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THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT (ACCESS TO INFORMATION) ACT 1985 (AS AMENDED) 
 
 

LIST OF BACKGROUND PAPERS 
FOR PLANNING, LISTED BUILDING, CONSERVATION AREA AND ADVERTISEMENT 

APPLICATIONS ON THE AGENDA OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE 
 
The Background Papers for the Planning, Listed Building, Conservation Area and 
Advertisement Applications are: 
 

1. The Planning Application File. This is a file with the same reference number as that 
shown on the Agenda for the Application. Information from the planning application file 
is available online at https://development.lincoln.gov.uk/online-applications/  
 
The application files contain the following documents: 
 

a. the application forms; 
b. plans of the proposed development; 
c. site plans; 
d. certificate relating to ownership of the site; 
e. consultation letters and replies to and from statutory consultees and bodies; 
f.  letters and documents from interested parties; 
g. memoranda of consultation and replies to and from Departments of the Council. 

 
2. Any previous Planning Applications referred to in the Reports on the Agenda for the 

particular application or in the Planning Application specified above. 
 

3. Central Lincolnshire Local Plan – Adopted April 2017 
 

4. National Planning Policy Framework - March 2012 
 

5. Applications which have Background Papers additional to those specified in 1 to 5 
above set out in the following table. These documents may be inspected at the Planning 
Reception, City Hall, Beaumont Fee, Lincoln. 

 
APPLICATIONS WITH ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND PAPERS (See 5 above.) 
 
Application No.: Additional Background Papers 

 

https://development.lincoln.gov.uk/online-applications/


 

CRITERIA FOR PLANNING COMMITTEE SITE VISITS (AGREED BY DC COMMITTEE ON 
21 JUNE 2006 AND APPROVED BY FULL COUNCIL ON 15 AUGUST 2006) 

 
 
Criteria: 
 

 Applications which raise issues which are likely to require detailed first hand knowledge 
of the site and its surroundings to enable a well-informed decision to be taken and the 
presentational material at Committee would not provide the necessary detail or level of 
information. 

 

 Major proposals which are contrary to Local Plan policies and proposals but which have 
significant potential benefit such as job creation or retention, environmental 
enhancement, removal of non-confirming uses, etc. 

 

 Proposals which could significantly affect the city centre or a neighbourhood by reason 
of economic or environmental impact. 

 

 Proposals which would significantly affect the volume or characteristics of road traffic in 
the area of a site. 

 

 Significant proposals outside the urban area. 
 

 Proposals which relate to new or novel forms of development. 
 

 Developments which have been undertaken and which, if refused permission, would 
normally require enforcement action to remedy the breach of planning control. 

 

 Development which could create significant hazards or pollution. 
 
 
So that the targets for determining planning applications are not adversely affected by the 
carrying out of site visits by the Committee, the request for a site visit needs to be made as 
early as possible and site visits should be restricted to those matters where it appears 
essential.   
 
A proforma is available for all Members.  This will need to be completed to request a site visit 
and will require details of the application reference and the reason for the request for the site 
visit.  It is intended that Members would use the proforma well in advance of the consideration 
of a planning application at Committee.  It should also be used to request further or additional 
information to be presented to Committee to assist in considering the application.   
  



Planning Committee 10 August 2022 

 
Present: Councillor Naomi Tweddle (in the Chair),  

Councillor Bob Bushell, Councillor Debbie Armiger, 
Councillor Biff Bean, Councillor Liz Bushell, Councillor 
Gary Hewson, Councillor Rebecca Longbottom, 
Councillor Bill Mara, Councillor Mark Storer, Councillor 
Edmund Strengiel and Councillor Calum Watt 
 

Apologies for Absence: Councillor Chris Burke 
 

 
17.  Confirmation of Minutes - 29 June 2022  

 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 29 June 2022 be confirmed 
and signed by the Chair as a true record. 
 

18.  Member Statement  
 

In the interests of transparency, Councillor Bob Bushell wished it to be recorded 
in relation to Item No 5 (d) of the agenda, Hartsholme Country Park, Hartsholme 
Park, Lincoln, that Hartsholme Country Park came within his remit as Portfolio 
Holder for Remarkable Place, however, the works were a minor issue, and he 
had no personal interest in the matter. 
 

19.  Declarations of Interest  
 

No declarations of interest were received. 
 

20.  Update Sheet  
 

An update sheet was circulated in advance of the meeting, which included: 
  

 Additional consultee responses in respect of agenda Item No 5(a)-
Greetwell Nursing Home, 68-70 Greetwell Close, Lincoln (2022/0377/FUL) 

 

 A revised layout plan in respect of agenda Item No 5 (c) Church Grounds, 
St Mary Le Wigford Church, St Mary’s Street, Lincoln (2022/0584/RG3) 

 
RESOLVED that the update sheet be received by Planning Committee 
 

21.  Work to Trees in City Council Ownership  
 

Ewan Murray, Arboricultural Officer: 
 

a. advised Planning Committee of the reasons for proposed works to trees in 
the City Council's ownership and sought consent to progress the works 
identified, as detailed at Appendix A of his report 
 

b. highlighted that the list did not represent all the work undertaken to Council 
trees, it represented all the instances where a tree was either identified for 
removal, or where a tree enjoyed some element of protection under 
planning legislation, and thus formal consent was required 

 
c. explained that ward councillors had been notified of the proposed works. 
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Members considered the contents of the report. 
 
Councillor Hewson referred to the incident on the cycle track between Dixon 
Street and Altham Terrace where a cyclist was injured due to an impact with the 
trunk of a tree, now removed. Clarification was sought as to where the liability fell 
for this type of incident. 
 
The Arboricultural Officer advised as follows: 
 

 The responsibility for the tree in question lay with the Highways Authority 
in the ownership of Lincolnshire County Council. 

 Lincolnshire County Council trees were inspected every six years by the 
City of Lincoln Council on behalf of the County Council. 

 The work did not include the surveying of trees. 

 The City Council had been aware of the instability of the tree before the 
accident occurred and it was awaiting scheduled works at the time. 

 
Councillor Bean advised that he had received numerous e mails from members of 
the public in his ward regarding overgrown footpaths/cycleways and asked if it 
was possible to carry out an annual inspection of these areas in April/May to ‘nip 
works required in the bud’ for the rest of the summer months. 
 
The Arboricultural Officer clarified the following main points: 
 

 There was a shared responsibility for overhanging branches/shrubbery; 
some work required an Enforcement Order to be obtained to authorise 
work to be carried out by us if the tree was not in our ownership. 

 Any problems in the local community could be reported to Lincolnshire 
County Council on their website via ‘Fix my Street’ 

 Funding was being sought to carry out tree surveying work every 1 or 3 
years if resources became available. 

 He thanked members for expressing their concerns. 
 
Councillor Bean agreed to send an e mail to Lincolnshire County Council 
suggesting a discussion on inspection of trees on footpaths/cycleways, including 
an invite to the Chair of Planning Committee. 
Councillor Strengiel expressed the view that the City and County Council worked 
well together in respect of works to trees. Fix my Street was an excellent app. He 
asked whether the tree in question had been roped off on inspection prior to 
being felled? He highlighted that liability could not be divulged in any case. 
 
The Arboricultural Officer advised that the whole cycle path had not been blocked 
on inspection and this was considered the necessary deterrent to move around it. 
 
Councillor M Storer sought clarification in respect of the self-set trees to be felled 
at 29 Rosewood Close as to whether they were causing actual or potential 
damage to the adjacent property fence line. 
 
The Arboriculturist Officer confirmed that trees would not be removed unless 
there was visible evidence this was the case. 
 
