
             
     

          
    

           

      

              

                
                

  

     

   
   
   

PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Tuesday 23rd March 2021 at 6.00pm
www.kettering.gov.uk/youtube 

Committee Administrator: Callum Galluzzo 
Direct Line: (01536) 534268 
Email: callumgalluzzo@kettering.gov.uk 

This is a virtual meeting of the Planning Committee to be held using
Zoom and live-streamed via YouTube. 

Committee Members, officers and registered speakers will be sent Zoom
meeting joining instructions separately 

To watch the live meeting on YouTube, please follow the instructions below:-

1. Click or visit the following link www.kettering.gov.uk/youtube 

2. Select the following video (located at the top of the list) – “Planning Committee 
23/03/2021 

Please Note: If you visit YouTube before the start time of the meeting you may need 
to refresh your browser – the video will only start a minute shortly before the meeting 
commences 

http://www.kettering.gov.uk/youtube
http://www.kettering.gov.uk/youtube
mailto:callumgalluzzo@kettering.gov.uk


      

  

              
      

         

   

A G E N D A 

1. Apologies 

2. Declarations of Interest 

(a) Personal 
(b) Prejudicial 

3. Minutes of the meetings held on 16th February 2021 to be approved as a 
correct record and signed by the Chair 

4. Any items of business the Chair considers to be urgent 

5. Planning Application Reports 



BOROUGH OF KETTERING 

PLANNING COMMITTEE 

Meeting held: 16th February 2021 

Councillor Mark Rowley (Chair) 
Councillors Linda Adams, Scott Edwards, Clark Mitchell, 
Mark Rowley, Lesley Thurland, Greg Titcombe, David 
Howes and Cliff Moreton. 

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 

the minutes of the meetings of the Planning 
Committee held on 15th December 2020 be 
approved as a correct record. 

BUSINESS THE CHAIR CONSIDERS TO BE 

PLANNING APPLICATION REPORTS 

considered the following applications for planning 
set out in the Head of Development Control’s 

Reports and supplemented verbally and in writing at the meeting. Three 
the meeting and spoke on applications in 

accordance with the Right to Speak Policy, two written statements were 

details of applications and, where applicable, 
results of statutory consultations and representations which had been 

interested bodies and individuals, and the Committee 
reached the following decisions:-. 
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Agenda Item 3

Present: 

20.PC.92 

20.PC.93 

20.PC.94 

20.PC.95 

20.PC.96 

APOLOGIES 

None. 

None. 

MINUTES 

RESOLVED that 

ANY ITEMS OF 
URGENT 

None. 

The Committee 
permission, which were 

Speakers attended 

also submitted. 
The reports included 

received from 

https://20.PC.96
https://20.PC.95
https://20.PC.94
https://20.PC.93
https://20.PC.92
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20.PC.96.1 KET/2020/0318 

Proposed Development 

*5.1 Full Application: Change of use of 
part of application site from 
unused land to use as an 
extension to a residential caravan 
site and taken together with the 
existing site would be for 12 
traveller families, each with one 
caravan/mobile home including 
laying of hardstanding and 
construction of retaining wall at 
The Old Willows, 10 The Old 
Northampton Road, Broughton for 
Mr F Doran. 

Application No: KET/2020/0318 

Speaker: 

None. 

Decision 

Members received a report which sought the 
Change of use of part of the application site 
from unused land, to use as an extension to 
a residential caravan site. Taken together 
with the existing site, the proposal would be 
for 12 traveller families, each with one 
caravan/mobile home including the laying of 
hardstanding and construction of retaining 
wall. 

Cllr Titcombe raised concerns surrounding 
the size of the existing site and the inability, 
in his view, to accommodate the amount of 
caravans/mobile homes proposed on the 
site. 

Cllr Thurland raised concerns surrounding 
the health and safety at the site, concurring 
with the planning officer’s report. 

Cllr Howes added his agreement with the 
planning officer’s report. 

After debate it was proposed by Cllr Thurland 
and seconded by Cllr Titcombe that the 
application be refused as per the officer’s 
recommendation. This motion was passed 
with a unanimous vote in favour of the 
recommendation. 

It was agreed that the application be 
REFUSED for the following reasons:-

1. The proposed site layout would be cramped and dominated by hardstanding, 
there is minimal room for parking and turning; no room for utility/amenity blocks, touring 
caravans and space for the storage of equipment; and, absence of any landscaping 
within the site enclosed with 1.8m fencing. The site layout is therefore considered to 
provide insufficient amenity for occupiers contrary to paragraph 26 of the Planning 
Policy for Travellers Sites [2015] and with Policy 31 of the North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy. 

2. The opening up of the site by removal of screen planting along the east boundary 
and the likely loss of screen planting along the west boundary, due to excavation works 
into the embankment, have and will result in the site and its infrastructure being clearly 
visible from the public highway [Broughton Road and the A43] and a Public Rights of 



             
              
            

              
          

              
 

            
            

            
             

  

          
            

                  
              
   

               
                
              

                  
          

   

Way footpath [GW14] such that have/will result in an incongruous appearance in this 
rural landscape contrary to Policies 3, 19 and 31 of the North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy and Policy 7 of the Kettering Local Plan Saved Policies. 
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3. The loss of the hedgerow and associated trees have an adverse impact on the 
green infrastructure and ecological network, by causing habitat fragmentation and 
biodiversity net loss contrary to Policies 4 and 19 of the North Northamptonshire Joint 
Core Strategy. 

4. The removal of the eastern hedgerow, the cutting into the western embankment 
and the covering of the whole site with hardsurfacing represent intentional unauthorised 
development which is considered was undertaken with the sole purpose of undermining 
the full and proper consideration of the impact of the proposed development contrary 
to Government Policy. 

