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Agenda Item 4.

DONCASTER METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE

TUESDAY, 29TH MAY, 2018

A MEETING of the PLANNING COMMITTEE was held at the COUNCIL CHAMBER,
CIVIC OFFICE on TUESDAY, 29TH MAY, 2018, at 2.00 pm.

PRESENT:
Chair - Councillor Eva Hughes
Vice-Chair - Councillor Iris Beech

Councillors Duncan Anderson, Mick Cooper, Susan Durant, John Healy,
David Hughes, Sue McGuinness, Andy Pickering, Dave Shaw and Jonathan Wood

1 DECLARATION OF INTEREST, IF ANY

In accordance with the Members’ Code of Conduct, Councillor Iris Beech,
declared an Disclosable Pecuniary Interest in Application No 17/00095/FULM,
Agenda ltem 5(1), by virtue of being a Member of Askern Miners Welfare Club
and took no part in the discussion at the meeting and vacated the room during
consideration thereof.

In accordance with the Members’ Code of Conduct, Councillor David Hughes
declared a Non disclosable Interest in Application No. 17/00095/FULM, Agenda
Item 5(1), by virtue of being a Member of Highfield Miners Welfare Club.

In accordance with the Members’ Code of Conduct, Councillor Susan Durant
declared a Non disclosable Interest in Application No. 15/00878/FULM, Agenda
Item 5(6), by virtue of being a Ward Member and being lobbied but had not
given her opinion thereon.

2 MINUTES OF THE MEETING HELD ON 1ST MAY, 2018.

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting he on the 1st May, 2018
be approved as a correct record and signed by the Chair.

3 SCHEDULE OF APPLICATIONS

RESOLVED that upon consideration of a Schedule of Planning and
Other Applications received, together with the recommendations in
respect thereof, the recommendations be approved in accordance with
Schedule and marked Appendix ‘A’.

4 DONCASTER BOROUGH COUNCIL TREE PRESERVATION ORDER
(NO.401) 2018 - NO.2 LICHFIELD ROAD, WHEATLEY.

The Committee received a report seeking Members confirmation of a Tree
Preservation Order (TPO) without modification in respect of TPO (N0.401) at
No.2 Lichfield Road, Wheatley, Doncaster.
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Members were advised that the Council made the above TPO, covering a
single mature Oak tree on 19th February, 2018. This followed a meeting on
15th February, 2018 with the tree owner at his recently acquired property where
efforts to retain the tree by agreement failed. It was reported that the Council
made the TPO on the grounds that the removal of the tree was unnecessary
and would be detrimental to the character and appearance of the local area.

The Committee noted that the TPO took provisional effect on 19th February,
2018 and must be confirmed by 19th August, 2018 to remain in force. It was
also advised that the owner had instructed a firm of solicitors to act on his
behalf and the solicitors had enclosed with their letter of objection, a further
seven objections to the TPO.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Mr Adam Bortkiewicz (applicant) spoke in support of the
application for the duration of 5 minutes

Subsequently, it was MOVED by the Vice-Chair, Councillor Iris Beech and
SECONDED by the Chair, Councillor Eva Hughes to confirm the Tree
Preservation Order without modification.

A vote was taken on the proposal made by the Vice-Chair, Councillor Iris Beech
which was declared as follows:-

For - 8
Against - 0
Abstain - 0

On being put to the meeting, the motion proposed by the Vice-Chair, Councillor
Iris Beech was declared as CARRIED.

RESOLVED that the Tree Preservation Order in respect of No.2
Lichfield Road, Wheatley, Doncaster be confirmed without modification.

APPEAL DECISIONS

RESOLVED that the following decisions of the Secretary of State and/or
his inspector, in respect of the under-mentioned Planning Appeals
against the decision of the Council, be noted:-

Application Application Description & Appeal
No Location Decision

17/01520/FUL | Erection of first floor extension toa | Appeal

detached dwelling house at 12 Dismissed
Fairford Close, Cantley, Doncaster | 24/04/2018
DN4 6PW.

17/01420/FUL | Erection of 2 semi-detached houses | Appeal
with vehicular access at land rear of | Dismissed
23 Oak Crescent, Thorne, 04/05/2018
Doncaster.
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17/02903/ADV | Display of 1x freestanding 48 sheet | Appeal
internally illuminated advertising Dismissed
hoarding measuring 6069mm x 02/05/2018
3048mm at Grove Inn, York Road,
Bentley, Doncaster.

17/02436/FUL | Erection of two detached dormer Appeal Allowed
bungalows on approximately 0.09ha | 10/05/2018

of land; following the demolition of
the existing buildings at Unit 3,
Harlington Road, Adwick Upon
Dearne, Mexborough.

