
Lincolnshire County Council 
 
Planning and Regulation Committee – 29 July 2019 
 
 Location Map Attached 

 
Item 6.1 
 
Since the writing of the Committee report, a letter from the applicant, a 
representation from Newark and Sherwood District Council and a further 
representation from a local resident have been received.   
 
Applicant 
 
The letter from the applicant is appended to this update and was submitted to 
address the issues raised in the report North Kesteven District Council took to their 
Planning Committee on 27 June 2019.  The letter seeks to rebuff and clarify a 
number of points made in North Kesteven District Council’s report and the 
implications of these for the determination of this application are set out below: 
 
Head of Planning Response 
 
Odour and Air Quality 
 
The applicant has not addressed the concerns set out in this Committee report 
regarding the appropriateness of the applicant’s plant in Penrith, as a surrogate for 
the odour assessment, given the different categories of raw material it processes in 
comparison to the proposed development and uncertainties regarding the details of 
the odour abatement measures at the Penrith plant. 
 
No specification of the proposed trailers is provided or details of any odour 
abatement measures within them. 
 
Whilst the trailers may, or may not, queue outside the proposed new houses directly, 
there may be queueing on the access road within the plant site, adjacent to the 
houses, which would be closer than the location of the proposed plant upon which 
the odour assessment was undertaken. 
 
The distance of the proposed plant to the nearest proposed dwelling is not disputed 
as being less than the current situation, but it is considered that the approach taken 
to the odour assessment is not sufficiently precautionary, no account has been made 
of vehicle movements and queueing in close proximity to the proposed dwellings, 
and it is necessary to consider the impacts of odour on the proposed dwellings, as 
set out in the Committee report. 
 
Comparisons are made to the existing plant but this is not substantiated by evidence 
of existing odour impacts. 
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Therefore the odour information is not sufficiently precautionary and there is 
uncertainty regarding odour impacts.  This letter does not alter the conclusion and 
recommendation set out in the Committee report in relation to odour. 
 
Noise 
 
The letter states that the noise survey was undertaken at appropriate times when 
there was no plant in operation, however, Tables 10.9 and 10.10 of the 
Environmental Statement clearly state that one of the dominant sources of noise 
during the survey periods was the operational plant.  No evidence has been provided 
of data captured from when the existing plant was not operational.  Therefore the 
noise survey is not appropriate or acceptable. 
 
It is noted that the applicant has acknowledged the information provided should have 
included a night time noise penalty in relation to deliveries.  
 
The information in relation to noise is not appropriate or acceptable and the letter 
does not alter the conclusion and recommendation set out in the Committee report in 
relation to odour. 
 
Contaminated Land 
 
There is a continuing lack of understanding that the Phase 1 Study is not acceptable 
or appropriate because it is not based on the proposed development and further 
investigation works have only been carried out in areas of the site which are not 
proposed to be developed. 
 
Given the potential for contamination on this site, and the proposed end users, it is 
necessary to have a robust Phase 1 Study, at the least, prior to the determination of 
the application, and it is not appropriate to use planning conditions to require this. 
 
The information in relation to contaminated land in the letter does not alter the 
conclusion and recommendation set out in the Committee report. 
 
Affordable Housing 
 
In terms of the location of the development, anything beyond the “developed 
footprint” (as defined in Central Lincolnshire Local Plan policy LP2) is classed as 
countryside, and it does not need to be “isolated” in character.  The site is 
countryside as it lies beyond the developed footprint of Skellingthorpe. 
 
Whilst it is noted that the applicant has stated it could construct and manage the 
affordable housing, no evidence, such as a commitment through a s.106 agreement, 
has been provided regarding the deliverability of the affordable housing. 
 
Due to the potential for odour, noise and contaminated land, it cannot be concluded 
that there would be no adverse impacts to the amenities of future occupants of these 
properties. 
 

Page 2



The letter does not therefore alter the conclusions and recommendations set out in 
the Committee report in relation to affordable housing. 
 
Manager’s House 
 
The letter states that the proposed manager’s house is not essential to the safe and 
efficient operation of the proposed ABP plant, so it cannot be in compliance with 
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan policy LP55. 
 
The letter not only doesn’t alter the conclusion and recommendation set out in the 
Committee report in relation to the manager’s house, but confirms that this element 
of the development does not comply with policy LP55. 
 
Other 
 
It is noted that other matters are clarified within the applicant’s letter, but none of 
these alter the conclusions and recommendations of the Committee report. 
 