RESOLVED that the tree works set out in the schedules appended to the report 
be approved. 
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22.  Applications for Development  
23.  Greetwell Nursing Home, 68-70 Greetwell Close, Lincoln  

 
The Assistant Director of Planning: 
 

a) advised that planning permission was sought to change the use of 68-70 
Greetwell Close from a nursing home (use class 2) to 11 residential flats 
(use class 3), with hard and soft landscaping, car parking and installation 
of bin store and cycle store 
 

b) described the three storey application property, situated on the west side 
of Greetwell Close, in a prominent position in a residential area with a 
mixture of property types, including HMP Lincoln to the east and Lincoln 
County Hospital situated to the south 
 

c) provided details of the policies pertaining to the application, as follows:  
 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

 Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Policy LP26:Design and Amenity 

 Policy LP37: Sub-Division and Multi-Occupation of Dwellings 
 

d) advised Planning Committee of the main issues to be considered as part 
of the application to assess the proposal with regards to:  
 

 Residential Amenity 

 Visual Amenity 

 Highways  

 Drainage 

 S106 Agreement 
 

e) outlined the responses made to the consultation exercise  
 

f) referred to the Update Sheet which included additional consultee 
responses received from Lincoln Civic Trust and NHS Lincolnshire 

 
g) concluded that:  

 

 It was considered that the proposed development would accord with 
national and local planning policy 

 The proposal would be an appropriate reuse of the building in an 
established residential area. 

 The external works to the building would be minimal and therefore 
would have no adverse impact on visual amenity. 

 
The Committee discussed the content of the report in further detail. 
 
The following comments/questions were received from members: 
 

 Following an individual site visit site conducted earlier today, there seemed 
to be more space within the proposed development than apparent on the 
maps provided within the Planning Officer’s report. 

 In relation to complaints received regarding loss of trees, that there would 
be no such major tree loss here. 

 The bins were perfectly adequate as storage facilities.  
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 There was provision of 11 car parking spaces, one per flat, together with 
restricted on-street parking. 

 The proposals represented a significant improvement of what went before 
in terms of the amount of previous activity at the nursing home e.g., 
ambulances, medical staff, employees etc. 

 This was a fine Victorian building in the main seen largely from the street 
and in terrible decay at the moment. 

 There was an allocation for parking of cars, however, there didn’t appear 
to be any cycle storage. 

 Was the garage to the side of the building to be retained as a car parking 
space? 

 There appeared to be no great loss of trees as part of the proposals. None 
of the trees were fine specimens with some having self-set and growing 
within the building itself. 

 Were the suggested conditions for sustainable drainage met within the 
recommendation to grant planning permission? 

 Were there any electric vehicle charging points? 
 
The Chair confirmed that the provision of electric charging points was conditioned 
subject to grant of planning permission 
 
The Assistant Director of Planning offered the following points of clarification to 
members: 
 

 It was possible to add a condition for provision of cycle storage and a 
sustainable drainage system subject to grant of planning permission if 
members were so minded. 

 In relation to the trees, some were growing in areas they would not survive 
and not in good condition. 

 He was not able to confirm whether the garage was to be retained as part 
of the proposed development, however, it had no protection order. 
 

Councillor Watt asked whether a condition could be imposed on grant of planning 
permission requiring one cycle space per flat? 
 
The Assistant Director of Planning suggested a suitable condition be worded 
requiring ‘a scheme for cycle storage according to available space’ However, 
cycle storage was already included within the proposed scheme conditioned as 
part of the submitted plans and therefore not necessarily needed. 
 
A motion was moved, seconded, voted upon and carried that provision of a 
surface Water Management Strategy be added as a condition of grant of planning 
permission. 
 
RESOLVED that planning permission be granted subject to the signing of an 
S106 agreement and subject to the following conditions: 
 

 Development to commence within 3 years 

 Development to be carried out in accordance with the submitted plans 

 Construction hours 

 Electric vehicle charging points 

 Surface water management strategy 
 

24.  Wardens House, Bailgate Court, Wordsworth Street, Lincoln  
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The Planning Team Leader: 
 

a) described the application site, part of the garden of the former Warden’s 
House at the west end of the building now known as Bailgate Court; 
formerly Chad Varah House which had itself been converted recently into 
residential apartments 
 

b) stated that the former Chad Varah House planning permission also had as 
part of it an extension at the west of the Warden’s House for a glazed 
structure which had not been implemented 
 

c) confirmed that the Warden’s House was attached to/ also a listed Grade II 
building along with Bailgate Court, located within the Cathedral and City 
Centre Conservation Area 
 

d) described Drury Lane and the Castle beyond located to the north of the 
site, residential properties along Drury Lane to the west with Gibraltar Hill 
running alongside the western boundary of the site beyond a two metre 
high brick wall, and the gardens of the application site fell away down the 
hillside with residential properties beyond on St Michael’s Terrace and 
Stanthaket Court to the south,  

 
e) advised that the application for planning permission was accompanied by 

an associated application for listed building consent which dealt  with 
technical changes to the building and was not being brought before 
Planning Committee; the impact on the setting of the listed building was 
dealt with through the planning permission 
 

f) advised that planning permission was sought to build a two storey annexe 
to the west of the existing house; the application originally proposed a 
new vehicular access from Gibraltar Hill into the site, but this had 
subsequently been removed together with a reduction in the size of the 
annexe following negotiations with planning officers and the annexe would 
no longer extend into land designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument 
 

g) provided details of the policies pertaining to the application, as follows:  
 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

 Policy 126: The Creation of High Quality, Beautiful and Sustainable 
Buildings 

 Policy 195: Particular Significance of the Heritage Asset 

 Policy 202:Less than substantial harm to the significance of a 
designated heritage asset, weighed against the public benefits of 
the proposal including optimum viable use. 

 Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Policy 

 Policy LP25: The Historic Environment  

 Policy LP26:Design and Amenity 
 

h) advised Planning Committee of the main issues to be considered as part 
of the application to assess the proposal with regards to:  
 

 National and Local Planning Policy 

 Impact on the Adjoining Listed Building 

 Impact on the Amenity of Neighbours 
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 Impact on the Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area 
 

i) outlined the responses made to the consultation exercise  
 

j) concluded that:  
 

 This was a carefully designed proposal that had been crafted with 
sensitivity to its context whilst also providing a small point of interest 
through the contemporary approach to the architecture. 

 It did not cause unacceptable harm to the amenity of its neighbours, 
and it would not be harmful to the significance of the listed building 
or to the character and appearance of the conservation area. 

 
Barbara Griffin-Wright, applicant, addressed Planning Committee in support of 
the proposed development, covering the following main points: 
 

 It was important to reiterate the importance of the architecture of the 
project. 

 The planning application was submitted a year ago and had since been 
revised in detail. 

 The proposed development offered a sustainable design. 

 Impact on the amenity of neighbours had been addressed. Views would be 
screened by the boundary wall to Gibraltar Hill, trees/vegetation, use of hit 
and miss brickwork and the angle of the build to restrict potential 
overlooking.  

 The tree in the background did not impinge on the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument.  

 This was a better scheme. 

 Design of fenestration had been discussed with Planning Officers/Principal 
Conservation Officer and conditioned accordingly. 

 Careful choice of materials had been taken using a roman brick to provide 
sensitively to the buildings context. 

 
The Committee discussed the content of the report in further detail. 
 
The following comments/questions were received from members: 
 

 Would the gated access referred to by a member of the public as blocking 
access for residents, deliveries, and emergency vehicles still go ahead? 

 It was pleasing to note the annexe extension would no longer encroach on 
land designated as a Scheduled Ancient Monument. 

 Was it clear where the boundary of the Scheduled Ancient Monument 
started and finished? 

 The initial application had been amended to include a second entrance on 
Gibraltar Hill and was now ‘pulled back’ from the Scheduled Ancient 
Monument. 

 The design was subjective. 

 Mitigation measures with hit and miss brickwork were helpful. 

 The tree would obscure vision in the summer months; however, it was 
protected. 
 

The Planning Team Leader offered the following points of clarification to 
members: 
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 Access: The first consultation proposed a second gate further down 
Gibraltar Hill, which was no longer part of the current application, now 
having a shared access from the top of Gibraltar Hill. 