EXCLUSION OF PUBLIC AND PRESS

RESOLVED that the public and press be excluded from the remaining
proceedings of the meeting, in accordance with Section 100(A)(4) of the
Local Government Act 1972, as amended, on the grounds that exempt
information as defined in Paragraph 6 of Schedule 12A to the Act, is
likely to be disclosed.

ENFORCEMENT CASES RECEIVED AND CLOSED FOR THE PERIOD OF
18TH APRIL TO 15TH MAY, 2018

The Committee considered a report which detailed all Planning Enforcement
complaints and cases received, and closed during 18th April to 15th May, 2018.

RESOLVED that all Planning Enforcement Cases received and closed
for the period 18th April to 15th May, 2018, be noted.
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Appendix A

DONCASTER METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE - 29th May, 2018

| Application | 1 |
Application 17/00095/FULM Application 14th April 2017
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Planning FULL Major
Type:
Proposal Erection of 49 houses and associated infrastructure, access, parking
Description: and garages (full). Outline permission for relocation of bowling green
and pavillion.
At: Askern Miners Welfare Club and Institute, Manor Way, Askern
Doncaster
| For: | Gleeson Homes Limited (Mr Brian Reynolds)
Third Party 54 Parish: Askern Town Council
Reps:
Ward: Norton & Askern

A proposal was made to defer the application to prepare draft planning
conditions and to prepare draft S106 heads of terms to ensure that any monies
from the sale of the land could be secured to achieve the upgrading of the
Miners Welfare Club, should it be decided that very special circumstances exist
to approve this development in the Green Belt.

Proposed by:
Seconded by:
For: 6

Councillor John Healy

Councillor Sue McGuinness

Against: 0

Abstain: 3

Decision: Defer the application to prepare draft planning conditions and to
prepare draft S106 heads of terms to ensure that any monies from
the sale of the land could be secured to achieve the upgrading of
the Miners Welfare Club, should it be decided that very special
circumstances exist to approve this development in the Green Belt.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Brian Reynolds (Gleeson Homes) and Mr Pat Hewitt (The Secretary
of Askern Welfare Club) spoke in support of the application being granted for
the duration of up to 5 minutes.

Page 4




In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Local Ward Members Councillors Austen White and John Gilliver,
spoke in support of the application being granted for the duration of up to 5
minutes each.

(Confirmation that the applicants were Gleeson Homes Limited and the Askern
Miners Welfare Club was reported at the meeting).

| Application |2 |

Application 17/02756/FUL Application 3rd January, 2018
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Full Application
Type:
Proposal Renovation of Castle Cottage and conversion of the stables with
Description: single storey extension to form new dwelling.
At: Castle Cottage, Lindrick, Tickhill, Doncaster
| For: | Duchy of Lancaster C/O Savills
Third Party 61 Parish: Tickhill Parish Council
Reps:
Ward: Tickhill and Wadworth

A proposal was made to defer the application for production of a structural
survey.

Proposed by: Councillor Dave Shaw
Seconded by: Councillor Jonathan Wood
For: 9 Against: 1 Abstain: 1

Decision: Planning application be deferred for the production of structural
survey.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Katy Moss (on behalf of Mr Moss), spoke in opposition to the
application for the duration of up to 5 minutes.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning

Committee’, Graeme Chalk from the Duchy of Lancaster spoke in support of the
application for the duration of up to 5 minutes.
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| Application |3 |
Application 18/00638/FUL Application 7th May, 2018
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Full Application
Type:
Proposal Proposed Detached 4 Bed Dwelling with detached garage (Being a
Description: re-submission of 17/01202/FUL)
At: San Lorenzo, Armthorpe Lane, Barnby Dun, Doncaster
| For: | Mr Jason Taylor
Third Party 6 Parish: Barnby Dun/Kirk Sandall
Reps: Parish Council
Ward: Stainforth and Barnby Dun

A proposal was made to refuse the application.

Proposed by:

Seconded by:

For:

Decision:

Councillor Mick Cooper

Councillor Dave Shaw

Against:

Abstain: 0

Planning permission refused.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Mr Jim Lomas (agent), spoke in opposition to the application for

the duration of up to 5 minutes.
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| Application | 4 |

Application 17/03156/FULM Application 11th April, 2018
Number: Expiry Date:

Application Planning FULL Major

Type:

Proposal Change of use of B1 offices/registrar to 30 apartments (EImfield

Description: House x22 & Registrar x8).

At: Elmfield House, South Parade, Doncaster DN1 2EH
| For: | Davis
Third Party 7 Parish:
Reps:
Ward: Town

A proposal was made to defer the application for a Site Visit to assess the
impact on the Listed Building, the parking issues within the vicinity of the site
and the impact of the proposal on the Conservation Area.