Newark and Sherwood District Council 
 
Support Lincolnshire County Council’s position in refusing the application on the 
basis of the grounds detailed in the committee report. 
 
Local Resident 
 
Object on the grounds of odour. 
 
Item 6.2 
 
Head of Planning 
 
Applicant has provided clarification that there will not be a cover over the top of the 
tank but a plastic cover liner secured to the walls of the tank by cord.  The liquid 
waste would quickly form as a crust on the surface to act as cover.  The levels in the 
tank are monitored to ensure sufficient freeboard to the top of the tank.  When all the 
liquid waste is removed and spread to land, the direct crust would be broken up and 
spread onto the land. 
 
Condition 4 the word Management should be substituted to Monitoring in the first 
sentence. 
 
This clarification does not change the recommendation as there is a requirement for 
an odour monitoring plan under proposed condition 4 and planning permission is 
time limited for three years so in the unlikely event that odour became an issue this 
could be addressed if the applicant seeks to renew the permission. 
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Item 7.1 
 
Since the publication of the report a further two representations have been received.  
One of these contains objections and comments which reflect those already 
summarised and set out in paragraph 30 of the report. 
 
The other representation is from a member of the English Regional Transport 
Association (ERTA), which is a voluntary membership-based, pro-public transport 
improvement association.  This objects as the roads will encourage more cars which 
will in turn increase congestion on local roads.  Furthermore, the route of the SWRR 
appears to encroach on the old trackbed of the March to Spalding railway line which 
the ERTA wishes to see re-opened.  ERTA call upon the Council, Strategic Planning 
and Transport offices including Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) to support, 
study, protect lands for a reopened March-Spalding rail link.  The reopened rail link 
would enable more paths on East Coast Main Line, free up Peterborough for other 
trains, cut Fenland traffic and link York and Cambridge directly as a cross-country 
Eastern England spinal route both ways including M11/A1 rail choice for more freight 
by rail. 
 
Head of Planning Response 
 
The railway line closed in 1982 and is not afford any protection within the recently 
adopted Local Plan.  The former route of the railway therefore has no status and as 
such does not prevent the proposals from being determined.  
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MAZE Planning Solutions P A Watt  

Europa House, Barcroft Street, Bury, BL9 5BT   A J Watt MRICS 
t. 0161 327 2202  e. info@mazeplanning.co.uk  w. mazeplanning.co.uk               Regulated by RICS     

Your ref:  PL/0055/18 
Maze ref:  304c 

Natalie Dear 

Lincolnshire County Council 
Planning Services 
Lancaster House 
36 Orchard Street 
Lincoln 
LN1 1XX 

18 July 2019 

Dear Natalie 

Planning application PL/0055/18  

Proposed replacement animal by products processing plant  

Jerusalem Farm, Jerusalem Road, Skellingthorpe, LN6 4RL 

1. Thank you for updating me on the progress of this application when we spoke on 03 July.  I 

indicated a response would be provided to the decision made by North Kesteven District 

Council’s (NKDC) Planning Committee on 27 June, setting out its stance towards the 

application.  This letter provides that response on behalf of the Applicant, DS Developing 

Ltd. 

2. Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) intends to consider the planning application on 29 July, so 

this response should be made available to all participants in that process and we expect will 

also be added to the public file of planning application documents and LCC’s website.   

3. Papers considered by NKDC’s Committee were: 

 The principal report. 

 A supplementary report of information from the Council’s Environmental Health Officer. 

4. At the time of writing, Minutes of the NKDC committee have not been published but we are 

aware that the decision of the Committee largely followed that of the officer 

recommendations, so this response addresses the main issues of concern set out in the 

report to the 27 June Committee. 
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Topics that are not disputed by NKDC 

5. The proposed development is a major undertaking that raises a wide-range of land use 

planning considerations.   NKDC’s report records agreement or an absence of objection on 

several main issues. 

6. The NKDC report confirms the District authority has no substantive objection to the 

development in relation to: 

 The principle of providing a replacement industrial plant 

 Traffic, transport and access 

 Trees 

 Ecology 

 Landscaping and visual impact 

 Minerals safeguarding 

 Heritage 

7. The report makes no substantive comment on other topics covered in the Applicant’s 

Environmental Statement.  By omission those matters are assumed to be of no substantive 

concern to NKDC: 

 Hydrology, drainage and the Water Framework Directive 

 Lighting 

 Waste 

 Health, climate and incident risk 

 Cumulative impacts 

Objections from NKDC 

8. The NKDC report concludes with objections in relation to odour, noise, land contamination 

and residential development.  The following paragraphs provide a response on those topics.  