 Scheduled Ancient Monument: The assumed boundary line had been 
taken using a very safe approach in consultation with the City 
Archaeologist. The annexe was well away from this boundary 

 
RESOLVED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

 Development to commence within 3 years 

 Strict compliance with the approved drawings 

 Archaeological written scheme of investigation prior to commencement 

 Details of foundation design to deal with  archaeology and slope stability 

 Details of brickwork and mortar to be provided by way of a sample panel to 
be constructed on site 

 No use of the roof of the building as a balcony at any time 

 Building only to be occupied in association with the main dwelling 
 

25.  Church Grounds, St Mary Le Wigford Church, St Marys Street, Lincoln  
 

The Assistant Director of Planning: 
 

a) advised that planning permission was sought for reinstatement of the 
boundary wall to St Mary Le Wigford Church to provide enclosure to the 
churchyard which would then be grassed, replacing the existing hard 
landscaping 
 

b) described St Mary Le Wigford, a Grade I listed church sited on the corner 
plot with St Mary’s Street to the north and the High Street to the west, 
constructed in dressed stone and coursed rubble with ashlar dressings 
and slate roofs, located within the Cathedral and City Centre Conservation 
Area 
 

c) reported that the church dated from the 11th century with successive 
centuries of works through to the 13th century; the south aisle was added 
in 1877 and the church restored in 1872, the tower restored in 1908 and 
another scheme of works in 1975 included the porch to the north side 
 

d) reported that the planning application was submitted by the City of Lincoln 
Council 
 

e) provided details of the policies pertaining to the application, as follows:  
 

 National Planning Policy Framework 

 Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Policy LP25:-The Historic 
Environment 

 
f) advised Planning Committee of the main issues to be considered as part 

of the application to assess the proposal with regards to:  
 

 Principle of Development 

 Impact on the Conservation Area 

 Trees 
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 Archaeology 
 

g) outlined the responses made to the consultation exercise  
 

h) referred to the Update Sheet which included a revised layout plan 
 

i) concluded that:  
 

 It was considered that the proposed development would be 
acceptable and would accord with national and local planning policy 

 The wall would enhance the appearance of the Conservation Area 
and would re-establish a historic feature in this location. 

 
Planning Committee discussed the content of the report in further detail. 
 
Members welcomed this proposal for additional greenery in the area and asked 
for clarification of the height of the wall. 
 
The Assistant Director of Planning confirmed the height of the reinstated wall 
being roughly a metre high, typical of a front boundary wall. 
 
RESOLVED that planning permission be granted subject to no objections being 
received in the remaining consultation period and subject to the following 
conditions: 
 

 Development to commence within 3 years 

 Development to be carried out in accordance with the plans 

 Sample of materials 

 Archaeology 

 Tree protection 
 

26.  Hartsholme Country Park, Hartsholme Park, Lincoln  
 

The Planning Team Leader: 
 

a. described the application site, Hartsholme Country Park, as a Grade II 
Listed Historic Park and Garden  
 

b. advised that the proposal related specifically to the existing storage 
building located to the eastern edge of the park  
 

c. reported that retrospective permission was sought for the installation of a 
storage container positioned adjacent to the existing storage building 
 

d. provided details of the policies pertaining to the application, as follows:  
 

 Policy LP22: Green Wedges 

 Policy LP25: The Historic Environment;  

 Policy LP29: Protecting Lincoln’s Setting and Character 
 

e. advised Planning Committee of the main issues to be considered as part 
of the application to assess the proposal with regards to:  
 

 Accordance with National and Local Planning Policy  
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 Impact on Visual Amenity and the Character or Setting of the 
Designated Heritage Asset as a Historic Park and Garden 
 

f. outlined the responses made to the consultation exercise  
  

g. concluded that:  
 

 The proposed container provided secure storage. 

 Whilst the structure was rather utilitarian in appearance, views of 
the structure were limited by the existing building and landscaping.  

 The proposal would therefore preserve and protect the character 
and setting of the Historic Park and Garden in accordance with 
policies LP22, LP25 and LP29 of the Central Lincolnshire Local 
Plan and the National Planning Policy Framework.  

 
RESOLVED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
condition: 
 

 Development in accordance with approved plans. 
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Planning Committee 7th September- Update Sheet 
 
Lincoln Sports Partnership 
 
Lincoln Civic Trust additional representation 
 

 
 
The comments relating to overdevelopment, access and vehicle movements have already 
been addressed within the committee report. In terms of the comment regarding the need for 
student accommodation- the University of Lincoln has not objected to the application on 
these grounds and there is no demand based policy within the CLLP. 
 
Archaeology 
 
The City Archaeologist is satisfied with the Archaeological Heritage Assessment and 
foundation design, and no further information is required prior to determination. He has, 
however, requested an additional condition to the standard archaeological conditions to 
require that the applicant undertake evaluation trenching at the site. This request is included 
within the updated recommendation below. 
 
Updated recommendation 
 
That the application is Granted Conditionally subject to the following conditions with delegated 
authority granted to the Planning Manger to secure the NHS financial contribution through a 
S106 agreement: 
 

 Time limit of the permission 

 Development in accordance with approved plans 

 Samples of materials including hard surfacing  

 Site levels and finished floor levels 

 Noise assessment 

 Assessment of noise mitigation measures prior to occupation 

 Contamination 
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 Surface water drainage management strategy 

 No surface water ground infiltration without prior consent 

 Archaeology standard conditions- including evaluation trenching requirement 

 Construction Management Plan 

 Landscaping implementation 

 Provision of cycle storage prior to occupation 

 Hours of construction/delivery 
 
 
2021/0598/FUL - High Street 
 
Hello Julie 
Regarding the planned new build on the site of the old Peugeot garage - I have already submitted my 
quite extensive objections which were based on the current realities of people actually living around 
the site rather than those with a purely financial interest in squeezing in as much money as possible 
for the land developers and potential occupiers. 
I attended the last council meeting where this was discussed. The residents of Spencer Street and 1 - 
15 South Park were very poorly represented by the outgoing Labour councillor who left the room 
immediately after the committee decision and when tackled verbally by me show no interest 
whatsoever in the planning recommendation outcome.  I was unaware we were not able to speak 
personally - no information was given prior to the meeting and I found the attitude of many of the 
council members disrespectful and rude. Most of them are not residents of this area and had no 
insight into the problems that are attached to the plans. The developers representative clearly 
demonstrated no interest in contacting or negotiating with South Park residents in a sensitive way. 
 
The exception to this behaviour was Councillor Chris Burke who did actually represent our views 
with some small success in that the views from the new build windows will be limited. I have no 
doubt that this will be somehow circumvented by the builders. 
If I could see any hope for a reasonable alteration to the size and scope of the new build I would 
address the Democratic committee personally but as democracy doesn’t appear to apply to the 
situation I won’t waste my time. 
 
However I feel the decision to approve the plans has already been made. The residents have now to 
accept years of building upset culminating in breach of privacy, light and noise pollution 24 hours a 
day from such a large an overbearing development, parking mayhem in the small surrounding 
streets and obvious detrimental effects on house prices. To dismiss these comments is disingenuous 
to say the least and I am aware of 3 residents who are in despair and moving away from South Park. 
On evidence of your planning process so far I presume the affirmative decision to approve the build 
is rubber stamped foregone conclusion and doubt that any committee members have the agency to 
revisit and challenge the application on our behalf. 
My original comments still stand. I would like to have enough faith in the Lincoln Planning process to 
think that all comments will be reviewed and that committee members will have the courage to 
challenge the project. As we have said on numerous occasions we have no overall objections to the 
objective of the build, only the scope. 
Regards 
Janet Nissler 
13, South Park. Lincoln LN5 8EN 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Derwent Street  
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Sent: 05 September 2022 22:20 

To: Technical Team (City of Lincoln Council) <Technical.Team@lincoln.gov.uk> 

Subject: Re: Reconsultation letter 

. 

Thank you development team, 

Here are our up to date comments regarding the application for Derwent Street which we hope will 

ne considered in Wednesdays meeting. 

We are happy that they plan to keep the boundary wall and would like conversation to continue 

with Boss Group (Lincoln) Ltd around this as the construction continues. 

The application states that it is not considered that the proposed dwellings would have any adverse 

impact on us. LP26 states proposals should demonstrate, where applicable and to a degree 

proportionate to the proposal, how the following matters have been considered, in relation to both 

the construction and life of the development: 

1. Overlooking - considered. Agree we bought a home in a built up residential area so some 

overlooking from back bedroom windows is to be expected even though this was not the case when 

we bought the property.  