Proposed by: Councillor Susan Durant
Seconded by: Councillor Duncan Anderson
For: 3 Against: 2 Abstain: 2

Decision: Deferred for a Site Visit to assess the impact on the Listed Building,
the parking issues within the vicinity of the site and the impact of
the proposal on the Conservation Area and that the Conservation
and Highways Officers be requested to attend the visit.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Mark Thompson (resident), spoke in opposition to the application
for the duration of up to 5 minutes.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning

Committee’, Sarah Worthington (Airedon Planning) spoke in support of the
application for the duration of up to 5 minutes.
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| Application |5 |

Application 18/00725/LBCM Application 19th June 2018
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Listed Building Consent Major
Type:
Proposal Listed building consent in connection with conversion of Elmfield
Description: House to 22 apartments.
At: Elmfield House, South Parade, Doncaster DN1 2EH
| For: | Hughes
Third Party 0 Parish:
Reps:
Ward: Town

A proposal was made to defer the application for a Site Visit to assess the
impact on the Listed Building, the buildings relationship with the registrar and
to see inside the building to assess its historic significance.

Proposed by: Councillor Duncan Anderson
Seconded by: Councillor Sue McGuinness
For: 8 Against: 0 Abstain: 0

Decision: Deferred for a Site Visit to assess the impact on the Listed Building,
the buildings relationship with the registrar and to see inside the
building to assess its historic significance.
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| Application | 6 |

Application 15/00878/FULM Application 16th July, 2015
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Planning FULL Major
Type:
Proposal Erection of 23 dwellings on approx. 0.53ha of land with associated
Description: garages and car parking
At: Land Off Marshland Road, Moorends, Doncaster DN8 4TP
| For: | D Noble Limited

31 objections overall, 1
Third Party representation and 4 Parish: Thorne Town Council
Reps: support. 2 petitions in

opposition

Ward: (Historic) Stainforth and
Moorends

A proposal was made to defer the application for a Site Visit in order to assess
the highway access and to assess the impact of the raised floor levels on the
character of the area.

Proposed by: Councillor Susan Durant
Seconded by: Councillor Mick Cooper
For: 7 Against: 0 Abstain: 0

Decision: Deferred for a Site Visit in order to assess the highway access and
to assess the impact of the raised floor levels on the character of
the area.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Mrs Benita Craig, spoke in opposition to the application for the
duration of up to 5 minutes.

In accordance with Planning Guidance ‘Having Your Say at Planning
Committee’, Mr Keith McFarlane (Together Housing) and Mr Oliver Hardiman
(Self Architects) spoke in support of the application for the duration of up to 5
minutes.
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Agenda Item 5.

DONCASTER METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL

Date 26th June 2018

To the Chair and Members of the
PLANNING COMMITTEE

PLANNING APPLICATIONS PROCESSING SYSTEM

Purpose of the Report
1. A schedule of planning applications for consideration by Members is attached.

2. Each application comprises an individual report and recommendation to assist the
determination process.

Human Rights Implications

Member should take account of and protect the rights of individuals affected when making
decisions on planning applications. In general Members should consider:-

1. Whether the activity for which consent is sought interferes with any Convention
rights.
2. Whether the interference pursues a legitimate aim, such as economic well being or

the rights of others to enjoy their property.

3. Whether restriction on one is proportionate to the benefit of the other.

Copyright Implications

The Ordnance Survey map data and plans included within this document is protected by the
Copyright Acts (Sections 47, 1988 Act). Reproduction of this material is forbidden without the
written permission of the Doncaster Council.

Scott Cardwell
Assistant Director of Development
Directorate of Regeneration and Environment
Contact Officers: Mr R Sykes (Tel: 734555)

Background Papers: Planning Application reports refer to relevant background papers
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Summary List of Planning Committee Applications

NOTE:- Site Visited applications are marked ‘SV’ and Major Proposals are marked ‘M’

Application  Application No Ward Parish

1. 17/02756/FUL Tickhill And Wadworth Tickhill Parish Council

2. M, SV  17/03156/FULM Town

3. M,SV 18/00725/LBCM Town

4. M, SV  17/00095/FULM Norton And Askern Askern Town Council

5. M, SV  15/00878/FULM (Historic) Stainforth And Thorne Town Council
Moorends

6. M 17/02717/OUTM Thorne And Moorends Thorne Town Council

7. 18/00270/FUL Hatfield Hatfield Parish Council

8. 17/03067/FUL Hatfield Hatfield Parish Council
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DONCASTER METROPOLITAN BOROUGH COUNCIL

PLANNING COMMITTEE — 26" June 2018

| Application 1 |
Application 17/02756/FUL Application 3rd January 2018
Number: Expiry Date:
Application Full Application
Type:
Proposal Redevelopment of Castle Cottage and conversion of the stables with
Description: single storey extension to form new dwelling.
At: Castle Cottage Lindrick Tickhill Doncaster
| For: | Duchy of Lancaster c/o Savills
Third Party Reps: 61 Parish: Tickhill Parish Council
Ward: Tickhill And Wadworth
| Author of Report | Gareth Stent |

| MAIN RECOMMENDATION: | Grant |
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1.0 Reason for Report

1.1 This application needs to be presented to Planning Committee for determination due
to the significant amount of representations received in opposition to the application.