For ease of reference NKDC’s recommendation is copied below in the grey highlighted text, 

followed by the Applicant’s response. 

Odour and air quality (NKDC recommendation 1) 

As submitted the proposals fail to properly assess odour impacts, not limited to the use of 

the appropriate Environment Agency (EA) guidance ‘H4 Odour Management’ odour 

classification, and in relation to fugitive emissions associated with the passage and potential 

queueing of HGV’s carrying raw material along the access road. The Council consider the 

correct approach is to apply the ‘most offensive’ odour category and that the applicant’s 

rationale for selecting the ‘moderately offensive’ category is not sufficiently precautionary. 

The proposed affordable housing units and manager’s accommodation are located only just 
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outside the 1.5 O/U isopleth and where that threshold indicates that significant adverse 

impacts would be experienced. 

Furthermore there is no certainty that the surrogate odour emissions data from the Penrith 

plant (which does not accept Category 1 and 2 material) can be applied to the Skellingthorpe 

site, which would accept Category 1-3 wastes and there remains some uncertainty regarding 

overall throughput and capacity of the site relative to the current operation. Overall on this 

basis there is insufficient evidence to state with certainty that actual odour concentrations 

at the four proposed on-site dwellings would fall below the 1.5 O/U threshold and therefore 

the District Council therefore considers the proposals to be in conflict with policy DM3 of the 

CSDMP, policies LP5, LP26 and LP55 of the CLLP and paragraph 127 of the NPPF. 

9. With regard to the odour category, the Regulation 25 Response to LCC (dated 2 April 2019) 

clearly set out that  the proposed dwellings and all existing dwellings lie outside of the 1.5OUE

isopleth, the benchmark for the ‘most offensive’ odours.  Odour impacts are considered as 

a 98th percentile of hourly average concentrations, and the maximum value across five years 

of hourly meteorological dispersion data, is shown in Table 9.20 of Chapter 9 of the ES.  

Dispersion conditions for other meteorological dataset years demonstrated lower odour 

concentrations at receptors. 

10. It has been demonstrated that, across a broad range of dispersion conditions (considering 

every hour within a 5-years of data), the ‘most offensive’ odour category would not be 

breached. Furthermore, the dispersion modelling study used a range of conservative 

assumptions, as described in the ES and the Regulation 25 response. The modelling was 

based on empirical, measured emissions from the operational Penrith plant, which operates 

three lines as opposed to the proposed two lines.  As such, the odour emissions used as a 

basis of the assessment of the proposed plant are suitably conservative.  

11. The highest odour generated during the process is from the cooking. These odours are 

contained within the process vessels and presses, and are exhausted and treated in the 

thermal oxidiser. Any odour in the air within the buildings is lower in strength, and will be 

exhausted and treated in the biofilter.  

12. The rationale for the selection of the odour emission rates from the Penrith plant was to 

provide emissions based on a higher throughput, from a representative variety of materials. 

The thermal oxidiser will remove odour at the same efficiency, regardless of what category 

material is processed at the plant, and it will be designed to ensure that the residence time 

of odorous gases within the combustion chamber is sufficient to achieve the reported odour 

concentrations. 
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13. With regard to fugitive odour from the raw material trailers, the latest generation of trailers 

would be used at the proposed plant which use hydraulically-operated covers. Whilst the 

trailers cannot be fully sealed due to issues associated with pressurisation as a result of 

gasses generated by the ABP material, the proposed trailers would offer considerably greater 

protection from odours than the traditional tarpaulin covers currently used by the existing 

operator.  

14. The nature of the passing odour from trailers entering the site would be brief and transitory; 

the more constant potential odour releases that would be from the process plant operations, 

which the modelling has demonstrated would be within the most stringent odour criterion 

at the proposed dwellings.  

15. Trailers would not queue outside the proposed dwellings whilst awaiting entry into the plant; 

upon arrival, the trucks would be logged at the weighbridge, which has been intentionally 

moved to a much deeper location within the site, along with the gatehouse, to provide 

greater separation distance from the proposed dwellings. If the trucks have to briefly wait to 

unload, they would do so at a distance from the dwellings and would be covered. The plant 

would also operate in accordance with an Odour Management Plan which would form part 

of the Environmental Permit for the site; to minimise the potential for impacts, this Plan 

could include a commitment to prohibiting trailers waiting along the access road, and this 

control could also be secured via planning condition.  