5. Insufficient information has been submitted to assess the suitability and 
appropriateness of the proposed retaining wall in terms of protecting the structural 
stability of the A43 to ensure that it is to the necessary standard to fulfil its function as 
part of the strategic road network contrary to Policy 17 of the North Northamptonshire 
Joint Core Strategy. 

6. The Council considers that there is a five year supply of pitches for Gypsies and 
Travellers within the Borough and there is a lack of evidence for the need for the 
additional pitches. Having regard to the harms identified above it is considered there is 
a lack of weight to be attached to need such that it is sufficient to outweigh the strong 
objections to the use of the land in the manner proposed. 

Voting: For - Unanimous 
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20.PC.96.2 KET/2020/0659 

Proposed Development Decision 

*5.2 Full Application: New access with Members received a report which sought the 
alteration to land levels at 17 full application for a new access to the 
Kettering Road for Mr P existing site, along with alterations to the land 
Chamberlain levels. 

Application No: KET/2020/0659 The Committee heard no update. 

Speaker: The chair asked the Planning Officer whether 
BLTC were consulted in relation to this. The 

The committee heard a written speech Planning officer confirmed that this had been 
from a third Party objector (Nicola undertaken. 
Wright). The statement offered 
objections on multiple neighbours due to The chair also confirmed whether by granting 
numerous risks. The statement raised permission for this application, the committee 
concerns regarding lack of would be granting permission for use of the 
communication from the applicant road. The Planning Officer confirmed this 
relating to relevant deeds. Further was not the case. 
concerns were raised that BLTC had not 
been consulted on this application. In Cllr Thurland referred to a previous 
addition, the statement raises concerns application for the barn conversion, and a 
surrounding the restriction of space for discrepancy between parking provisions for 
vehicle movements. The statement the previous application which was 
raises objections on the basis that the approved, and this current application. 
works would increase the risk of damage Concerns were raised that the proposed 
from lack of water drainage. space would not be large enough for the 

vehicle movements outlined in the 
The committee then heard from the application. Cllr Thurland also raised 
applicant for the development (Mr P concerns surrounding the JCS policy 8, not 
Chamberlain). Mr Chamberlain explained having undue disruption to neighbouring 
that he is very open to questions should properties, and argues that the current 
members have any. The applicant also proposal would not adhere to this. 
wished to add that highways had not 
objected to this proposal, and The planning officer advised the committee 
appreciated that there has been that each application should be judged on it’s 
concerns from the residents. Mr own merits. There was also advice given 
Chamberlain confirmed that concerns surrounding the Highways Department 
surrounding security of a gated road was cannot comment on the private drive aspect 
a misunderstanding, and that there would of the application. 
be no access through the property. Mr 
Chamberlain also expressed that Cllr O’Hara agreed with Cllr Thurland, and 
evidence had been provided by his also raised concerns that the area is one that 
lawyer regarding the right of way in the floods quite frequently, and the works 
property, and that this had been proposed will likely increase this risk. 
distributed and received by concerned 
neighbours. Cllr Edwards asked whether the tree work 

could be undertaken without planning 
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permission, the planning officer advised that 
the ahrdstanding works could be done 
without planning permission. Cllr Edwards 
echoed Cllr O’hara’s points regarding 
flooding and the effect of taking the trees 
away. The Planning Officer also confirmed 
that the trees fall within the conservation 
area, however any works to those trees 
would require a separate application. 

Cllr Titcombe raised concers surrounsing the 
proposed driving arrangements, and the lack 
of space on the application for vehicular 
movements. 

Cllr Howes asked why additional access is 
needed for the applicant when there is 
already access. The chair advised that it isn’t 
a planning consideration, and this was 
confirmed by the Legal representative. 

Cllr Moreton also raised concerns over the 
lack of space for proposed parking. 

After debate it was proposed by Cllr Thurland 
and seconded by Cllr Titcombe that the 
application be refused contrary to the officer’s 
recommendation, on the basis of detrimental 
impact to the highway, contradiction to Policy 
8 of the JCS and detrimental impact on local 
parking. 

This motion passed with a unanimous vote in 
favour of the amendment to refuse. 

It was agreed that the application be 
REFUSED for the following reasons:-
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20.PC.96.3 KET/2020/0746 

Proposed Development Decision 

*5.3 Full Application: Change of use Members received a report which sought the 
from dwelling (C3a) to children’s change of use from a dwelling into a 
care home (C2) at 7 Forest Glade, children’s care home. 
Kettering for Mr T Cox, Esland 
Care. The committee heard an update which was a 

statement from the applicant. This confirmed 
Application No: KET/2020/0746 the ages of the children in the property, and 

the process before children are accepted into 
Speaker: the property. Facilities usage was also 

explained by the applicant. This requires 
Cllr Davies addressed the committee as condition 2 to be amended, and there is a 
Ward Councillor for the area. Cllr Davies typing error on the report that suggests there 
advised that it is vital that the are 4 bedrooms, this should read 5. 
development is located adequately, and 
this is the views of many neighbours who Cllr Howes asked where 6 cars would 
had contacted him. Cllr Davies advised propose to be parked, and referred to the 
there would be significant impact on the photographs of the existing property in the 
neighbours, and that there is no mention report. The planning officer advised that the 
of how the applicants would adequately applicant had changed the original 
look after the residents and neighbours. application to read 4 parking spaces, which 
Cllr Davies also raised concerns that would be parked as such – 2 cars in the 
there are current crime issues in the area, garage and 2 on the driveway. Cllr Howes 
specifically county lines operations, to advised that this would still be unsustainable. 
which the applicant company states are 
the residents they work with are at risk to Cllr Thurland raised concerns surrounding 
these operation. Further issues were the quality of life of the proposed residents at 
raised surrounding potential parking the property. This also included the proposed 
issues, specifically around school pickup care plan in place and the amount of carers 
and drop off times. Further arguments needed for the residents at all times. Further 
raised concerns surrounding the lack of concerns were raised surrounding the 
information outlining the specified current lack of space in order for the 
movement times of carers etc. Cllr residents to have enough as well as carers. 
Davies also refers to a separate In addition, the proposed age gap between 
application in Rothwell which shows potential residents (8-18year olds) would 
similarities. require further space due to having different 

