting to avoid congestion, compromising the safety of residents, 

particularly children.  

SKDC Local Plan, Pg.100. STM-H2: Stamford East 

Indicative Unit Numbers: 162  

Approximate Density: 30 Dwellings per hectare  

The original proposal for this development was 162 dwellings in total which conforms to an 

optimum density of dwellings at 30dwellings per hectare. More recently total climbed to 213 

dwellings. Even though it has now been reduced to 200 dwellings, this figure is still far above 

the acceptable level.  

(a) A comprehensive masterplan is required for the entire site.  

There does not appear to be an integrated masterplan that shows how this development works 

in conjunction with Stamford North and other Stamford East development that will follow. 

(b) The layout of the development should provide appropriate transport infrastructure measures 

to encourage walking, cycling and use of public transport in order to maximise opportunities for 

sustainable modes of transport.  

(c) This site represents a gateway location and this should be recognised in the design and 

layout of development proposals.  

The design of the buildings is perfunctory and uninspired contrary to local Plan policy DE1. 

Also, there is no mention Climate Change mitigation or adaptation being designed into the 

scheme. A new residential development such as this should be eco-sustainable. We need to 

see use of solar panels, ground source heat pumps, district heating, EV charging, water 

reclamation, use of natural light and ventilation etc. 

(d) Highway, footway, cycleway connections shall be provided throughout the site which 

connect the site into the wider area.  

It is stated in the project transport report that ‘highway, footway, cycleway connections shall be 

provided throughout the site which connect the site into the wider area’. Currently there is only 

one entry/exit point onto Uffington Road. Would it be possible to create a northern entry/exit 

point (solely) for cyclists and pedestrians onto Ryhall Road? 

 

Officer comment 

The objection from Stamford Town Council is noted. 

Points made with regards to highways impact are sufficiently covered in the Committee report, 

with no objections received from LCC Highways and a Transport Assessment undertaken that 

demonstrates no severe impact on nearby junctions (Morrisons roundabout). This modelling 

includes committed development, including the recently opened Aldi adjacent to the site. 

The proposal for 200 dwellings is above the 162 outlined in the Local Plan policy, however the 

162 dwellings was in addition to a commitment at the time for an additional 100 dwellings, so 

the Local Plan proposes 262 dwellings on the wider site, not 162. A Masterplan has been 

submitted that includes both parcels of the Stamford east development, including sufficient 

vehicular and walking/cycling links between the two parts of the site. The Masterplan also 

includes a vehicular connection to the employment allocation ST-E1 to the north and a 



 
 

walking/cycling connection point that would connect through to Stamford North. A connection 

point to Ryhall Road for walking/cycling is not possible from this site due to land ownership 

constraints.  

The proposal is considered to meet the requirements of Policy SB1 for sustainable 

development with the scheme, despite being a majority of affordable dwellings, proposes 

compliance with Part L of the Building Regulations, provision of water restrictors to minimise 

water use to a 110 l/pp/per day, and provision of EV charging provision throughout the 

development.  

Additional representation from the applicant in response to objection from Stamford 

Property Company 

In response to the DLP objection, please see below for our comments.   

Planning applications should be considered in accordance with the provisions of the 

Development Plan.  In considering whether a proposal complies with the Development Plan, it 

is well established in Case Law that the policies in the Development Plan needs to be considered 

as a whole.  In this instance, the letter from DLP does not acknowledge Policy E6 in the South 

Kesteven Local Plan, which sets out when employment sites, including those allocated in Policy 

E3, can be released for alternative uses.  For the reasons previously set out in our Planning 

Statement, Supplementary Planning Statement and in the Council’s Committee Report, the 

proposal complies with Policy E6.  The residential development of this part of the site therefore 

accords with the Development Plan.   

The DLP letter seeks to criticise the Applicant and Officers for not considering the Neighbourhood 

Plan.  This is factually incorrect as both the Applicant and Officers have considered the 

Neighbourhood Plan as evidenced by our previous submissions and the Committee Report.  This 

commentary is nothing more than an attempt to try and undermine a proposal that complies with 

the Development Plan to further their client’s ambitions.  This is evidenced by the fact that DLP 

do not point to a single policy in the Neighbourhood Plan that seeks to resist the proposed 

development or a policy that seeks to impose a different approach to Policy E6 in the SKLP when 

it comes to considering applications for alternative uses on allocated employment 

sites.  Consequently, DLP have identified no policies within the Neighbourhood Plan that the 

proposed development would conflict with and the proposal complies with the Neighbourhood 

Plan.   

The facts relative to the consideration of this application remain that: 

• The proposal complies with development plan – both SKLP and the Stamford 

Neighbourhood Plan. 

• Policy E3 in the SKLP supports alternative employment generating uses on allocated sites 

(e.g. an Aldi store).  It is, therefore, perfectly reasonable to consider the development of the 

Aldi store on the housing allocation as a trade off. 

• Policy E6 in the SKLP allows for allocated employment sites to be developed for alternative 

uses should one of the criteria in the policy be met, which is the case in this instance as 

confirmed in the committee report.   

• The proposal would not result in the loss of the amount of employment land original 

envisaged by the Development Plan (both the Local and Neighbourhood Plan).  It just 

relocates it to a better location. 



 
 

• The proposal delivers on the Governments objective to boost significantly the supply of 

housing and will deliver much needed affordable housing.  These are significant benefits of 

the proposal. 

 

Masterplan 

Further to the Masterplan provided by the applicant, Bellway, as land promoter for the adjacent 

part of the residential site allocation, have submitted a version of the Masterplan with further 

constraints to their part of the allocation site. These constraints are shown on the overlay plan 

below and include provision of retaining walls to the north and north east boundaries of their site 

due to land levels, provision of an acoustic boundary to the immediate north of the Aldi 

supermarket and shown a drainage easement running east to west across the site that links to 

the existing easement within the application site.  

No amendments are proposed to the Masterplan for the application site, instead this overlay 

adds further constraints for clarification to the site promoted by Bellway. 

Officer note 

The spatial arrangements shown in the Masterplan submitted by the applicant are compatible 

with the constraints shown on the Bellway plan and that the finer detail in relation to these will 

be considered as part of any detailed planning application that is submitted for the remainder of 

the housing allocation. 



 
 

 

 



 
 

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

 

 