1.2 The application was deferred from the 29" May Committee in order for a structural
report to be commissioned by the applicant. A structural report was supplied following
deferral that was undertaken in October 2016, however this has since been updated. The
results of the survey and assessment by the council’s engineers and building control team
will be provided in the pre committee update.

2.0 Proposal and Background

2.1 This proposal involves the renovation and extension of Castle Cottage and the
conversion and extension of the redundant stables into a single dwelling. The proposal to
erect a detached double garage has been omitted from the scheme.

2.2 Castle Cottage is an unlisted 2 storey farmhouse with attached single storey stables
and outbuildings in a good sized plot at the foot of Tickhill Castle. The building is located
along the line of the historic ditch surrounding the motte.

2.3 The site lies in the Tickhill Conservation Area and is firmly within the setting of Tickhill
Castle which is a scheduled monument. The brick retaining wall forming the boundary and
the adjacent gable section of the farm building is understood to be part of the scheduling.
The farm building straddles the presumed line of the castle ditch although the exact extent
is not clear. The site is bounded by the historic motte to the north and by the castle access
road to the east. To the west there is an open area bounded by a limestone wall.

2.4 There are 4 grade 2 listed buildings in the vicinity to the south and west consisting of
agricultural barns, residential buildings and Tickhill Mill. The grade 2* listed Castle House
is to the north of the top of the motte.

3.0Relevant Planning History
3.1 The application has been the subject of pre application discussions reference
16/03127/PREAPP.

4.0 Representations

4.1 This application has been advertised in the press 30.11.12 and on site 1.12.17 via 2
notices. The application has received 58 objection letters:

e This development is within the Green Belt and this isn’t a very special
circumstance, part of our protected countryside and on the bed of the Ancient Moat
of Tickhill Castle and within the curtilage of the Castle. The proposal will cause
harm and affect the importance of the Castle and reduce its significance and
standing.
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The conversion would transfer from a rural scene to an urban scene. The new
development would be overlooked from the Castle and would spoil views from the
Castle.

The Castle is of great interest to visitors to Tickhill and should be preserved in its
current state for the public and for the village of Tickhill as well as for the county of
South Yorkshire.

Castle Cottage was built before the people/nation created policies and laws to
protect our heritage. Our current policies would not allow these buildings within the
environs of Tickhill Castle, an Ancient Monument. Extending and creating new
residences is detrimental to the protection of the ancient site.

There is no need for the application, the castle should be preserved not added to.
This is mis-management of the Duchy's affairs.

If approved this would set a precedent for every other barn in the immediate area
(currently used for agricultural purposes) to become residences, and have
additional ancillary buildings built to support the new residences.

There are currently old stables used as garaging for Castle Cottage, there is no
need to building new structures.

Tickhill Castle is one of the two most important C11th Norman Castles within the
North of England and should be protected from invasive development for
enjoyment today and the future generations.

The extension to the stables is unnecessary if converted to a 2 bed dwelling. The
building lies within the curtilage of an LBC and therefore Listed Building Consent
should be obtained.

Wildlife will be endangered. The great crested newt is still flourishing within the
walls, grounds and moat of the Castle, increased urbanization will reduce their
habitat. Bats were plentiful 2 decades ago, but now numbers are far less and by
changing barns and agricultural structures to residences, their habitat is destroyed
as well.

Astonished that the Duchy of Lancaster is proposing to damage the moat.
The house is large enough to accommodate a family and needs no extension.

There is insufficient infrastructure to support existing houses in this area - most
being on cess pool and not mains drains, and the roads and parking are also a
problem- being a well visited beauty spot.

Historic England are taking far too narrow an approach by stressing about the
outlook from the Grade ii* listed house; every part of the castle site is important in
its own right, including this part of the old moat which is of both historic and
archaeological importance.

The cottage is nothing special and has been spoiled by inappropriate alteration. If it
is to be "developed", that should be restricted to a careful restoratRagbdék to its
original design with original window and door openings, original glazing bars etc



using traditional materials. Otherwise it might be better left to become a picturesque
ruin.