needs. 
The Committee also heard from Aida 
McManus who was the agent for the The planning officer advised that the 
applicant. Aida advised the committee potential residents would be grouped by age, 
that the applicants successfully operate therefore there shouldn’t be the size age gap 
numerous care homes across the that Cllr Thurland was alluding to. The 
country, and that there have been no planning officer also advised that the 
issues with any other care home or the residents would not be allowed out of the 
care quality commission. The committee property unaccompanied. Furthermore, there 
also heard that some children may be would be no third parties entering the 
placed there for their own safety. Aida property, therefore reducing the movement of 
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made the argument that this cannot be 
classed as overdevelopment as there are 
no additions to the current property, and 
that Highways had given no concerns 
surrounding parking. Regarding the 
County Lines concerns, the agent 
advised that the applicants would work 
closely with the police, and the children 
would be accompanied at all times. 

traffic to the care home. 

Cllr O’Hara raised concerns surrounding the 
County Lines issues. In addition, concerns 
were raised surrounding how the residents 
would travel to and from places of education. 
Cllr O’Hara also echoed Cllr Thurland’s 
concerns surrounding lack of space for the 
residents at the property 

Cllr Titcombe raised concerns surrounding 
the potential impact on the amenities of 
neighbouring properties, therefore 
contradicting Policy 8 of the JCS. 

The Head of Development services advised 
the committee not to second guess the 
company providing these services as the 
relevant checks had been made. The 
concerns surrounding contradiction to 
Poloicy 8 was not a valid argument in his 
view. 

Cllr Adams raised that if the property 
remained a family home there could still be a 
high volume of vehicles if fully occupied. The 
Councillor also advised the committee that 
these properties are well-regulated, and the 
position of the property is acceptable for the 
proposal. 

Cllr Moreton raised concerns surrounding the 
proposed safety of the residents, and the 
surrounding woodland being a concern for 
the vulnerability of the potential residents. 

Cllr Thurland added to her original 
comments, that the concerns surrounding the 
vehicle movements to and from the property 
for the proposed residents. 

The planning officers advised the committee 
that they were aware of the current crime 
issues in the area, but these are not planning 
considerations, and that the police came 
back with no comments when consulted on 
the proposal. 

After debate it was proposed by Cllr Adams 
and seconded by Cllr Mitchell that the 
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application be approved as per 
recommendation. This motion fell with 2 
votes for, 4 against and 2 abstentions. 

An amendment was proposed by Cllr 
Thurland and seconded by Cllr O’Hara that 
the application be refused contrary to 
recommendation, on the basis that it 
contradicts Policy 8 of the JCS, and would 
have a detrimental impact to parking and 
highways in the local area. This motion 
passed with 4 votes for, 2 against and 2 
abstentions. 

It was agreed that the application be 
REFUSED for the following reasons:-

1. The proposal would result in unneighbourly form of development which would 
have a detrimental impact on local residents amenity by virtue of increased 
disturbance from traffic movement and general comings and goings due to the 
intensification of use as a care home, contrary to Policy 8 of the North Northants 
Joint Core Strategy. 

2. The proposal allows for the on-site parking for 4 vehicles which, given the 
amount of staff to be employed on or attending the site, is considered to be 
insufficient, resulting in on-street parking which is likely to contribute to parking 
congestion and potential highway hazard to other road users including 
pedestrians. The proposal is contrary to Policy 8 of the North Northants Joint 
core strategy in this regard. 

Voting (Officers recommendation) – For – 2 
Against – 4 

Abstentions - 2 

Voting (Amendment to Refuse) – For – 4 
Against – 2 

Abstentions – 2 



Page 11

 

    
     
       

     
       

 
  

 

      
        

     
      

       
     

      
     

       
        
     

        
       

        

    

     
       

     
         

        
     

    

      
       

     
        
       

       
 

     
     
       

       
     

      
      

     

     
        

       
          

        
       

       
      

     

       
    

20.PC.96.4 KET/2020/0824 

Proposed Development Decision 

*5.4 Full Application: Demolition of Members received a report which sought the 
existing 2 storey dwelling and demolition of the existing 2 storey dwelling, 
erection of new 2 storey building at with the erection of a new 2 storey dwelling. 
46 Polwell Lane, Barton Seagrave 
for Mr R Hall Mortar & Co. Ltd. The committee heard no update. 

Application No: KET/2020/0824 Cllr Thurland raised concerns surrounding 
the single storey aspect of the proposed 

Speaker: development. The Councillor asked whether 
a condition could be added that this could not 

The committee heard a written statement be built on in the future. Further concerns 
from the co owner of the property. The were made surrounding disabled access, 
statement read that the original and whether this is acceptable. 
application had been withdrawn on the 
advice of the agent, and the new The Planning officer advised that disability 
application shows changes which have aspects would be picked up by Building 
rectified any concerns of the planning Regulations. Confirmation was also given 
authority and neighbours. The committee that the development will be built as planned, 
heard that the applicant has been a and therefore no further development on the 
builder for over 40 years and believes the single storey part is permitted without a 
quality of build will be high. further application. 

Cllr O’Hara raised concerns surrounding 
energy efficiency. The planning officer 
advised there were policies in place for 
amenities such as water usage. Cllr O’Hara 
also raised concerns surrounding parking, 
however the planning officer confirmed that 
the new, current application addressed these 
concerns from the original application. 

Cllr Edwards raised concerns surrounding 
the loss of light for neighbours. The planning 
officer explained that the room suffering from 
the loss of light is a utility room therefore not 
habitable. 

