
A B C Comments

Mr P Snook Support No Comment Comment General design comments - no formal objection. 

Mrs P Snook No Comment No Comment Objection

Davis Comment No Comment No Comment
Key Comment No Comment No Comment
C Senior Support Support Support
P Streets Objection No Comment No Comment
Wilson Support Support Support
G Senior Support Support Support
Rose Support Support No Comment
Davison Support Support Support
Hall Support Support Support
Brainard Support No Comment No Comment
Stammers Support No Comment No Comment
J Treacy Support Support No Comment

Comment No Comment Objection

Mrs A Smith

L Crooks Comment Support Objection (X2)

R Crooks No Comment Support Objection

Comments ' As a resident of Stubton, I wish to comment on this application. After detailed review of the multiple drawings 
I find this application to be similar to the initial dwelling detailed in S20/2145 albeit with some height reduction. I feel a 
building of this type and size not to be in keeping with the position and nature of the other properties on Fenton Road, all 
bar Hayloft Barn, being set well back from the road. The prior dwelling - now demolished- was smaller and with a design 
more of a traditional farmworker's cottage. The proposed replacement is bigger with a larger dwelling frontage and of a 
dissimilar design. This incongruity appears also to be the view of the Conservation Officer.
As a member of Stubton Social Club, I wish to object to the application. I am not aware that the members have be 
formally consulted. I feel that the positioning and height of the proposed dwelling would overshadow and dominate the 
Village Hall - the base of the Social Club - and therefore inhibit use of its outside space particularly for daytime activities. 
The previous dwelling did not in my opinion do this.'
Response: The proposal had been reduced since the S20/2145 application, reduced in height and size substantially. The 
dwelling frontage has not changed in size or design, and the garage lies in the same position as the approved dwelling. As 
previoulsy discussed and illustrated, the height has no impact on the adajcent property. All members of the Village Hall 
were consulted as this was confirmed by the Charman. 

Critchley Support Support Support
A Treacy Support Support No Comment
Thornton Support No Comment No Comment

Mr A Smith No Comment No Comment Objection

Comment: 'This new application, S21/1333, is very similar to the original application which we discussed as a Parish Council 
previously, resulting in the comments made at the time. We have re-examined the plans at length, and I remain 
concerned by the way the mass of this development will dominate the Village Hall, an important community facility, as 
well as the street scene in general. The PC acknowledged the benefit of a modern development, but replacing a small 
cottage with a development of this size will, I believe, affect the ambiance of the surrounding area. Thus, I personally 
object to the proposal in this latest form.'
Response: We note that the resident has concerns in regards to the streetscene impact, however the visuals in this 
statement clearly show that it will have not visual impact on Fenton Land or the adajcent heritage asset. There is no 
change to the design of the small scale cottage, which has a reduced eaves height, traditional in form, with 1 and 1.5 storey 
extensions.  The proposals merely provide additional space above the garage and infill the connection to address security 
concerns'. 

Summary 
Support 14 11 6
Comments - Design 1 1
Comments - Village Hall 3 0
Objections 1 6 (one person twice)

A = original 'large' application
B = reduced scale revision agreed in Feb 21
C = S21/1333 comments

Comment: 'Not only is the frontage of the new development very wide with only a narrow roadside verge, the proposal to 
incorporate now into the plans an integral garage which is proposed to be higher than even the original rejected plans, and 
which will dominate the house opposite and reduce and possibly overshadow the neighbouring village hall must be an 
imperative consideration. On a personal level, for 7 years I have taught an art class every week in the hall, to be resumed in 
September , and we are already light compromised.Whilst I realise my objection is based mainly on aesthetics and 
compromise of light I find it indefensible to apply for a replacement dwelling of inappropriate size and overt height using 
such claims as preventing another Sarah Everard murder, dog snatching and COVID rules citing working from home . 
Also that there should be no objections as the new owners are nice people . Some people have admitted to being unwilling 
to make any comment because of possible repercussions which have already manifested unpleasantly towards some 
people.'
Response: The objection is based on asthetics and the proposals does not seek to comprimise the light from dajcent 
properties, as noted in the refusal noticed by the officer. The dwelling is an appropraite size and height as per the 
approved drawings. The revised proposals merely infill the garage connection and provide space within the garage eaves. 
The width and height of the dwelling has not changed as per the approvals. The client has worked proactively with the 
Council to agree a design, which has substantially been reduced in footprint, that is required for their day to day living 
needs. .  

Comment: 'With my newly acquired understanding, I am somewhat surprised to have now received a further letter 
informing me that there is yet another application on the same property, but at this stage I am undecided as to whether I 
should make formal comments on the online portal. This latest application appears to be outwardly very similar to the 
original plan which was withdrawn in favour of the revised plan (approved conditionally on 18 March 2021).
Close similarities to the original plan exist in terms of scale and dominance of the street scene, as well as moving the now 
re-attached garage back to a position both closer to the road and, my original concern, into a position which dominates 
the Village Hall and it's outside space.'
Response: The approved design for the dwelling was significantly reduced from the original plasns and the revised design 
of  the dwelling has not changed since its endorsement from SKDC Planners and Conservation Officer. The garage is not 
sited closer to the road than the approved non-material ammendment drawings, the proposals merely infill the gap 
between the garage and the dwelling. The applicant has had discussions with the Village Hall to discuss any impact on 
the Hall and as per the Officer's report no impact is placed on the adjacent hall. 

Comment: 'Having viewed the latest planning application I believe it achieves none of the above. The proposed dwelling 
appears little changed from S20/2145 in terms of both size and position In fact the addition of the now attached two 
storey garage gives it a significantly more bulky, overbearing appearance.
The dwelling remains unacceptably close to the Village Hall, its most immediate neighbour and Stubton's only community 
facility which also serves as the Church Hall. I am sure this height and proximity would be considered unacceptable if it 
were a private dwelling.
These plans now indicate a solid block of double height building on Fenton Road which I believe will also have an negative 
impact households opposite, particularly in St Martin's Close.
The site is now an eyesore. Whilst it is eminently suitable for a well-proportioned and positioned "cottage style" single 
dwelling I formally object to the plans as currently submitted.'

Response: We note that two objections were submitted from the resident. 
The resident notes that 'little has changed from the original application S20/2145 in terms of size'. We note that this is not 
the case and the design of the dweling has not changed, the proposals merely connect the dwelling with a 1m link. The 
garage has not moved closer to the Village Hall and remains as per the approved drawings. The building is not double 
height, the design has been carefully considered to provide a 'cottage' style' dwelling, with a reduced eaves height, with 
dormer windows, typical of the area. The garage, again, is reduced in height to provided a space with restricted head 
room inside to limit any impact on adajcent properties whilst providing a useable space, rather than developing the 
footprint further (which could be done to the rear under a householder development). There are a number of attached 1.5 
storey dwellings throughout the village. . The proposed dwelling is set far away from St. Martin's Close and these 
executive properties sit higher than the proposed Home Farm Cottage. 
We note that the residents second objection, again, comments on  height and claims to be Social Club Chairman but this 
is not the case. All points that VH Chair confirmed were all addressed at a meeting with the applicant. 

 Summary of Public Comments