2. Overshadowing: Not considered. There will be significant overshadowing of our garden now due 

to the scale of the properties, as keen gardeners who have designed our garden around where the 

light falls this will be upsetting. 
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3. Loss of Light - Not considered. We have 3 south facing windows in habitable rooms that have 

enjoyed lots of light and views of the sky for decades and will now have brick walls in very close 

proximity. 

4. Loss of Privacy - Not addressed. There will be a pathway to the properties back gardens running 

adjacent and closely to our property so we will no longer have privacy. Residents and guests will use 

this walk way regularly passing by our windows potentially multiple times a day. We are not happy 

about looking onto the side aspect window which will be in close proximity to our bedroom window 

(glazed or not).  

5. Adverse Noise and Vibration - We appreciate that our concerns regarding noise have been 

considered and are happy with the planned working times for the build. We were very disappointed 

that the demolition was given approval to take place during the summer holidays meaning our son 

was unable to use our garden for a full week during quite a crucial time of year. During the 

demolition our house has been shaking daily so we do feel worried about damage to our home (it's 

about 100 years old). 

In conclusion, we don't oppose the concept of a build on the plot and agree it would enhance the 

area as a whole - Boss Group (Lincoln) Ltd seem like a very polite, reasonable and professional 

company to undertake the development from our interactions to date.  

However it is clear to us our concerns regarding loss of privacy, loss of light and overshadowing have 

not been given proper consideration or have been simply dismissed. The application states "it is not 

considered that the proposal would have any adverse impact on the residents of no.23...and would 

not have adverse impact on... loss of privacy or loss of light". We struggle to see how this conclusion 

was made and would value some discussion on the matter. We would ideally like a report for our 

house regarding the impact of the proposed plans on loss of light, loss of privacy and overshadowing 

on our property. If the application is approved we do strongly feel we should be compensated in 

some way due to the significant changes we will have to endure regarding the changes in privacy 

and light levels we and previous owners of 23 Derwent Street have enjoyed significantly over the 

years. 

There also seems to have been a dismissal of concerns raised regarding turning vehicles from those 

with lived experience of the street. There will be insufficient provision for vehicles to turn around 

safely at the end of the street in the current plan. 

Kind Regards, 

Liz and Simeon Clark  
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Dera Lana, I couldn't find a way to attach drawings to the online planning portal. 

I have great concerns about the problems that will be caused by vehicles turning around in 

this cul-de-sac. 

 

I have looked into the design of the turning head and am surprised by the amout of room 

they take up. 

After studying the latest plan of the site I have done a rather crude cut and paste of the 

drawing that I believe could offer a solution that satisfies the current residents but also 

offers the future owners of the properties a much better parking bay. 

The following is my objection to the proposal, and the drawing I have produced. 

Yours Sincerely  

Chris Gresham 

I am objecting to the layout of the site and lack of a turning head for vehicles. 
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There is an ever increasing volume of delivery vans in the street. 
 
I have looked into the recommended sizes of turning heads and I cannot see how a suitable 
turning head can be constructed on the available land. I am surprised by their 
recommended size.  
 
I also see the width of the parking places for the new houses are not very wide for modern 
vehicles. 
 
I believe that by rearranging the site the result would be better not only for the residents 
but also the future owners of the new properties.  
 
Please see the attached modified drawing, it shows an enlarged triangle that should help to 

provide a suitable turning head. 
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Points of clarity:- 
Properties to the rear of the site on Roman Wharf are approx. 11.6metres from the rear 
elevations of the proposed dwellings. This relationship has been considered and there would 
be no adverse impacts on the residents that would warrant refusal of the application.  
 
Response to further letter received from 23 Derwent Street:- 

The neighbours have referenced overshadowing, loss of light and loss of privacy. The 

proposals have been considered in the context of development in a built up residential area 

characterised by runs of terrace and semi-detached properties.  

The existing property may experience some overshadowing of the garden for part of the day. 

However it would not be overshadowed at all times. Therefore it would not warrant refusal of 

the application.  

There are 3 small windows to the south elevation of 23 Derwent Street, there will no longer be 

a view of the sky from these windows, however the proposal is of sufficient distance from this 

elevation that it would not block all light.  

The footpath referenced would serve 3 properties. This would not generate a level of 

pedestrian movement which would have an adverse impact. New boundary treatment will be 

in place which would prevent people from overlooking the ground floor window.  

 
Photos sent from Julie Lamb, Speaking at Committee  
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Yes these are just a few photos, they are front  of my house...just part of area that area. And 

that's  were they what to do carpark,  and I worried  about the lamp post as this is the only one, the 

next one is half way up the street..and it's so dark when not working..thank  Julie  lamb 

 

On Wed, 7 Sept 2022, 09:29 Meddings, Lana (City of Lincoln Council), 

<Lana.Meddings@lincoln.gov.uk> wrote: 

Hi Julie  

 I’ve received a few emails now. There are 4 different photos, is that correct? 

 Lana Meddings 

Principal Planning Officer 

T 01522 873445 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE  7 SEPTEMBER 2022  
  

 

 
SUBJECT:  
 

CONFIRMATION OF TREE PRESERVATION ORDER NO.172 

DIRECTORATE: 
 

COMMUNITIES AND ENVIRONMENT 

REPORT AUTHOR: 
 

KIERON MANNING, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR - PLANNING 

 
1. Purpose of Report 

 
1.1 
 

To have confirmed one (temporary) Tree Preservation Order, made by the 
Planning Manager under delegated powers. The order currently provides 6 months 
of temporary protection for the trees, but is required to be confirmed by the 
Planning Committee to provide long term future protection.  
 

2. Executive Summary  
 

2.1 A Tree Preservation Order gives statutory protection to trees that contribute to the 
amenity, natural heritage or attractiveness and character of a locality.  
 

2.2 The making of any Tree Preservation Order is likely to result in further demands 
on staff time to deal with any applications submitted for consent to carry out tree 
work and to provide advice and assistance to owners and others regarding 
protected trees. This is, however, contained within existing staffing resources.  
 

2.3 The making of Tree Preservation Orders reduces the risk of losing important trees, 
groups of trees and woodlands. It further allows the Council to protect trees that 
contribute to local environment quality.  
 

3. Background 
 

3.1 
 

Tree Preservation Order 172 was made on 26th May 2022 protecting 1no. Acer 
Pseudoplatanus (Sycamore) and 1no. Aesculus Hippocastanum (Horse Chestnut) 
tree in the back garden of Greestone House, Greestone Place, Lincoln, 
Lincolnshire, LN2 1PP.  
 

3.2 The trees are considered to contribute to the visual amenity of the area and the 
unauthorised removal of the trees would be considered to be detrimental to visual 
amenity.  
 

3.3 
 

The initial 6 months of protection would end for the Tree Preservation Order on 
26th November 2022. 
 

4. Consideration 
 

 
 

The reason for making a Tree Preservation Order on this site is as a result of an 
application from the occupants to fell both of the trees. The property is located 
within a conservation area which is why consent was required. During the 
application process the Arboricultural Officer attended a site visit and identified the 
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trees to be suitable for protection under a Tree Preservation Order stating that the 
trees have a high amenity value and the removal would have an effect on the 
aesthetic appearance of the area.  
 
Following a 6 week consultation period no objections have been received to the 
order. 
 

5. Strategic Priorities 
 

5.1 Confirmation of Tree Preservation Order 172 would ensure that the trees would 
not be removed or worked on without the express permission of the Council which 
would be considered detrimental to visual amenity and as such the protection of 
the tree would contribute to enhancing our remarkable place.  
 

6. Organisational Impacts 
 

6.1 Legal Implications – Anyone who wishes to carry out works to the tree will require 
consent from the City of Lincoln Council first.  
 

7. Recommendation  
 

7.1 
 

It is recommended that Members confirm the Tree Preservation Order without 
modifications, and that the Officer carries out the requisite procedures for 
confirmation. 
 
 

How many appendices does 
the report contain? 
 