After debate it was proposed by Cllr Titcombe 
and seconded by Cllr Adams that the 
application be approved as per the officer’s 
recommendation. This motion passed with 6 
votes for and 2 votes against. 

It was agreed that the application be 
APPROVED for the following reasons:-



            
       

            
        

             
             

             
             

               
              

             
        

            
                

              
               
 

             
             

               
            

       

           
                 

            
             

   

             
                

                
       

            
           

           
                    

           

   
  

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of 3 
years from the date of this planning permission. 
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2. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out other than in 
accordance with the approved plans and details listed below. 

3. In the event that unexpected contamination is found at any time when carrying 
out the development hereby approved, it must be reported immediately to the Local 
Planning Authority. Development works at the site shall cease and an investigation 
and risk assessment undertaken to assess the nature and extent of the unexpected 
contamination. A written report of the findings shall be submitted to and approved by 
the Local Planning Authority, together with a scheme to remediate, if required, prior to 
further development on site taking place. Only once written approval from the Local 
Planning Authority has been given shall development works recommence. 

4. No development above building slab level shall commence on site until details 
of the types and colours of all external facing and roofing materials to be used, together 
with samples, have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning 
Authority. The development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the 
approved details. 

5. Works audible at the site boundary will not exceed the following times unless 
with the written permission of the Local Planning Authority or Environmental Health. 
Monday to Friday 08.00 to 18.00 hrs, Saturday 08.30 to 13.30 and at no time 
whatsoever on Sundays or Public/Bank Holidays. This includes deliveries to the site 
and any work undertaken by contractors and sub-contractors. 

6. The dwellinghouse hereby approved shall be constructed to achieve a maximum 
water use of no more than 105 Iitres per person per day in accordance with the optional 
standards 36(2)(b) of the Building Regulations 2010 (as amended) as detailed within 
the Building Regulations 2010 Approved Document G - Sanitation, hot water safety and 
water efficiency (2015 edition). 

7. The windows at first floor level on the side (northwest and southeast) elevations 
shall be glazed with obscured glass and any portion of the window that is within 1.7m 
of the floor of the room where the window is installed shall be non-openable. The 
windows shall thereafter be maintained in that form. 

8. Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 3 of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and 
re-enacting that Order with or without modification) no additional openings permitted 
by Schedule 2, Part 1 Classes A, B or C shall be made at first floor level in the side 
(northwest and southeast) elevations or in any roof plane of the building. 

Voting: For – 6 
Against - 2 



 

    
   
    
    

     
    

    
     

      

 
  

 

        
      

     
       
     

 

    

       
        

       
       

      
    

       
    

               
      

            
        

            
               

                
          

   

    

20.PC.96.5 KET/2020/0868 

Proposed Development 

*5.5 Application for Listed Building 
Consent: Replace specified 
windows, repairs to specified 
windows, render, stone plinths, 
flashing and front door joinery, 
redecorate external wall surfaces, 
refurbish signboard at Chesham 
House, 53 Lower Street, Kettering 
for Mr D Smith, Kettering Borough 
Council. 

Application No: KET/2020/0868 

Speaker: 

None. 

Decision 

Members received a report which sought the 
Listed Building consent for Replace specified 
windows, repairs to specified windows, 
render, stone plinths, flashing and front door 
joinery, redecorate external wall surfaces, 
refurbish signboard 

The committee heard no update. 

The committee did not debate this item, 
therefore it was proposed by Cllr Edwards 
and seconded by Cllr O’Hara that the 
application be approved as per the officer’s 
recommendation. This motion passed with a 
unanimous vote for the amendment. 

It was agreed that the application be 
APPROVED for the following reasons:-

1. The works to which this consent relate shall be begun before the expiration of 3 
years from the date of this consent. 

2. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out other than in 
accordance with the approved plans and information detailed below. 

3. Replacement and repaired window frames shall be timber with a final painted 
finish, to match the existing, applied by hand when the frames have been installed on 
site and shall remain in that state thereafter and any other repair works shall be carried 
out in matching materials and shall remain in that form thereafter. 

Voting: For – Unanimous 

The meeting concluded at 20:17 
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March, 2021 

Application Reports 

Kettering South (land at), Off A509 North of Isham, 
Approval of Reserved Matters (EIA): Reserved 
matters application following Outline Application 
KET/2018/0965 (Up to 214,606sqm gross external 

for class B8 warehousing and distribution, 
ancillary class B1(a) offices, with associated access, 
internal roads, parking, landscaping and drainage) in 
relation to landscape and layout for the estate road, 
together with flood compensation, foul and surface 
water drainage, and structural and soft landscaping. 
Expiry date: 12-February-2021 1 

Application Reference Numbers and Expiry Dates in bold type are within the permitted 

are in the third column. For further details please refer to 

The membership for this Full Planning Committee is as follows:-

Councillors:- M Rowley (Chair), S Edwards (Deputy), J O'Hara, L Adams, C Mitchell, C 

Substitutes:- Councillors D Howes, I Jelley, A Lee, J West 
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Agenda Item 5

Tuesday, 23 

No. 5 Planning 

5.1 KET/2020/0745 SBE 

area 

time frame 

The Planning Officer's initials 
the end of the individual reports. 