The stables should ideally be left in agricultural use. If they have to be converted
into residential use, it should be confined to the envelope of the original building.
The proposed extension is even more tasteless than the C20th alterations to the
cottage. It is just the type of suburbanisation which will ruin the rural and historic
ambience of the site. If the stables are to be converted to residential use, the
residential use should be as discreet within the old building as possible with original
door and window openings preserved and only traditional materials and paint
colours etc used.

4.2 1 letter from ward member Graham Smith.

If the castle was in any City in the south, this would never happen. The castle and
its environment must be preserved for future generations.

4.3 1 neutral letter:

The Castle doesn'’t attract visitors in any great number due to its limited opening
and therefore doesn’t bring about the benefits it could to the town. The response
points out that an objection leaflet had been circulated and this raised considerable
disquiet about the lack of access to the Castle and its lack of significance to the
people of Tickhill. The restored buildings would be better than derelict ones.

The application is that it lacks any analysis of the viability of alternative uses for the
stables that might be more readily associated with a castle e.g. visitors centre (with
more access to the monument), stables, smithy, farrier, workshops or studios, each
of which would be assessed on its impact from traffic, parking etc.

Re advertisement

The application was readvertised on the 31.1.18 via neighbour letters and readvertised on
site: until the 02.03.2018. Readvertised in the press 8th February. 1 further letter was
received.

“Whilst | welcome the decision to omit the double garage from the original proposal,
| still object to the revised plan. The proposed extension to the stables is tasteless,
unnecessary and destructive to the historic setting of the castle. The proposed
removal of trees is similarly destructive. The construction of a large driveway and
consequent removal of grassland would also be unacceptable suburbanisation of
this fragile historic and rural corner of Tickhill. This whole scheme seems to lack
any sensitivity to the location.”

5.0 Tickhill Town Council

5.1 Tickhill Town Council: “Castle Cottage is within the Green Belt, where reuse of

buildings is acceptable with safeguards, including strict control over extensions, and the

Tickhill Conservation Area, where development should preserve and enhance. It is also

immediately adjacent to Tickhill Castle, an Ancient Monument, whose selgirb% ifﬁprotected
SRR a

by legislation.



5.2 “Castle Cottage is on the side of Castle farmyard, where there is some dereliction. The
farmyard contains also a listed barn and is crossed by a well-used public footpath, from
which any development will be visible. The location has a distinctive atmosphere worthy of
careful treatment.”

5.3 “Itis in this context that the application should be approached. We are particularly
concerned that any development should not 'suburbanise’ the area. Clearly Castle
Cottage, occupied until c.2 years ago, could be refurbished without planning permission
and likewise the adjoining stables could regain their original function in an area where
riding is popular. It is, however, difficult to argue against these buildings, with only modest
extensions, (which the proposed lounge seems to exceed) being approved as 2 dwellings,
provided the design and materials used enhance the area.”

5.4 “However, we are totally opposed to the construction of a modern garage block, which
neither preserves nor enhances the ambience of the Conservation Area, nor is it
necessary. Opposite Castle Cottage is the Castle's Coach House, used for a number of
years by the tenant of Castle Cottage as garages. This building, dating from the early 19th
century, should be refurbished to provide ample garaging for the dwellings.”

5.5 “We urge the Planning Committee to secure amendment to the application to delete
the new garages so that the existing garages can be restored and also to consider
whether the extensions to the existing buildings are excessive in size. This is to ensure
that the resulting development genuinely preserves and enhances the Conservation
Area.”

5.6 Revised response following omission of garages: -

“Tickhill Town Council welcome the removal of the garages. Tickhill Town Council also
have regard to the fact the proposal is in the conservation area and in the Green Belt.
They question the need for such a large parking area and the council await the report on
the issues raised by Historic England.”

6.0 Relevant Consultations
6.1 Conservation - No objections subject to conditions.
6.2 Trees - No objections subject to a replacement planting condition.

6.3 Ecology - No objections, further detail required and conditions suggested covering
ecological enhancement.

6.4 Public Rights of Way (PROW) - no objections.

6.5 Historic England - Historic England welcomes the proposal to redevelop the existing
cottage and the conversion of the barn into a new dwelling. Historic England suggests
Doncaster MBC needs to be satisfied that the new extension will not harm the setting of
Tickhill Castle and Tickhill Castle House by being visible from within the outer walls of the
castle.

6.6 In addition the extension may also have the potential to harm the outer moat of the
castle defences. This needs to be discussed with South Yorkshire ArchaBa8@sgidal Service
(SYAS) to evaluate the impact of the extension. Historic England is not opposed to the



conversion of the existing dwelling or the new extension subject to any archaeological
considerations SYAS have and a clear demonstration that it will not cause any greater
harm to the setting of the heritage assets.