 
None 

List of Background Papers: 
 

None 
 
 

Lead Officer: Kieron Manning, Assistant Director - Planning 
Telephone (01522) 873551 
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Application Number: 2021/0598/FUL 

Site Address: 471 - 480 High Street, Lincoln, Lincolnshire 

Target Date: 27th October 2021 

Agent Name: Stem Architects 

Applicant Name: Mr Chris Burns 

Proposal: Erection of elderly residential living apartment building 
comprising of 20 residential apartments and conversion of 
existing former United Reform Church to form additional 5 
residential apartments. To include access from Cross Spencer 
Street, car park, landscaping, attenuation pond, refuse and 
cycle storage. To include demolition of former Abacus Motor 
Group showroom and ancillary motor repair buildings (Revised 
Plans). 

 
Background - Site Location and Description 
 
Site Location 
 
The site is located at the south end of the High Street on the eastern side. The site was 
previously part of a Peugeot Garage and is now vacant. The boundary of the site also 
includes the former United Reform Church fronting High Street. The scheme is submitted 
by Torsion Care who were the applicants for a recently granted planning permission under 
a separate application for a care home fronting High Street (2021/0597/FUL). Whilst the 
applications have been submitted separately due to funding arrangements for each 
scheme, the applicant stated that they intend to construct the two schemes simultaneously 
should the current application be granted. 
 
The site is adjacent to the South Park/St Catherines roundabout. To the south of the site is 
the Sincil Dyke with residential properties located on the other side of the bank fronting 
South Park. To the north of the Church is another garage which does not form part of the 
application site. 
 
Residential properties line Spencer Street to the north of the application site. The site is 
situated within the St Catherines Conservation Area No. 4. 
 
Description of Development 
  
The application proposes a new building comprising 20 retirement living flats and 
conversion of the former United Reform Church to form 5 residential flats. The new 
building would be accessed via Cross Spencer Street. 27 parking spaces are provided on 
the site which includes accessible spaces. 
 
Pre-application discussions have taken place and further discussions have continued 
throughout the application process with the applicant and their architect. Revisions have 
been submitted to address officer concerns regarding overlooking, design and access.  
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Site History 
 

Reference: Description Status Decision Date:  

2021/0597/FUL Erection of 73 bedroom 
residential elderly care 
home including access 
from Cross Spencer 
Street, car park, and 
turning area, 
landscaping, refuse and 
cycle storage. To 
include demolition of 
former Abacus Motor 
Group showroom and 
ancillary motor repair 
buildings (revised 
plans). 

Granted 
Conditionally 

7th July 2022  

 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 28th February 2022 
 
Policies Referred to 
 

 Policy LP1 A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 Policy LP2 The Spatial Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy 

 Policy LP9 Health and Wellbeing 

 Policy LP10 Meeting Accommodation Needs 

 Policy LP11 Affordable Housing 

 Policy LP12 Infrastructure to Support Growth 

 Policy LP13 Accessibility and Transport 

 Policy LP14 Managing Water Resources and Flood Risk 

 Policy LP16 Development on Land affected by Contamination 

 Policy LP21 Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

 Policy LP25 The Historic Environment 

 Policy LP26 Design and Amenity 

 Policy LP27 Main Town Centre Uses - Frontages and Advertisements 

 Policy LP29 Protecting Lincoln's Setting and Character 

 Policy LP33 Lincoln's City Centre Primary Shopping Area and Central Mixed Use 
Area 

 Policy LP35  Lincoln’s Regeneration and Opportunity Areas 

 National Planning Policy Framework  
 
Issues 
 

 Principle and Policy Background 

 Developer Contributions 

 Assessment of Impact to the Character and Appearance of the Conservation Area 

 Impact on Residential Amenity 

 Highways and Drainage 

 Archaeology 
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 Contamination 

 Other Issues 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted January 2018.  
 
Statutory Consultation Responses 
 

Consultee Comment  

 
Highways & Planning 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Historic England 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Lincoln Civic Trust 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Anglian Water 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
NHS England 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Environment Agency 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Education Planning Manager, 
Lincolnshire County Council 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Lincolnshire Police 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Historic England 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Public Consultation Responses 
 

Name Address  

Mrs Sheila Edens 466 High Street 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 8JB 
  

Janet Nissler 13 South Park 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 8EN 
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Lauren White 6 Spencer Street 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 8JH 
 

Mr & Mrs Paul Pyrah 31 Spencer Street 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 8JH 
                                                            

Mr Mark Edens 1 Spencer Street 
c/o 24 Saxilby Road, Sturton by Stow 
Lincoln 
LN1 2AB  
 

Mr Christopher Bonnett Woodbine Cottage, 
No. 5 South Park 
Lincoln 
LN58EN  
 

Vicki Edens Tony Edens Ltd  

Miss Natalie Swain 12 South Park 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 8EN 
  

 
Consideration 
 
Summary of Representations 
 
Various representations have been made to the proposals. The concerns raised include 
traffic and parking, access difficulties into the site, general noise and disturbance, scale of 
building, loss of privacy, light pollution and impact on wildlife. 
 
Please note some of the objections that have been submitted against this application but 
discuss matters in relation to the previously approved care home rather than the submitted 
scheme specifically.   
 
Principle and Policy Background 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out three overarching objectives 
(social, economic and environmental) to be pursued in mutually supportive ways. The 
overall planning balance must look across all three strands (paragraph 8), it states that 
development should be pursued in a positive way therefore at the heart of the framework 
is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
 
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP) Policy LP2 advises that the Lincoln Urban Area will 
be the principal focus for development in Central Lincolnshire, including housing. CLLP 
Policy LP1 states that there should be a presumption in favour of sustainable development 
and planning applications that accord with the policies in the local plan will be approved 
without delay. This presumption in favour of sustainable development reflects the key aim 
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of the NPPF.  
 
The site is within a conservation area; the NPPF states that "great weight should be given 
to asset's conservation" and that this is regardless of the level of harm. Where harm is 
established, paragraphs 201 and 202 are relevant which require a balancing exercise to 
be undertaken as to whether the public benefits of a scheme would outweigh the harm, in 
this case to the Conservation Area. 
 
In addition to Planning Policy, there is a duty within the Planning (Listed Buildings and 
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 that "special attention shall be paid to the desirability of 
preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of that area."  
 
The area is within a regeneration area and Policy LP35 sets out that planning permission 
will be granted for appropriate development in the regeneration area for housing (above 
ground floor level) small shops, cafés, restaurants, pubs/ bars and offices (A2 ground floor/ 
B1 above) provided the proposals: Respect the historic street pattern and take account of 
the existing townscape character of the area with reference to the Lincoln Townscape 
Assessment; Ensure existing historic shopfronts are retained and refurbished and where 
alterations to ground floor street frontages are proposed they shall be designed in 
accordance with Policy LP27; and take account of and, where appropriate, enhance 
existing pedestrian and cycle routes. 
 
The site is also located within the Central Mixed Use Area where the proposed use (C3) is 
considered appropriate in principle under Policy LP33. It is not considered the use would 
detract from the vitality and viability of the area nor would the introduction of such a use 
result in the area losing its mixed character. The site has been vacant for some time and 
the former United Reform Church makes a positive contribution to the Conservation Area; 
a sympathetic conversion of this building is therefore welcomed. It is considered that the 
erection of a building for retirement living and conversion of the church to residential is 
acceptable in principle and supported by LP27 and LP33 of the CLLP. The retirement flats 
would help to meet accommodation needs of older people in accordance with LP10. 
 
Developer Contributions 
 
The development falls within use class C3 therefore Planning Policy requires contributions 
to affordable housing, playing fields/play space and the NHS. 
 
Original contributions in line with Policy requirements were as follows: 
 
NHS -     £16,855.75 
Green Infrastructure -   £19,683 
Affordable Housing -   £611,340 
Total      £647,878.75 
 
The applicant has submitted a viability appraisal to show that the above contributions 
would render the scheme unviable. A revised figure has been reached which has been 
independently checked by a viability expert appointed by the Local Planning Authority. The 
revised figure is a total of £127,539. 
 
The revised figures have been attributed based on the original policy requirements as 
follows: 
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NHS    £3,318.16 
Green Infrastructure  £3,874.72 
Affordable Housing  £120,346.12 
Total    £127,539 
 
The applicant has agreed to sign a S106 agreement securing the above contributions 
which will be finalised should the Planning Committee be in support of the application. 
 