Moreton, L Thurland, G Titcombe 
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1 

BOROUGH OF KETTERING 

Full Planning Committee - 23/03/2021 Item No: 5.1 

Senior Development Officer 
Application No:
KET/2020/0745 

Kettering South (land at), Off A509 North of Isham 
Reserved Matters (EIA): Reserved matters application

following Outline Application KET/2018/0965 (Up to 214,606sqm gross
class B8 warehousing and distribution, ancillary

class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking,
landscaping and drainage) in relation to landscape and layout for the
estate road, together with flood compensation, foul and surface water
drainage, and structural and soft landscaping. 
Tritax Symmetry (Kettering) LLP 

the issues arising from it 
the application 

MANAGER RECOMMENDS that this application be 
APPROVED subject to the following Condition(s):-

The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out other than in accordance 
with the approved plans and details listed below. 
REASON: In the interest of securing an appropriate form of development in accordance with 
Policy 37 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

Prior to occupation of the first unit within the red-line of the approved location plan 13-
170 P001 P7 and notwithstanding the approved plans full details of a lighting scheme to run 
alongside the east-to-west aligned shared Cycle/Footpath shown to the top edge of approved 
plan 70061010-SYMK-WSP-HGN-000-002-P02, in the event that such a lighting scheme is 
deemed to be necessary, shall be provided to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior 
to first occupation and remain in place for the duration of the development. 

safe cycle and pedestrian routes in accordance with Policy 37 of the 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 
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Agenda Item 5.1

Committee 
Report Sean Bennett 
Originator 
Wards SladeAffected 
Location 

Approval of 

external area for 
Proposal 

Applicant 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

 To describe the above proposals 
 To identify and report on 
 To state a recommendation on 

2. RECOMMENDATION 

THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 

1. 

2. 

REASON: To create 
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Officers Report for KET/2020/0745 

This application is returned to the Committee so that it has the opportunity to reconsider the 
resolution to refuse planning permission at the 02 March 2021 Planning Committee following 
the receipt of legal advice. 

No decision notice has been issued for this application and therefore the matter can be 
reconsidered. 

The item was originally reported to committee as there were unresolved, material objections 
to the proposal (this remains the case). The committee report presented on 02 March is 
attached as Appendix 1. 

3.0 Information 

Section 3.0 is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

4.0 Consultation and Customer Impact 

No further responses have been received between the committee meeting on 02 
March and at the time of writing this report. Section 4.0 therefore is unchanged from 
the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please see Appendix 1. 

5.0 Planning Policy 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

6.0 Financial/Resource Implications 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

7.0 Climate Change Implications 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

8.0 Planning Considerations 

The key issues as set out in the Officer’s original report to Committee on 02 March 
2021 still stand; the officer’s assessment of the key issues is unaltered, and the 
scheme is considered acceptable and recommended for approval (two previously 
recommended conditions have been removed as they are unnecessary). 

Further to the Committee held on 02 March where the Committee resolved to refuse 
the scheme, contrary to officer recommendation, and prior to any decision being 
issued the applicant has set out their legal position to the Council; subsequently the 
Council instructed and received their own legal advice. 

2 
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The resolution to refuse was based on flood risk and drainage impacts. 

Whilst the original Officer’s report is unchanged, it is considered that specific 
clarification on the law and also the parameters within which the current application 
can be determined, will assist Members. This report adds clarity to the original report 
and draws out those key elements in more detail. 

This addendum report provides clarification on matters which have already been 
approved through the discharge of conditions pursuant to the outline planning 
permission and matters which were approved as part of the outline consent itself. 

1. Legality and Soundness of Committee Resolution of 2 March 2021 

The resolution made by the Committee on 02 March 2021 was refused on the 
matters of flood risk and drainage, notwithstanding that the Council have already 
approved these matters and they were not before members to consider. 

The reasoning for this conclusion will be explained below together with key 
background information. 

The outline permission was granted in respect of the site for the following description 
of development: 
Up to 214,606sqm gross external area for class B8 warehousing and distribution, 
ancillary class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking, 
landscaping and drainage. 

All matters were reserved save for access. 

The application for reserved matters indicated that it was seeking approval for 
landscaping, layout and scale. The development description on the application form 
was: 

(i) The layout of the road, storm water drainage, including flood compensation works 
(ii) Structural landscaping and landscaping of the estate road. 

Reserved Matters – Law and Policy 
Reserved matters are details which come forward after an outline planning 
permission is granted. It adds detail to the principle of the development which has 
already been accepted. 

Article 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(England) Order 2015 defines the 5 reserved matters as: 

 ‘Access’ – the accessibility to and within the site, for vehicles, cycles and 
pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access and 
circulation routes and how these fit into the surrounding access network. 

3 



          
         

            
          

          
     

           
             

              
            

            
          

        

             
          

        

             
     

                
           

       

             
              

                
             

              
              

       

  
           

            
           

               
          

 

                
           
           

Access was determined at the outline stage and cannot be re-
opened for debate as part of the current reserved matters 
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 ‘Appearance’ – the aspects of a building or place within the development 
which determine the visual impression the building or place makes, 
including the external built form of the development, its architecture, 
materials, decoration, lighting, colour, and texture. 

 ‘Landscaping’ – the treatment of land (other than buildings) for the 
purpose of enhancing or protecting the amenities of the site and the area 
in which it is situated and includes: (a) screening by fences, walls or other 
means; (b) the planting of trees, hedges, shrubs or grass; (c) the 
formation of banks, terraces or other earthworks; (d) the laying out or 
provision of gardens, courts, squares, water features, sculpture or public 
art; and (e) the provision of other amenity features; 

 ‘Layout’ – the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the 
development are provided, situated, and orientated in relation to each 
other and to buildings and spaces outside the development. 

 ‘Scale’ – the height, width and length of each building proposed within the 
development in relation to its surroundings. 

It can be seen, therefore, that drainage is not a reserved matter. Article 2 of the 
Development Management Procedure Order defines the 5 issues that can be 
reserved matters. These are set out above. 

The acceptability of the drainage proposals was therefore not an issue before the 
Committee to consider as part of this application. Only the location of the drainage 
could be considered as a reserved matter, as part of ‘layout’. But the layout of the 
proposal was not a reason to refuse. Accordingly, members have resolved to refuse 
the application on the basis of issues they were not being asked to consider. 
Furthermore, there is no technical basis for concluding that there is any difficulty with 
the drainage proposals in any event. 