16. The proposed dwellings and Manager’s house would be located 188.2m and 223.7m from 

the closest proposed (raw materials) building, and existing dwellings would be 336.4m and 

287.5m from the closest process buildings. By comparison, the existing plant, at its closest 

point, is located 118.3m and 114.5m from the nearest existing dwellings.  These 

measurements are shown on the plans contained in Annex A (2422-01.B, Existing Site Plan 

and 2422-02.U, Proposed Site Plan).  

17. The design of the proposed plant would therefore result in a greater separation distance 

between the process plant and proposed receptors than is currently provided by the existing 

plant and receptors. The existing plant also processes Category 1, 2 and 3 material using 

older abatement plant of a less efficient type (boiler/condenser as opposed to thermal 

oxidiser). The existing plant is required to operate within the parameters of its 

Environmental Permit and is considered to be acceptable in relation to the current location 

of receptors.  As such, it is considered that the proposed plant could be operated in a manner 

which would not lead to any additional impact at any receptor, and due to improved controls 

and greater separation distances, the potential for odour impacts can be expected to be 

reduced.  
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Noise (NKDC recommendation 2 and supplementary EHO comment) 

As submitted the proposals fail to properly assess noise arising from the development in 

accordance with section 8 of BS:4142 given that the applicant has failed to apply the correct 

approach to background noise assessment. The District Council therefore considers the 

proposals to be in conflict with policy DM3 of the CSDMP, policy LP5, LP26 and LP55 of the 

CLLP and paragraph 127 of the NPPF. 

In relation to noise the EHO has highlighted that whilst the applicant’s additional information 

seeks to address impacts associated with HGV delivery noise, the applicant has only applied a 

+3 decibel (db) HGV noise ‘penalty’ to predicted daytime noise levels, and not to night time 

noise levels.  Given that the site will generate HGV movements across a 24 hours/day period, 

the EHO considers that the same noise penalty should have also been applied, and that there is 

insufficient information to demonstrate why this was not the case. 

18. The noise survey was carried out at an appropriate time to capture background noise whilst 

the site was not operational. The survey dates covered time periods where there was no 

plant in operation, which provided a robust existing baseline, and is therefore fully in 

accordance with Section 8 of BS 4142:2014+A1:2019. 

19. The Regulation 25 response in March 2019 assessed deliveries during the daytime only (in 

accordance with the approach detailed within the Environmental Statement regarding 

deliveries). Notwithstanding, predictions of the impact should deliveries occur during night 

hours, including a +3dB penalty for intermittency, show that, at most, a negligible impact 

would occur. 

Contaminated land (NKDC recommendation 3) 

The application does not include a phase 1 preliminary risk assessment of the whole site 

which assesses the risk of contamination associated with the redevelopment of the site and 

therefore the suitability of the land for its intended uses, contrary to policy LP16 of the CLLP 

and paragraph 178 of the NPPF. 

20. The language in the NKDC report is misleading. It suggests the Applicant has not provided a 

phase 1 preliminary risk assessment for the whole site.  The Applicant provided a report 

covering the whole site as part of the planning application at the outset. It is a component 

of the Environmental Statement.   
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21. The report provided is explicitly a preliminary risk assessment.  Its stated objectives are to: 

 Establish the environmental setting, including sensitivity in relation to human health, 

surface water, groundwater and ecology receptors. 

 Review historical and recent uses to assess the potential for contamination to be present 

from past and current land-use. 

 Assess by qualitative means the potential nature and extent of contamination from those 

uses and the environmental risk and liabilities which may affect the site redevelopment. 

 Identify the prevalent source-pathway-receptor linkages present on site by means of 

Tier 1 contamination risk assessment which incorporates the formulation of a Conceptual 

Site Model. 

22. As with all Phase 1 reports of this type, the approach was to identify potential risks, based 

upon analysis of a very broad range of desktop information, supplemented by a walkover 

survey.  In all cases the Preliminary Conceptual Site Model for the application site identifies 

the risks as moderate to low.  There are no indications of the site being at risk from excessive 

or unusual contamination. 

23. A detailed assessment of ground conditions will be required for the new buildings’ structural 

design, but intrusive investigation below the existing facility is not currently possible.   This 

detailed assessment would follow the grant of planning permission and is agreed as being 

necessary in due course to confirm and refine the findings of the Phase 1 risk assessment, 

and give certainty to structural design.  Should any contaminants be identified which are 

unsuitable for the development, an effective remediation strategy will be agreed with LCC 

and will be implemented.  This approach can be secured by conventional planning 

conditions.  