6.7 Following reconsultation Historic England welcomes the revised layout of the access
and removal of the free standing garage block. Historic England remains supportive of the
application to bring the farmhouse back into use.

6.8 South Yorkshire Archaeological Service (SYAS) - No objection. SYAS considered the
initial heritage statement and building appraisal, prepared by CFA Archaeology which
satisfied officers with regards to the archaeological assessment. Further work was
required to address outstanding concerns.

6.9 The first, the impact of the scheme on the setting of Tickhill Castle House and the
second, the impact of the proposed extension upon the castle moat. The removal of the
garage block from the paddock has resolved the first issue and SYAS considers the
impact on the setting of Tickhill Castle House to now be negligible. An archaeological
evaluation by trial trenching was undertaken to address the second issue and | have now
had time to consider the results of this work, as reported by CFA Archaeology. The
trenching confirmed that archaeological deposits relating to the castle moat do exist as a
buried feature within the application area. However, these are overlaid by substantial
layers of sand imported as levelling layers. This phase of levelling is dated to the early
19th century and is consistent with the date of construction for Castle Cottage and the
stables. Foundations associated with former outbuildings adjacent to the stables have
already caused a degree of disturbance to the upper fills of the buried castle moat.

6.10 The castle moat is an important feature but with careful design it can be preserved in
situ within the current scheme. This could be done in such a way as to minimise any harm
and would resolve the second issue. Likewise, some historic features within the stables
and cottage will be damaged or destroyed during the conversion but this will be balanced
by saving the building as a whole. As mitigation, and to ensure works are carried out
appropriately to safeguard the heritage assets, a scheme of archaeological work is
required. This will need to include detailed building recording, archaeological monitoring of
groundworks and archaeological approval of any foundation designs. SYAS recommends
that this work be secured by planning condition.

6.11 National Grid — No response.
6.12 Internal Drainage - No objections.

6.13 Severn Trent — No response.

6.14 Highways - No objections. Given that details re driveway and width of access are on
the plan, there is no need for condition other than in accordance with approved plan.

6.15 Environmental Health - No objection.
6.16 Pollution Control - No objection, a YALPAG screening form was submitted and

results accepted.
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7.1 Whilst being within the geographical settlement of Tickhill, the site lies beyond the
village settlement boundary and within Green Belt. The proposal involves development
within a Conservation Area, is within the setting of a Listed Building and adjacent to a
Schedule Ancient monument. The proposal also has highway, tree and ecological
implications.

7.2 The relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework include:

Section 6 - Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes
Section 7 — Requiring Good Design.

Section 9 - Protecting Green Belt Land.

Section 11- Conserving and enhancing the natural environment
Section 12 - Conserving and enhancing the historic environment

7.3 The statutory development plan for Doncaster currently comprises the Local
Development Framework Core Strategy (adopted May 2012), and the saved Polices of the
Doncaster Unitary Development Plan (adopted 1998) (including the Proposals Map).

7.4 Doncaster Core Strategy relevant policies include:

Policy CS2 ‘Growth and Regeneration Strategy’
Policy CS 3 ‘Countryside’

Policy CS4 ‘Flooding and Drainage’

Policy CS14 ‘Design and Sustainable Construction’
Policy CS 15 ‘Valuing our historic Environment’
Policy CS16 ‘Natural Environment’

Policy CS18 ‘Air, Water and Agricultural Land’

7.5 Doncaster Unitary Development Plan 1998;

The key saved policies of the UDP relevant to the current application are considered
below:

ENV 3 - Green Belt.

ENV10 - Conversion of rural buildings.

ENV 14 - Extensions to dwellings in the Green Belt.

ENV 25 - Conservation Areas.

ENV 34 - Development affecting the setting of a Listed Building.
ENV 37 & 38 — Archaeology.

ENV 53 - Design of New buildings.

ENV 59 - Protection of Trees.

7.6 Tickhill also has a neighbourhood plan, which is part of the Development Plan for
Doncaster following its referendum in July 2015.

Tickhill Neighbourhood Plan relevant policies include:
DEL1 - New building

DE3 - Protection of limestone walls

DE4 - Sustainability in building

DEG6 - Extensions and alteration

H3- Conservation Area: The Castle, Mill Dam and Lindrick

HE1 Heritage assets. Page 19



F1 - Building development

8.0 Planning Issues and Discussion
Main Issues

8.1 The main issues to consider are the principle of changing the use of a redundant rural
building to a dwelling and secondly the principal of extending and renovating the existing
dwelling. Both of which involve significant historical considerations, whereby the impact
on the character of the Conservation Area, setting of the nearby listed buildings, the
impact on the schedule ancient monument and the impact on archaeology needs
assessment. In addition it is necessary to consider the highway implications, the impact on
trees, ecology and drainage. Given the lack of immediate neighbours there is no direct
harm to the living conditions of neighbouring occupiers apart from considerations of
setting of the historical buildings and intensification in the use of the lane.