Outline Conditions Approval 
The drainage solution was approved when discharging conditions 16 (approval of 
surface water drainage scheme) and 21 (approval of detailed scheme for floodplain 
compensatory storage) attached to the outline permission. As these were matters 
that had already been approved they did not require any further approval from the 
Local Planning Authority and cannot be re-opened via this current application. 

Evidential Basis 

Even if the above were not the case, there is also no evidential basis for concluding 
that the drainage proposed is unacceptable in any event. Consultation responses 
and the officer’s assessment makes clear the acceptability of the drainage 
proposals. 

4 
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2. Clarification of matters approved by condition and agreed as part of 
the outline planning permission. 

Approved conditions associated with KET/2018/0965 the outline planning 
permission for the development 

“Up to 214,606sqm gross external area for class B8 warehousing and distribution, 
ancillary class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking, 
landscaping and drainage at Kettering South (land at) (Off A509 north of Isham), 
Kettering by Tritax Symmetry (Kettering) LLP.” 

Condition 
reference 

Outline 
condition 
number 

Brief description Approved date 

AOC/0965/1801 15 Approval of 
Archaeological Written 
Scheme of Investigation 

19/10/2020 

AOC/0965/1802 9 Badger Mitigation 
Strategy 

09/11/2020 

AOC/0965/1803 7 Construction 
Management Plan 
incorporating a 
Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

30/11/2020 

8 Construction 
Environmental 
Management Plan 
(Biodiversity) 

22/02/2021 

11 Landscape, Ecology and 
Arboricultural 
Management Framework 

22/02/2021 

12 Landscape, Ecology and 
Arboricultural 
Management Plan 

22/02/2021 

14 Finished Floor Levels 30/11/2020 

16 Surface Water Drainage 30/11/2020 

17 Maintenance of Surface 
Water Drainage scheme 

30/11/2020 

18 Foul Water Drainage 16/02/2021 

19 Noise Assessment 30/11/2020 

5 
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21 Floodplain Compensatory 
Storage scheme 

16/02/2021 

22 Phasing Plan 30/11/2020 

23 Details of public transport 
turning facility and bus 
stop infrastructure within 
the development 

30/11/2020 

26 Details of temporary and 
permanent 
footway/cycleway 

30/11/2020 

AOC/0965/1804 24 Details of bus stop and 
lay-bys on the A509 

11/02/2021 

34 Details of Highway 
Mitigation Measures for 
A509/Station Road 
Junction 

11/02/2021 

35 Details of Highway 
Mitigation Measures for 
A509/ Finedon Station 
Road Junction 

11/02/2021 

AOC/0965/1805 10 Contamination 22/02/2021 

6 



           
        

   

  

          
     

   
      

   
   
   

             
            

       
    

       
            

    
            

   

Parameters Plan approved under Condition 2 of the Outline KET/2018/0965 and 
subsequently varied under Non-Material Amendment KET/2019/0752 which was 
Approved 21 November 2019: 
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(Not to Scale) 

Consequently, the following details have already been considered and approved 
under the Outline Planning Permission (KET/2018/0965): 

 Developable area - 40.54ha 
 Proposed Use – B8 with ancillary B1(a) 
 Number of units (3-10) 
 Proposed unit sizes (9,290sqm-120,000sqm) 
 Maximum Floorspace – 214,606sqm 
 The width of the Structural Landscaping area around the edges of the site 

including along its southern edge (to the right edge on the above image) 
 Access location and details of the access roundabout 
 Alignment of the Estate Road 
 Location and extent of the Flood Management Corridor 
 Maximum heights of the buildings ridge heights on the identified plots taken 

from Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) 
o Plot 1 (Lower Tier) – Maximum Height 79 AOD – Maximum Building 

Height 23m to Ridge 

7 



            
   

            
   

               
            

           
             

           
              

               
        

          
    

           
          

            
            

            
           

            
            

             
                

       

            
   

  
  

     
     

  

o Plot 2 (Upper Tier) – Maximum Height 81 AOD – Maximum Building 
Height 18m to Ridge 
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o Plot 3 (Upper Tier) – Maximum Height 78 AOD – Maximum Building 
Height 18m to Ridge 

The current reserved matters has come forward in a way that wholly aligns with the 
provisions detailed in the ‘Parameters Plan’ which was considered and approved as 
part and in association with the Outline Planning Permission (KET/2018/0965). As 
such these already approved matters cannot be re-opened and are not matters for 
debate. 

No additional or updated representations have been received to this application 
since the drafting of the appended Committee Report. As such and with no reason 
to come to a different conclusion the findings of that report are maintained and the 
recommendation to approve is unchanged. 

Conclusion 
The application seeks Reserved Matter approval (for landscaping and layout) 
following grant of application KET/2018/0965. 

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

The proposal is in accordance with the development plan; most notably site-specific 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Policy 37 and is consistent with the 
parameters laid out in the Outline permission. There are no material considerations 
that would support coming to a different conclusion. Thereby under such 
circumstances and consistent with paragraph 11 of the NPPF, which details the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, the proposal is considered to be 
a sustainable form of development and should be approved without delay as it 
comprises the right type of development in the right place and at the right time to 
support growth in a way that is plan-led. 

The application thereby is recommended for approval, subject to imposition of the 
conditions laid-out. 

Background Papers Previous Reports/Minutes 
Title of Document: Ref: 
Date: Date: 
Contact Officer: Louise Holland, Development Manager 

Sean Bennett, Senior Development Officer 
on 01536 534316 
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BOROUGH OF KETTERING 

Committee Full Planning Committee - 23/03/2021 Item No: 5.1 
Report
Originator 

Sean Bennett 
Senior Development Officer 

Application No:
KET/2020/0745 

Wards 
Affected 

Slade 

Location Kettering South (land at), Off A509 North of Isham 

Proposal 

Approval of Reserved Matters (EIA): Reserved matters application 
following Outline Application KET/2018/0965 (Up to 214,606sqm gross
external area for class B8 warehousing and distribution, ancillary 
class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking, 
landscaping and drainage) in relation to landscape and layout for the
estate road, together with flood compensation, foul and surface water 
drainage, and structural and soft landscaping. 