Residential development – Affordable housing (NKDC recommendation 4) 

The site is an inappropriate location for new residential development. The site is located in 

countryside beyond the developed footprint of the village, and no exceptional case or 

justification for the provision of rural affordable housing has been presented in terms of local 

need. Local community support for the provision of affordable housing has not been clearly 

demonstrated. In addition, the “eco-home” design and detached nature of the affordable 

dwellings means they may not be of interest in terms of acquisition by a registered affordable 

housing provider. Furthermore by virtue of the close proximity of these dwellings to the 

proposed ABP plant and its access road, occupants would be exposed to poor amenity 

standards through unpleasant noise and odour events generated from site operations and 

traffic movements. As such, the proposed affordable dwellings would be incompatible with 

the primary use of the site. The District Council therefore considers the proposals to be in 
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conflict with policy DM3 of the CSDMP, with CLLP policies LP2, LP11, LP26 and LP55 and to 

paragraph 127 of the NPPF. 

24. Paragraph 4.3 of the NKDC report (numbered page 30) acknowledges that the Applicant and 

District Council disagree about interpretation and application of housing policy in relation to 

the residential component of the development and its location in relation to Skellingthorpe 

village.  The District Council insists on describing the site as ‘countryside’, inferring that it is 

physically and functionally divorced from the village. The Applicant considers that misleading 

and in denial of the physical proximity of the housing areas to existing village dwellings.  The 

location is not isolated or divorced from existing village housing.   

25. LCC Planning Committee Members will see the site’s relationship to Skellingthorpe village at 

first hand when they carry out a pre-Committee site visit.  A copy of the existing and 

proposed aerial view of the site is contained in Annex B to show the existing densely 

developed industrial area and its close relationship to the neighbouring village The 

redevelopment scheme places housing close to existing frontage properties along Jerusalem 

Road and moves the industrial uses further away. [please note, the Annex B image shows the 

previously proposed Community-use building, which has been deleted from the proposed 

development scheme and replaced by landscape planting].   

26. The Applicant does not intend to rely on a registered affordable housing provider to 

construct and manage the affordable housing and there is no obligation to do so.  The 

Applicant company is part of a wider business group with a very substantial mixed land and 

property portfolio.  It has the resources and property experience to construct and manage 

the affordable housing within the group. 

27. The dwellings would not suffer poor amenity, ensured by distance from the main industrial 

plant and the provision that has been for landscape and acoustic barrier separation. 

Residential development – Site manager’s house (NKDC recommendation 5) 

The site is an inappropriate location for new residential development. The site is located in 

countryside beyond the developed footprint of the village. No exceptional case or justification 

for a site manager’s dwelling has been presented in terms of functional need in relation to the 

proposed ABP plant, and/or in terms of a lack of suitable and available alternative 

accommodation in Skellingthorpe or nearby. Furthermore by virtue of the close proximity of 

this dwelling to the proposed ABP plant and its access road, occupants would be exposed to 

poor amenity standards through unpleasant noise and odour events generated from site 

operations and traffic movements. As such, and in the absence of a specific functional need or 

other justification for a site manager’s house, this would be incompatible with the primary use 
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of the site. The District Council therefore considers the proposals to be in conflict with policy 

DM3 of the CSDMP, with CLLP policies LP2, LP26 and LP55 and to paragraph 127 of the NPPF 

28. The Site Manager’s house is a not a conventional dwelling. It is a very minor, ancillary 

component of the industrial scheme.  The Application submission is very clear that the 

provision of accommodation on site for a Manager is desirable in terms of ability to respond 

immediately to any issues at this major industrial plant, but is in no way essential or vital to 

safe and efficient operation of the facility.  For that reason, the Applicant has not sought to 

argue that the Site Manager’s house has some overriding functional necessity.  The plant can 

operate satisfactorily without it.  It can be omitted from the development scheme by 

submission of revised drawings or planning condition should officers and Members consider 

it to be a determining issue. 

Other matters 

29. The NKDC report records a number of other issues, which are not objections to the proposed 

development, but request consideration by the County Council it is decision making.  The 

following paragraphs provide comment on those matters. 