Impact of the Proposed Development on the Character and Appearance of the 
Conservation Area and Visual Amenity 
 
The site is occupied by workshop buildings positioned to the rear of the former Showroom 
fronting High Street. The buildings on site themselves provide little to draw inspiration from 
in terms of the re-development of the site. The Lincoln Townscape Assessment recognises 
the site as being somewhat of an anomaly stating that such buildings have the impact of 
"considerably reducing the sense of enclosure typically associated with a high street' (e.g., 
St. Peter at Gowt's School and Campions garage in the south of the Character Area." 
 
The proposed building would essentially sit behind the recently granted care home which 
would front High Street. The care home would be of three storeys whilst the retirement 
apartments would mainly be of two storeys along Sincil Dyke rising to three on its western 
corner where it would meet the care home.  
 
The proposed building’s main elevation would be to Sincil Dyke whilst seven of the 
apartments would face into the site towards Cross Spencer Street. The main access to the 
building would be via an entrance on the north elevation. There would be a communal 
patio area on the south elevation facing the Sincil Dyke. An attenuation pond would to be 
positioned to the east of the building providing surface water drainage for the site. 
 
The new building would be positioned to the east of the recently granted care home, to the 
south of the houses on Spencer Street and to the north of the houses on South Park 
therefore public views of the building would be limited. The building as originally submitted 
was four storeys high and officers have worked with the applicant to reduce the scale 
whilst providing a development that is deliverable. Three storeys was considered 
acceptable on the previously granted care home application, although with non-habitable 
rooms on the third floor which wouldn’t be possible with a residential scheme. The building 
as proposed has therefore been reduced to two storeys with an additional floor on the 
western corner which faces onto the care home. The building is a simple, modern design 
constructed of red brick with asymmetric gables. The gables create a rhythm along Sincil 
Dyke although window variation and set back elements break up the mass of the long 
elevation. Whilst being a separate application to the care home, the building does have 
some design elements which link to the care home including window types and use of 
materials. Given the gradual fall in land levels from west to east and the smaller scale of 
the new building when compared to the care home, the building would also appear 
subordinate to the care home building stepping down in scale from the High Street which 
is considered appropriate. 
 
The alterations to the former United Reform Church include new windows in the south and 
east elevations and conservation rooflights in the north elevation. The main west elevation 
fronting High Street will maintain its existing windows and doors with new timber framed 
windows positioned behind an existing door.   
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The proposal represents contemporary architecture whilst being sympathetic to the historic 
townscape of the south of High Street and indeed the Conservation Area. The proposal, in 
its revised form, responds positively in form and scale to the context, which is mainly two 
storey residential properties. The proposal would introduce a use to this site which has 
been vacant for some time and compliment the previously granted care home. The 
proposal accords with Policies LP25 and LP26 of the Central Lincolnshire Local Plan and 
paragraph 199 of the NPPF. 
 
In addition to the NPPF, the City Council is also duty bound by Section 72 (1) of the 
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act) 1990. However, despite the 
demolition of buildings on the site, officers consider that in this instance the design of the 
development would ensure a positive contribution to the character and appearance of the 
Conservation Area. The re-development of the site both preserves and enhances the 
character and appearance of the Conservation Area in accordance with Section 72 (1).  
 
Residential Amenity 
 
On the opposite side of the Dyke are two storey residential properties fronting South Park 
with their rear gardens to the Dyke and the application site. The distances from the main 
rear elevations of these existing properties and the proposed building differ although the 
closest relationship is 25.5 metres. The window to window distances are within the range 
that are generally considered acceptable and officers have sought to reduce the 
overlooking impact to the neighbouring properties on South Park by a significant reduction 
in the scale of the building. Officers acknowledge that the proposal would introduce a new 
overlooking relationship which has not been present previously however, given the 
separation distances and with the amendments to reduce the scale of the building as well 
as the removal of first floor balconies, it is not considered that the overlooking would be 
unduly harmful to warrant refusal of the application. With regard to the building itself, it is 
positioned to the north of the residential properties on South Park and therefore loss of 
light is unlikely to be an issue. With regard to the relationship to the north, the building has 
been designed with stairwell windows only adjacent to the gardens with No. 30- 36 
Spencer Street whilst the flats within the north elevation are angled away from the rear 
gardens of the Spencer Street properties ensuring an appropriate relationship. Whilst the 
new building is positioned to the south of these neighbouring gardens, it is considered that 
the proposal would have a similar impact to that of the existing garages on the site and 
loss of light would therefore not be unduly exacerbated by the new building. 
 
The only access into the site would be via an existing vehicular access from Cross 
Spencer Street/Spencer Street. Residents on Spencer Street are therefore likely to see an 
increase in traffic in this area. The Highway Authority has requested access widening to 
ensure that vehicles can access the site safely and this will be discussed in more detail 
later within the report. On balance, it is not considered an increase in traffic to the existing 
access would cause undue harm to residential amenity. 
 
The City Council's Pollution Control Officer has recommended conditions to protect 
residential amenity, these include:  
 

 Details of external lighting to be submitted in order to minimise the risk of overspill 
and glare to neighbouring residents. 

 

 Details of noise mitigation measures - A noise assessment was submitted with the 
application which details how acceptable internal noise levels can be achieved 
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within the development, in order to protect future residents of the proposed 
development, a condition is proposed to submit a noise mitigation scheme in line 
with submitted noise assessment. 

 

 Construction and delivery hours restrictions - To help limit any potential impact to 
adjacent premises during construction.  

 

 Waste collection - Restricted to avoid noise sensitive hours 
 
In summary, it is considered that the proposal can be accommodated on the site without 
having a detrimental impact on surrounding properties subject to the above proposed 
conditions. The proposal would therefore be in accordance with the requirements of Policy 
LP26 in terms of impact on residential amenity. 
 
Highways and Drainage 
 
A total of 27 parking spaces are proposed for the flats. Information within the submitted 
Transport Statement suggests that “The NOMIS census database was utilised in order to 
obtain car ownership figures for age groups between 55 and 84 (70% car ownership). This 
indicates that the 32 flats would result in a demand of 23 spaces. An additional 4 spaces 
are proposed to accommodate any increase in demand and for visitors.” The statement 
was made before the amount of flats were reduced from 32 to 25 although the quantum of 
parking has remained the same. The parking for the development and possible visitors is 
therefore considered adequate for the likely demand. 
 
The site is a highly sustainable location with good access via walking, cycling and public 
transport. A secure mobility scooter store is provided on site. A condition is proposed for 
the submission of a scheme of electric vehicle charging points. It is anticipated that refuse 
will be collected from within the site and revised drawings have been received to show 
that, with junction improvements to widen the radius at Cross Spencer/Spencer Street, all 
vehicles expected to visit the site will be able to do so and leave in a forward gear.  
 
The County Council as Highway Authority and Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) has 
assessed the application and considers that a robust Travel Plan has been submitted 
containing measures to access the site via sustainable means. 
 
The Highway Authority does not raise any objections to the application in respect of 
highway safety or traffic capacity subject to recommended conditions regarding the 
submission of a construction management plan, closing of an existing vehicle crossover 
and submission of a drainage scheme for surface water. The Highway Authority do not 
consider that any other improvements to the highway network would be required as a 
result of the proposed development, including restricting right turn access from Spencer 
Street. 
 
Subject to the recommended conditions, officers consider the development would promote 
the use of sustainable modes of transport for users of the site and would not have a 
severe impact on the transport network in accordance with paragraph 111 of the NPPF 
and LP13 of the CLLP. 
 
Anglian Water have no objections to the proposal subject to a condition regarding foul 
drainage which will be included accordingly. The Environment Agency did not require a 
Flood Risk Assessment to be submitted for the site given the low probability of flooding. 
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They have no objections to the proposal subject to standard conditions regarding 
contaminated land which are included accordingly. The development would therefore 
satisfy the requirements within paragraph 167 of the NPPF and LP14 of the CLLP. 
 
The advice from the Highway Authority also contains a request for this site to contribute to 
funding public realm works in the area but have failed to provide further information to 
substantiate the request. Officers would advise that the request does not meet the tests 
set out in legislation in relation to off-site contributions from development; the request is 
not reasonable or proportionate and we recommend that this request does not form part of 
the S106 for the application. 
 