Applicant Tritax Symmetry (Kettering) LLP 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

 To describe the above proposals 
 To identify and report on the issues arising from it 
 To state a recommendation on the application 

2. RECOMMENDATION 

THE DEVELOPMENT CONTROL MANAGER RECOMMENDS that this application be 
APPROVED subject to the following Condition(s):-

1. The development hereby permitted shall not be carried out other than in accordance 
with the approved plans and details listed below. 
REASON: In the interest of securing an appropriate form of development in accordance with 
Policy 37 of the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

2. Prior to occupation of the first unit within the red-line of the approved location plan 13-
170 P001 P7 and notwithstanding the approved plans full details of a lighting scheme to run 
alongside the east-to-west aligned shared Cycle/Footpath shown to the top edge of approved 
plan 70061010-SYMK-WSP-HGN-000-002-P02, in the event that such a lighting scheme is 
deemed to be necessary, shall be provided to and approved in writing by the local planning 
authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details prior 
to first occupation and remain in place for the duration of the development. 
REASON: To create safe cycle and pedestrian routes in accordance with Policy 37 of the 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy. 

1 
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Officers Report for KET/2020/0745 

This application is returned to the Committee so that it has the opportunity to reconsider the 
resolution to refuse planning permission at the 02 March 2021 Planning Committee following 
the receipt of legal advice.  

No decision notice has been issued for this application and therefore the matter can be 
reconsidered.  

The item was originally reported to committee as there were unresolved, material objections 
to the proposal (this remains the case). The committee report presented on 02 March is 
attached as Appendix 1. 

3.0 Information 

Section 3.0 is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

4.0 Consultation and Customer Impact 

No further responses have been received between the committee meeting on 02 
March and at the time of writing this report. Section 4.0 therefore is unchanged from 
the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please see Appendix 1. 

5.0 Planning Policy 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

6.0 Financial/Resource Implications 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

7.0 Climate Change Implications 

This section is unchanged from the Officer’s original report (02 March 2021) – please 
see Appendix 1. 

8.0 Planning Considerations 

The key issues as set out in the Officer’s original report to Committee on 02 March 
2021 still stand; the officer’s assessment of the key issues is unaltered, and the 
scheme is considered acceptable and recommended for approval (two previously 
recommended conditions have been removed as they are unnecessary). 

Further to the Committee held on 02 March where the Committee resolved to refuse 
the scheme, contrary to officer recommendation, and prior to any decision being 
issued the applicant has set out their legal position to the Council;  subsequently the 
Council instructed and received their own legal advice. 

2 
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The resolution to refuse was based on flood risk and drainage impacts. 

Whilst the original Officer’s report is unchanged, it is considered that specific 
clarification on the law and also the parameters within which the current application 
can be determined, will assist Members. This report adds clarity to the original report 
and draws out those key elements in more detail. 

This addendum report provides clarification on matters which have already been 
approved through the discharge of conditions pursuant to the outline planning 
permission and matters which were approved as part of the outline consent itself. 

1. Legality and Soundness of Committee Resolution of 2 March 2021 

The resolution made by the Committee on 02 March 2021 was refused on the 
matters of flood risk and drainage, notwithstanding that the Council have already 
approved these matters and they were not before members to consider. 

The reasoning for this conclusion will be explained below together with key 
background information.  

The outline permission was granted in respect of the site for the following description 
of development: 
Up to 214,606sqm gross external area for class B8 warehousing and distribution, 
ancillary class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking, 
landscaping and drainage. 

All matters were reserved save for access. 

The application for reserved matters indicated that it was seeking approval for 
landscaping, layout and scale. The development description on the application form 
was: 

(i) The layout of the road, storm water drainage, including flood compensation works 
(ii) Structural landscaping and landscaping of the estate road. 

Reserved Matters – Law and Policy 
Reserved matters are details which come forward after an outline planning 
permission is granted. It adds detail to the principle of the development which has 
already been accepted. 

Article 2 of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) 
(England) Order 2015 defines the 5 reserved matters as: 

 ‘Access’ – the accessibility to and within the site, for vehicles, cycles and 
pedestrians in terms of the positioning and treatment of access and 
circulation routes and how these fit into the surrounding access network. 
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Access was determined at the outline stage and cannot be re-
opened for debate as part of the current reserved matters 
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 ‘Appearance’ – the aspects of a building or place within the development 
which determine the visual impression the building or place makes, 
including the external built form of the development, its architecture, 
materials, decoration, lighting, colour, and texture. 

 ‘Landscaping’ – the treatment of land (other than buildings) for the 
purpose of enhancing or protecting the amenities of the site and the area 
in which it is situated and includes: (a) screening by fences, walls or other 
means; (b) the planting of trees, hedges, shrubs or grass; (c) the 
formation of banks, terraces or other earthworks; (d) the laying out or 
provision of gardens, courts, squares, water features, sculpture or public 
art; and (e) the provision of other amenity features; 

 ‘Layout’ – the way in which buildings, routes and open spaces within the 
development are provided, situated, and orientated in relation to each 
other and to buildings and spaces outside the development. 

 ‘Scale’ – the height, width and length of each building proposed within the 
development in relation to its surroundings. 

It can be seen, therefore, that drainage is not a reserved matter. Article 2 of the 
Development Management Procedure Order defines the 5 issues that can be 
reserved matters. These are set out above. 