Principle.

8.2 The site is designated Green Belt in the Doncaster Unitary Development Plan and is
therefore subject to national as well as local policy on both these issues.

8.3 The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land
permanently open; safe guarding the countryside and assisting in the urban regeneration
of recycling derelict and urban land. The essential characteristics of Green Belt are their

openness and their permanence. Local policy contained within Core Strategy CS3 seeks
to protect and enhance Doncaster's countryside and when considering land within Green
Belt, national policy will be applied.

8.4 National Policy (NPPF) paragraph 87 states that inappropriate development is, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very special
circumstances. The NPPF provides that “very special circumstances will not exist unless
the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm,
is clearly outweighed by other considerations."

8.6 Paragraph 88 of the NPPF states” When considering any planning application, local
planning authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the
Green Belt.

8.7 The proposal consists of two elements; the first being the alterations and extensions to
Castle Cottage. The second being the principle of converting a redundant rural building to
a residential use. Both national and local policies allow for both as detailed in the following
text.

Alterations to Castle Cottage

8.8 The NPPF, paragraph 89 states that local planning authorities should regard the
construction of new buildings as inappropriate in Green Belt; then goes on to list a set of
criteria as exceptions to this which include:

e the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result in

disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original llguildirzlg;
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8.9 Policy ENV 14 allows for extensions to dwellings within the Green Belt providing they
would not have a visual impact prejudicial to the character of the building or amenity of the
countryside or significantly increase the size of the existing dwelling. This policy is of
relevance when considering the alterations to the cottage, which include new windows
and doors, reduction in openings and a new lean to extension. The lean too extension is
on the northern elevation, is single storey and is not regarded as a significant extension in
scale, volume or massing. The extension by virtue of its insignificance is not considered
to have any harm to the character of the Green Belt and is compliant with ENV 14.

8.10 The proposed double garage which was originally showed to serve Castle Cottage
and the newly converted dwelling has since been removed from the scheme. This
significantly lessens the amount of new build and overcomes the issues raised concerning
the need for the garage.

Stable conversion

8.11 Paragraph 90 of the NPPF states ‘Certain other forms of development are also not
inappropriate in Green Belt provided they preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do
not conflict with the purposes of including land in Green Belt. These include:

« the re-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent and substantial
construction

8.12 This is echoed in UDP policy ENV 10, which allows for the conversion of existing
buildings to other uses appropriate to the rural area provided that they are buildings of a
permanent and substantial construction and capable of conversion without major or
complete reconstruction. ENV 10 also suggests conversions will be acceptable where the
form, bulk and design of the buildings are in keeping with their surroundings. Green Belt
conversions should not have a materially greater impact than the present use on the
openness of the Green Belt and the purposes of including land within it.

8.13 Finally one of the key criteria is that the building is capable of conversion without the
need for significant extension to the existing structure and has sufficient land attached to it
to provide the functional needs for the dwelling in terms of parking and garden space
without adversely affecting the character of the surrounding landscape. The remaining
criteria in ENV10 seeks compliance with other policies such as nature conservation.

8.14 The stable conversion is policy compliant in that it converts a redundant building into
a new appropriate residential use. The extension is relatively large, however this has been
reduced as a result of pre application discussion and is not regarded as being significant
given its position and need in the overall balance of considerations. The building is self-
contained and the rear curtilage will be screened from the wider public areas thus
maintaining the openness of the Green Belt. The domestication will cause some loss of
openness through increased usage, however this is not considered to cause significant
harm to the Green Belt or wider historical setting. Significant local concern has been
raised over this proposal as many residents wanted the building left untouched and were
concerned over the new build elements and domestication of the building. The new build
garage element has since been removed and the proposal is also welcomed by Historic
England in that it will bring new life to the building and ensure its long term retention. Such
conversions are common place within the rural Doncaster and help retain historic rural
buildings and provide attractive new residential dwellings. Careful attention has been

made to ensure parking provision is within the site, which helps reduce the overall impact.
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Structural Assessment

8.15 No structural assessment was originally provided with the application. Having visually
assessed the building, officers considered it to be in good order, with all the main walls
and roof in line and intact, despite some elements which were in disrepair i.e. timber
windows and doors.

8.16 The structural integrity of the building was raised at the 29" May committee meeting
where the application was deferred for the production of a structural assessment.
Following the deferral the applicants have provided a structural report dated October
2016. The report explains how the conversion would retain all existing masonry walls
which are to be supplemented by an inner leaf of blockwork and ground bear concrete
slab. Three trial pits were excavated to assess the footings, one of which was dressed
stone the others red clayed sand. The roof consisted of slate covering supported on
timber rafters and purlins spanning king post trusses. The roof was said to be in good
condition.