Archaeology 
 
The site lies within an area of archaeological interest. The application is accompanied by a 
desk-based assessment (DBA) with a detailed appraisal of the potential archaeology 
within the site and its likely significance. To support the DBA, Ground Penetrating Radar 
(GPR) has also been used within the site to establish the likelihood of a boundary wall 
which once existed between Great Bargate and Little Bargate. The results of the GPR did 
not show any strong evidence of its survival on the site. 
 
The City Archaeologist has considered the submitted information and agrees with its 
findings that the impact of development on the archaeology within the site can be 
appropriately mitigated, subject to the provision of an approved foundation design, and a 
Written Scheme of Investigation detailing any further works to be undertaken on the site. 
Overall, it is considered that the public benefits presented by the scheme outweigh the 
potential harm to archaeology. Notwithstanding that, detailed conditions will ensure 
limitation of harm to archaeological remains where possible. Officers therefore consider 
the proposal accords with LP25 of the CLLP and paragraph 194 of the NPPF. 
 
Contaminated Land 
 
The City Council's Pollution Control Officer has advised that, due to past uses on the site, 
there is the potential for contamination to be present. Conditions have been requested 
which will be attached to the grant of any permission. 
 
Other Issues 
 
Ecology 
 
A desk and field survey have been undertaken in order to assess the potential of the site 
to support protected habitats and species. Bats and birds were established as the main 
species at risk from the development. It is worth noting that all species of bat and their 
roosts are fully protected under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations and 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act. A bat field survey was undertaken to establish their 
presence at the site. Only 1 of the buildings on the site was assessed to have moderate 
potential for bat roosting which was further assessed for activity. No bats were observed 
entering or leaving the building during the field surveys and the survey concludes that the 
impact on the bat population would be minor. In any case, officers consider it would be 
prudent to include a condition on the application for further details on how the development 
would include faunal features such as bat and bird boxes for local wildlife. 
 
Subject to the proposed condition, officers consider the proposal would be in line with 
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Policy LP21 of the CLLP. 
 
Energy Efficiency 
 
The applicants hope to achieve an EPC rating of B for the proposal by using increased 
wall, floor and roof insulation which would be a “fabric first” approach. They are also 
proposing to use a hot water system which incorporates a localised Air Source Heat Pump 
to extract heat from air extracted from kitchens and bathrooms into heat for stored hot 
water. Officers propose a pre-commencement condition for the submission of an energy 
statement detailing how the development will: 
 

 Reduce demand for energy; 
 Improve resource efficiency (in sustainable design and construction); and 
 Use energy from decentralised, renewable and low carbon sources (rather than 

from non-renewable sources). 
 
Application Negotiated either at Pre-Application or During Process of Application 
 
Yes. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The development would relate well to the site and surroundings, particularly in relation to 
siting, height, scale, massing and design. The proposals would bring a vacant site back 
into use and would ensure the character and appearance of the Conservation Area is 
preserved. Technical matters relating to noise, highways, contamination, archaeology and 
drainage are to the satisfaction of the relevant consultees and can be dealt with as 
necessary by condition. The proposals would therefore be in accordance with the 
requirements of CLLP Policies and the NPPF. 
 
Application Determined within Target Date 
 
Yes. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the application is delegated to grant subject to the signing of the Section 106 
agreement to secure contributions to affordable housing, local green infrastructure and the 
NHS. 
 
Proposed conditions are: 
 

 3 Year Time limit for commencement 

 Development in accordance with approved plans 

 Details of Bat/bird boxes to be submitted 

 Details of external lighting to be submitted  

 Noise mitigation measures to be submitted 

 A scheme for electric vehicle charging points to be submitted 

 Contaminated land further information to be submitted 

 Anglian Water - details of foul drainage to be submitted 

 Details of materials to be submitted 

 Details of surface water drainage to be submitted 
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 Details of landscaping to be submitted to be submitted 

 Details of boundary walls and fences to be submitted 

 Archaeological WSI and foundation design 

 Construction of the development (delivery times and working hours) 

 Waste collection times to be restricted to avoid noise sensitive hours 

 Construction and Delivery Hours to be restricted to avoid noise sensitive hours 

 Highway construction management plan to be submitted 

 Stopping up of access on the High Street once new access is brought into use 
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Upper Witham Drainage Board 

Comment submitted date: Tue 22 Mar 2022 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above applications. The site is 
within the Witham Third District Internal Drainage Board area. The Board has no 
further comments to add to the amendments, over-and-above previous comments 
submitted (below):- 
 
Board's response from 13th August 2021:- 
 
It is noted the proposed surface water disposal from the development will be at 
51l/s to EA Main River Sincil Dyke. It is noted the invert level of the discharge is 
4.30m ODN, approximately 1m above the highest recorded levels for the 
watercourse. However, consideration must be given to the potential effect the 
proposed method of discharge may have on the receiving watercourse and its 
embankments at this location. As the applicant is aware, discharge to EA Main River 
will require an Environmental Permit from the Environment Agency. 
 
No development should be commenced until the Local Planning Authority, in 
consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority has approved a scheme for the 
provision, implementation and future maintenance of a surface water drainage 
system. 
 
All drainage routes through the Site should be maintained both during the works on 
Site and after completion of the works. Provisions should be made to ensure that 
upstream and downstream riparian owners and those areas that are presently 
served by any drainage routes passing through or adjacent to the Site are not 
adversely affected by the development. 
Drainage routes shall include all methods by which water may be transferred 
through the Site and shall include such systems as "ridge and furrow" and "overland 
flows". 
 
The effect of raising site levels on adjacent property must be carefully considered 
and measures taken to negate influences must be approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 
 
Regards, 
 
Richard Wright 
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Tony Edens Ltd (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Mon 07 Mar 2022 
Dear Ms Mason, 
 
We have looked at the revised plans, and they still don't address any of our concerns 
and therefore please submit all our previous comments in relation to this 
resubmission. 
 
Many thanks 
 
Best wishes 
 
Vicki 

Comment submitted date: Mon 10 Jan 2022 
Dear Ms Mason, 
 
Please be advised that we would echo all Ms Nissler's concerns and would wish 
those to be recorded in our objections. 
 
In addition, none of the proposed alterations to the plans address the concerns we 
raised in our initial objection, especially those of traffic, parking and amenity, 
including local resources, and our position remains unchanged. 
 
Our other concern is that, should this development prove too large to function well 
as a home for elderly residents, given that the average size for similar homes is 42 
beds and this proposal is almost double that size, what repurposing of the building 
might take place, and what would be the impact of a change of use to, for example, 
a hotel or student residence? This may have been a consideration already, as 
students are mentioned already within the proposal. 
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We look forward to your response and are happy to meet with the council or 
planning department to discuss the issues on site. 
 
Best wishes 
 
Vicki 

13 South Park Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8EN (Neutral) 

Comment submitted date: Mon 10 Jan 2022 
Good morning Julie. 
Below I've detailed further comments about the proposed new build on the old 
Peugeot site. As you know I've had previous problems with submission due to the 
'time out' facility on the website so would be grateful if you would copy and paste 
the following onto the site so that it is visible to all. 
 
I have carefully reviewed the revised plans and say that they have not addressed 
the original objections I and others have made regarding size, light pollution and 
privacy for the residents of South Park and Spencer Street or obvious problems that 
are associated with traffic. The following comments are in addition to my preceding 
criticisms. Again I would state that we are aware the site should be developed and 
we have no objection to the erection of a residential home facility providing it is 
designed to fit in with the residential nature of the surrounding streets and not 
dwarfing existing houses. 
 
1. It appears that the residents bedrooms have been moved to the opposite sides of 
the corridor and administrative offices now face onto the back gardens of South Park 
residents. This does not alleviate our privacy concerns as the windows still afford 
direct views into our bedroom, bathrooms and gardens 24 hours a day. 
 
2. The illustrations of trees has been removed from the drawings. I assume the 
Environment Agency have informed the architects that trees can not be planted 
within 8 metres of the watercourse which in effect states that a privacy barrier of 
fast growing trees cannot be used. 
A fence high enough to screen our houses from a 3+ storey build is not possible. 
The obvious solution is either to reduce the height of the building to 2 storeys and to 
move the boundary of the development inward by 8 metres therefore allowing scope 
for tree planting or fencing. 
 