The acceptability of the drainage proposals was therefore not an issue before the 
Committee to consider as part of this application. Only the location of the drainage 
could be considered as a reserved matter, as part of ‘layout’. But the layout of the 
proposal was not a reason to refuse. Accordingly, members have resolved to refuse 
the application on the basis of issues they were not being asked to consider. 
Furthermore, there is no technical basis for concluding that there is any difficulty with 
the drainage proposals in any event.  

Outline Conditions Approval 
The drainage solution was approved when discharging conditions 16 (approval of 
surface water drainage scheme) and 21 (approval of detailed scheme for floodplain 
compensatory storage) attached to the outline permission. As these were matters 
that had already been approved they did not require any further approval from the 
Local Planning Authority and cannot be re-opened via this current application. 

Evidential Basis 

Even if the above were not the case, there is also no evidential basis for concluding 
that the drainage proposed is unacceptable in any event. Consultation responses 
and the officer’s assessment makes clear the acceptability of the drainage 
proposals. 
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2. Clarification of matters approved by condition and agreed as part of 
the outline planning permission. 

Approved conditions associated with KET/2018/0965 the outline planning 
permission for the development 

“Up to 214,606sqm gross external area for class B8 warehousing and distribution, 
ancillary class B1(a) offices, with associated access, internal roads, parking, 
landscaping and drainage at Kettering South (land at) (Off A509 north of Isham), 
Kettering by Tritax Symmetry (Kettering) LLP.” 

Condition 
reference 

Outline 
condition 
number 

Brief description Approved date  

AOC/0965/1801 15 Approval of 
Archaeological Written 
Scheme of Investigation 

19/10/2020 

AOC/0965/1802 9 Badger Mitigation 
Strategy  

09/11/2020 

AOC/0965/1803 7 Construction 
Management Plan 
incorporating a 
Construction Traffic 
Management Plan 

30/11/2020

 8 Construction 
Environmental 
Management Plan 
(Biodiversity) 

22/02/2021

 11 Landscape, Ecology and 
Arboricultural 
Management Framework 

22/02/2021

 12 Landscape, Ecology and 
Arboricultural 
Management Plan 

22/02/2021 

14 Finished Floor Levels 30/11/2020 

16 Surface Water Drainage 30/11/2020 

17 Maintenance of Surface 
Water Drainage scheme 

30/11/2020 

18 Foul Water Drainage 16/02/2021

 19 Noise Assessment 30/11/2020 

5 
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 21 Floodplain Compensatory 
Storage scheme 

16/02/2021

 22 Phasing Plan 30/11/2020 

23 Details of public transport 
turning facility and bus 
stop infrastructure within 
the development 

30/11/2020 

26 Details of temporary and 
permanent 
footway/cycleway 

30/11/2020 

AOC/0965/1804 24 Details of bus stop and 
lay-bys on the A509 

11/02/2021 

34 Details of Highway 
Mitigation Measures for 
A509/Station Road 
Junction 

11/02/2021 

35 Details of Highway 
Mitigation Measures for 
A509/ Finedon Station 
Road Junction  

11/02/2021 

AOC/0965/1805 10 Contamination 22/02/2021 

6 



 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 
  
  
  
 
  
   

    
     
  
 
  

  
     

Parameters Plan approved under Condition 2 of the Outline KET/2018/0965 and 
subsequently varied under Non-Material Amendment KET/2019/0752 which was 
Approved 21 November 2019: 
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(Not to Scale) 

Consequently, the following details have already been considered and approved 
under the Outline Planning Permission (KET/2018/0965): 

 Developable area - 40.54ha 
 Proposed Use – B8 with ancillary B1(a) 
 Number of units (3-10) 
 Proposed unit sizes (9,290sqm-120,000sqm) 
 Maximum Floorspace – 214,606sqm 
 The width of the Structural Landscaping area around the edges of the site 

including along its southern edge (to the right edge on the above image) 
 Access location and details of the access roundabout 
 Alignment of the Estate Road 
 Location and extent of the Flood Management Corridor 
 Maximum heights of the buildings ridge heights on the identified plots taken 

from Above Ordnance Datum (AOD) 
o Plot 1 (Lower Tier) – Maximum Height 79 AOD – Maximum Building 

Height 23m to Ridge 
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o Plot 2 (Upper Tier) – Maximum Height 81 AOD – Maximum Building 
Height 18m to Ridge 
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o Plot 3 (Upper Tier) – Maximum Height 78 AOD – Maximum Building 
Height 18m to Ridge 

The current reserved matters has come forward in a way that wholly aligns with the 
provisions detailed in the ‘Parameters Plan’ which was considered and approved as 
part and in association with the Outline Planning Permission (KET/2018/0965). As 
such these already approved matters cannot be re-opened and are not matters for 
debate. 

No additional or updated representations have been received to this application 
since the drafting of the appended Committee Report. As such and with no reason 
to come to a different conclusion the findings of that report are maintained and the 
recommendation to approve is unchanged. 

Conclusion 
The application seeks Reserved Matter approval (for landscaping and layout) 
following grant of application KET/2018/0965. 

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be determined 
in accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. 

The proposal is in accordance with the development plan; most notably site-specific 
North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Policy 37 and is consistent with the 
parameters laid out in the Outline permission. There are no material considerations 
that would support coming to a different conclusion. Thereby under such 
circumstances and consistent with paragraph 11 of the NPPF, which details the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development, the proposal is considered to be 
a sustainable form of development and should be approved without delay as it 
comprises the right type of development in the right place and at the right time to 
support growth in a way that is plan-led. 

The application thereby is recommended for approval, subject to imposition of the 
conditions laid-out. 

Background Papers Previous Reports/Minutes 
Title of Document: Ref: 
Date:  Date: 
Contact Officer: Louise Holland, Development Manager 

Sean Bennett, Senior Development Officer 
on 01536 534316 
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