
Delegation meeting - Minutes 
  

• Date: 6th December 2022 
• Time: 11:00 – 12:30 
• Meeting held: via Teams 
•  

Attendees: Cllr Peter Fane (Chair of Planning Committee), 
Cllr Geoff Harvey (Vice Chair of Planning Committee), Phoebe Carter (PC), Phil McIntosh 
(PM) Interim Delivery Manager (West) and S106. 
 
Apologies:  
 
Minutes approved by: Phil McIntosh (Interim Delivery Manage - West) in consultation with 
Cllr Fane (Chair of Planning Committee), on 13 December 2022 
 
 
22/04011/FUL – The Bungalow, Haden Way, Willingham 

Replacement dwelling following demolition of existing 

 

Reason for Call-in Request: 

Parish Council requested:  

Willingham Parish Council objects to the application for the following reasons: 
- The application is to replace a building that is no longer required as the existing 
bungalow was provided for an agricultural worker for the Piggery in 1975 with an 
agricultural tie. The Piggery has been removed and hence the housing provision is 
no longer required. 
- Following a previous application in 2017 for a bungalow on the Piggery site, which 
was refused following appeal, the applicant was given permission for a traveller 
pitch, including utility building. Given the approved use of the land, the Council do 
not feel that a permanent residence is either needed or appropriate. 
- The Council would also reiterate concerns it has raised with enforcement that the 
applicant has already breached the existing planning consents for the site. 
If the officer is minded to approve the application, the Council request that it is 
passed to the committee for consideration 

Key considerations 

The Interim Delivery Manager (PM) advised the panel that the application had been 
to Delegation Panel previously (8 November) and read through the decision that was 
made. The case officer reiterated the concerns of the Parish Council and comments 
from Cllr Handley were also noted, including that the Cllr had not called-in the 
application. The case officer (PC) introduced the proposed application which is for a 
replacement dwelling, larger than the existing. The case officer explained the site 
history in terms its use as a piggery, although this had now ceased and that 
demolition of the piggery buildings had commenced. The case officer re-confirmed 
that the piggery has planning permission for a traveller pitch and associated 
outbuilding. The case officer reiterated that this application was not linked to the 



traveller pitch permission and should be treated on its own merits.  Plans of the 
proposal were included in the presentation. 
 
The case officer explained that the original planning permission for the dwelling 
included a condition which restricted occupation of the dwelling to agricultural 
worker/s. Although this was noted in the previous delegation meeting, it was 
described as being no longer relevant to the occupation of the dwelling. However, 
whilst the associated agricultural use (piggery) has ceased, the condition still forms 
part of the planning permission for the dwelling. The condition wording was shown to 
the panel. The officer noted this brings into consideration policy H/19 of the SCDC 
Local Plan and in particular, section 4 of that policy (wording of the policy was 
provided to the panel), which sets out criteria to assess whether it is appropriate to 
relax an agricultural occupancy restriction. Further information has since been 
submitted by the applicant (statements by local people) regarding the history of the 
site which advises the dwelling appears to have been occupied without regard to the 
agricultural occupancy restriction, since the late 1980s. It was also confirmed that the 
applicant is the same as the adjacent traveller pitch site, although the applicant was 
not the owner of the bungalow at the time of the traveller pitch application. The 
dwelling was sold with a sitting tenant, although is now vacant. It was confirmed that 
there had still been no third party representations in relation to the application. 
 
The concerns of the Parish and local councillor were noted. The plans have not been 
altered therefore, the main difference in the consideration of the application by the 
panel is the additional information regarding the planning history of the site in the 
context of the agricultural occupancy restriction (condition) and the policy 
implications of H/19, which had not previously been considered by the panel. The 
planning history of the site is of significance with this application in light of the 
additional information provided and the potential implications for policy H/19. On this 
basis the Interim Delivery Manager considered, on balance, the proposal should now 
be referred to the planning committee. 
 
Decision 
Refer to Planning Committee 
 