8.17 The walls has some stepped fractures but were in general good condition. Some
making good would be necessary to address isolated cracking, frost damage and
weathering. The existing walls should be tied to the inner new wall leaf and all the timber
replaced in the openings. All rain water goods were suggested to be upgraded along with
new lintels in the openings. The new floor slab will provide thermal insulation and
thickened such that the underside aligns with the underside of the adjacent footing and
thickened to support the new internal leaf.

8.18 Given the report was dated 2016 this has been updated and is being assessed by
the council’s engineer. A full update will be provided at the forthcoming meeting.

The historical implications.

8.19 Given the nature of the proposal and its position in relation to the various historical
buildings of significance, the heritage impact is a key consideration in the success of this
scheme. This can be assessed in terms of several distinct issues:

8.20 In terms of the adjacent heritage asset chapter 12 of the NPPF is of relevance, in
particular paragraphs 129, 132 and 134. Paragraph 129 states "Local planning authorities
should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage asset that may be
affected by a proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset)
taking account of the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take
this assessment into account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage
asset, to avoid or minimise conflict between the heritage asset's conservation and any
aspect of the proposal.

8.21 Paragraph 132 states "When considering the impact of a proposed development on
the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's
conservation. The more important the asset, the greater the weight should be.
Significance can be harmed or lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset
or development within its setting. As heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss
should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of a grade Il
listed building, park or garden should be exceptional. Substantial harm to or loss of
designated heritage assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments,
protected wreck sites, battlefields, grade | and I1* listed buildings, grade | and I1* registered
parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptioRage 22



8.22 Paragraph 134 states "Where a development proposal will lead to less than
substantial harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable
use.

Archaeology

8.23 The location of the site on the line of the ditch surrounding the Motte and Scheduled
Ancient Monument suggests that there is a high likelihood of archaeological potential from
any groundwork necessary to facilitate redevelopment of the existing buildings, which is
confirmed by the heritage assessment. The initial a heritage statement and building
appraisal, prepared by CFA Archaeology satisfied officers with regards to the
archaeological assessment. Further work was required to address outstanding concerns
with regards to the setting of Tickhill Castle House, a designated heritage asset.

8.24 South Yorkshire Archaeology Service requested trial trenching occurs prior to the
decision being reached on the application. This is in line with National Planning Policy
Framework para 128 which states "In determining applications, local planning authorities
should require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected,
including any contribution made by their setting...Where a site on which development is
proposed includes or has the potential to include heritage assets with archaeological
interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit an appropriate
desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.”

8.25 This has now been undertaken, the results of which have been recorded in the
revised Archaeological Evaluation (Y342/18). This trenching evaluated the potential for
surviving remains within the development site. The location of the Moat, implied by earth
works was confirmed. Rubble deposits at the base of the excavation implied that the
southern part of the moat had been infilled with material from the curtain wall. The
conclusion was that given the depth of the surviving deposits within the moat and the
proposed plans, it is assumed that the development will have a minimal impact on
significant below-ground remains relating to the moat.

8.26 South Yorkshire Archaeological service were content with the findings of the report
and will provide mitigation through conditions, which will be available as pre committee
amendments as these were not drafted by SYAS at the time of the report being written. In
addition, any works to a scheduled monument requires Scheduled Monument Consent
from Historic England, which the applicants will have to seek permission for.

Heritage significance of the buildings

8.27 The representations have questioned whether Castle Cottage is a curtilage listed
structure to the grade 2* listed Castle House. This was considered by the Conservation
officer and depended on a number of questions and its status at the time of the listing of
Castle House (22/01/81).

(1) the physical 'layout’ of the listed building and the structure,
(2) their ownership, past and present,
(3) their use or function, past and present.

8.28 This information was supplied by the agent and the applicant and shows the castle
and the cottage were ran as separate leases with different leaseholders at the time of
listing in 1981. The conclusion was that there has been a close associatiBAd§etween the
stables and the castle lasting around 180 years and that this association is likely to be



ancillary with the cottage keeper overseeing the stables on behalf of Castle House.
However, since 1955 the cottage has been operated independently and this link severed.
As at the date of listing the two buildings were organised as separate entities the cottage
cannot be considered as a curtilage listed structure associated with Castle House.

8.29 Given the above conclusion, whilst the buildings are not Listed from a conservation
viewpoint, the rehabilitation of the stables building and the farmhouse is desirable as
these are historic buildings which form an element of the setting of the castle as well as
contributing to the agricultural character of this part of the conservation area. The heritage
statement points to a historic association with Castle House