Proposed S106 contribution (NKDC recommendation 6) 

The District Council advise the County Council to have careful regard to the applicant’s 

proposed financial contribution to improve community uses elsewhere in Skellingthorpe 

having regard to the statutory tests for the use of Planning Obligations set out in NPPF 

paragraph 56. No further information has been presented by the applicant and the Council’s 

view is that such a contribution is not relevant to the proposed development and that no 

planning weight should be afforded to it 

30. The Applicant agree with NKDC’s assessment of the financial contribution offered towards 

the improvement of local community facilities.  No planning weight should be afforded to it. 

The offer was intended to mitigate removal of the community facilities proposed as a 

component of the original application scheme, but later removed because feedback from 

the local community was that the facilities were not wanted and might compete with the 

Parish Council’s own established facilities.  The offer of a financial contribution remains.    

Traffic and transport (NKDC recommendation 7) 

The District Council request the County Council to continue to seek further clarity on 

potential alternative access arrangements in discussion with the Highway Authority, to 

demonstrate compliance with policy DM13 of the CSDMP and policy LP13 of the CLLP. 

Furthermore, construction and operational routeing agreements should be secured 

restricting site access through the centre of Skellingthorpe. 
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31. NKDC’s Committee resolved that this officer recommendation in relation to exploration of 

an alternative site access route should be expressed to LCC in stronger terms. 

32. The Applicant has identified alternative routes into the development site from the south east 

but has not been able to secure landowner agreement necessary to bring forward firm 

proposals for consideration as part of, or alongside, this planning application.  

33. The Applicant is happy to continue to pursue these potential alternatives, notwithstanding 

that the County Highway Authority has confirmed acceptability of the access arrangements 

proposed in the planning application.  An alternative access route is desirable but not 

necessary to make the development acceptable.  

Concurrent operations (NKDC recommendation 8) 

That the County Council satisfy themselves that the proposals accord with relevant policy 

and that a condition or planning obligation can be applied to restrict concurrent uses. 

34. Concurrent operations will be relatively brief and limited to what is necessary to commission 

the new plant, enabling production to switch over.  The Applicant is content for the terms of 

any concurrent operation controls to be embodied in a planning condition or, if necessary, a 

planning obligation. 

Historic environment (NKDC recommendation 9) 

That the County Council ensure that the proposals accord with relevant policy (including the 

assessment of public benefit set against ‘less than substantial harm’ caused to Doddington 

Hall) and that conditions can be applied as appropriate. 

35. The Applicant has thoroughly assessed the impact of the development on heritage assets 

and is satisfied that there is less then substantial harm and potential benefit from the new 

development because it includes proposals for enhanced landscaping and positive landscape 

management of the site as a whole for the long term.  

36. Presently there is no control over retention or management of landscaping on the site, so it 

must follow that the Applicant’s proposal presents an important opportunity to bring those 

matters under planning control. Those control mechanisms are an explicit, weighty benefit 

of the scheme.   
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Ecology (NKDC recommendation 10) 

That the County Council take into account the advice of statutory consultees including to 

require the applicants to carry out a further assessment of the potential impacts of the 

development in terms of acidic deposition on Doddington Clay Woods SSSI in combination 

with other developments in the area. 

37. The Applicant addressed this issue in a supplementary statement recently submitted to the 

County Council (Royal HaskoningDHV response to Natural England consultation ref 280201, 

dated 21 June 2019). The statement is available on LCC’s website.  It confirms there are no 

cumulative acidic deposition impacts on Doddington Clay Woods that give rise to concern or 

reason for objection to the proposed development.  

38. There are no other matters the Applicant wishes to raise at this time. 

39. Please acknowledge receipt. 

Yours sincerely 

Andrew Watt MRICS

Chartered Planning & Development Surveyor 
Partner 

m. 07710 427806 
e. andrew.watt@mazeplanning.co.uk 
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Jerusalem Farm, Skellingthorpe 

Lincolnshire County Council Planning application reference PL/0055/18  

Letter to LCC, 18 July 2018 

Appendix A 

Plans – Distance from Plant to nearest housing receptors 

2422-01.B, Existing Site Plan showing distance to housing receptors 
2422-02.U, Proposed Site Plan showing distance to housing receptors 
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Jerusalem Farm, Skellingthorpe 

Lincolnshire County Council Planning application reference PL/0055/18  

Letter to LCC, 18 July 2018 

Appendix B 

Aerial View – Existing and Proposed Development 

Page 18



Jerusalem Farm, Skellingthorpe

Image 1 - Existing Development      Image 2 - Proposed Development 
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