3. Light pollution. This will be a 24 hour facility. Both indoor lighting and outdoor 
illumination will evidently be used. The Neighbourhood and Environment Act 2005 
states that any new development should reflect the agent of change principle 
regarding an urban setting, taking into account residents concerns regarding location 
and nuisance - " addressing an adverse state of affairs that interferes with an 
individual's use and enjoyment of his or her property". 
I cannot see how a 3+ storey building will sit within this legislative definition. It 
would be possible with a 2 storey build. 
We are looking to engage a expert specialist advice on this issue. 
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3. Additional traffic engendered will substantially compromise parking and access for 
existing residents. This has been explored in previous threads. Thought must be 
given to main access from the High Street which would engender specific problems. 
 
4. Taking into account all of the above this will have a hugely detrimental effect on 
the mental health of current residents. 
 
5. Much weight has been given to the appearance of the plan from a High Street 
and St.Katherine's perspective. This has no bearing on our side of High Street and I 
am at a loss as to why the developers website give no consideration to the residents 
living spaces on South Park and Spencer Street 
 
In conclusion - the reallocation of administrative and residents rooms is like shifting 
deck chairs on the Titanic. For this development to be welcomed into our community 
the size of the build should be drastically reduced in size and scope and residents 
very valid concerns regarding privacy taken into account and actioned. 
Janet Nissler 

Comment submitted date: Tue 17 Aug 2021 
I am a retired nurse previously specialising in discharge of elderly and infirm patients 
from hospital to safe environments. I worked closely with a multidisciplinary team 
involving hospital and community staff, Adult social Services and government 
housing departments and I am aware of the increasing need of safe housing for the 
elderly, supplied in supportive environments that address their activities of daily 
living. 
 
I am very concerned about the proposed siting of a large care facility and specific to 
this letter erection of elderly residential living apartments in a 4 storey block on a 
dense site behind 471 - 480 High Street Lincoln. The developers are a large 
company specialising in locating land that is commercially viable and consequent 
acquisition of planning permission; see website TORSION CARE.CO.UK 
There is no mention in the extensive planning documents of who will administer the 
home /apartments and what the licence will be for. 
 
The proposed site is in a the conservation area of St.Catherines (section 4 
subsection 3 / 4) and as such development is subject to stricter regulation to give 
broader protection to both the appearance of the area and the existing residents. 
Development should recognise these sensitivities. The design and access heritage 
statement plan addresses views of the proposal from the High Street and 
St.Catherines are but not South Park or the back streets where there is low cost high 
density housing with many elderly residents, young families with children and small 
local businesses. 
 
Local residents have not been consulted about the size or scale of the proposal 
which appears to maximise the largest possible occupancy onto the site. Average UK 
size for residential homes is approximately 50 beds; in total the site will potentially 
house 113 residents, the size of a hotel. The residential apartment block plan details 
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a 4 storey building which is far higher than surrounding dwellings. 
 
South Park houses Nos.1-15 date in build from the Victorian area up to the present 
day and back onto Sincil Dyke, in use as a water course for centuries. The enclosed 
back gardens enjoyed historical privacy, the Dyke borders been sheltered by mature 
trees and vegetation, a haven for birds and wildlife. The Environment Agency 
contracted Bentley Environmental to improve the walls of the Dyke. After protests 
from residents this work was halted until the end of the bird nesting season as it 
was being illegally carried out. Within the past few weeks every tree and bush has 
been destroyed, leaving the back gardens and houses of South Park Nos. 1-15 
totally open to view and not enhancing the area at all. The agency will be replanting 
trees, not at South Park but at the Heritage aviation centre some miles away, with 
no benefit to the residents of South Park 
 
Consequently all historical privacy has been withdrawn with no restitution offered in 
the way of screening. 
The erection of the 4 storey block will mean the care home residents will have 
unlimited visual access to our back gardens and into our homes. 
 
24 hour access to the apartment block will mean constant traffic and noise, must be 
readdressed. 
24 hour security lighting will cause immense artificial light pollution for South Park 
houses 1-15. 
Parking is already at saturation point around South Park and Spencer Street. 
Deliveries to and from the small businesses will be badly compromised, local 
residents already having parking problems due to the rise in multi occupancy 
housing. 
Local GP surgeries are at full capacity. What measures are in place to cope with 
100+ extra elderly clients with multiple pathologies? 
A 2 storey apartment block would be acceptable if the development company, after 
consultation with local residents, provided full screening along Sincil Dyke for the 
residents of South Park Nos.1-15 in the form of fast growing hedging,high fencing or 
wall construction. This to be fully funded by the builders and could be on the 
construction site side of the dyke or on the perimeter of the back gardens. 
Full screening would not work if the build is 4 storeys high. 
 
I hope these comments are not seen as negative but suggestions of problem 
resolution. 
 
Janet Nissler 

Woodbine Cottage, No. 5 South Park Lincoln 
LN58EN (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Mon 13 Dec 2021 
Formal Objection to Planning Application 2021/0597/FUL 
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Mr. C Bonnett 
Woodbine Cottage, 
No.5 South Park, 
Lincoln. 
LN5 8EN 
10th December 2021. 
Dear Planning Department, 
Firstly, could I thank you for alerting me to the fact that the Developers for this 
proposal have resubmitted plans for the 73 bed Nursing Home which will potentially 
be built at the back of my home on South Park, Lincoln and on the redundant site at 
the top of the High St which was formally a car show room. 
I have written previously to you with a list of my concerns about the proposal which 
has been indexed to the Planning Application under the "Comments" section. 
I was pleased to hear the revised plans had been submitted and had hoped that the 
Developers had listened to the concerns of residents both on South Park and the 
adjoining streets. However, on viewing the plans for the first time I could see very 
little change to the proposed height and elevation of the building which runs along 
the length of the Sincil Bank Dyke and looks directly into my property both in terms 
of my private garden and the windows of my home both upper and ground floors. 
The only difference I could see on the external visual image of the Sincil Bank side 
of the development was that the mature trees on the original drawing have now 
been removed which opens the views up from my home and into the new building 
and of course vice-verse. This significantly compromises my privacy despite me 
having a six -foot woven fence forming a boundary to my property at the back of my 
home. 
On further observation I do note that the bedrooms to the second floor of the 
Nursing Home have been changed into service rooms for the building including a 
Guest Lounge, Linen Store, Training Room, Laundry and Manager's Office. 
Whilst I assume that this is to address the concerns that I and other residents had 
about our privacy at home being compromised, I am concerned the use of the 
rooms on the second floor will revert to bedrooms in response to demand for beds 
once the Nursing Home is up and running. 
Could I ask whether the use to the 2nd floor rooms on the Sincil Bank side of this 
intrusive building would be subject to change of use and therefore must be agreed 
through planning consent? 
People accessing the service areas on the 2nd floor of the new building will have an 
excellent view into my bedroom, bathroom and kitchen of my home. Surely these 
can't be right? 
As these rooms are now no longer to be used as bedrooms on the 2nd floor and are 
now service rooms for the building could I enquire whether the windows going to be 
fitted with obscure glass to protect the neighbour's privacy for those houses which 
the new building directly affects? 
I am disappointed to see that the building remains too large and too high for the 
plot, and I remain concerned how this building will affect me, my wellbeing and the 
value and salability of my home in the future. 
I have not up to this point formally objected to the development and building of the 
Nursing Home at the back of my home but as the building remains at a three level 
(ground floor and two further floors) I now have no other options but to formally 

88



place an objection to the proposed plans. 
Objection to the Planning of the Proposed Nursing Home for the following reason 
1) The building is three levels high and poses a significant intrusion to my privacy 
both from the 1st and 2nd levels. Residents on the 1st and 2nd floors of the Nursing 
Home will be able to see directly into my bedroom, bathroom, kitchen and small 
conservatory. Accessing my current "private" garden would also be at risk. I feel that 
having a new building on three levels is over development and perhaps the building 
would be best moved back some considerable distance from the Sincil Bank dyke 
which I some way my protect resident's privacy. 
2) The 2ND floor of the amended plans denotes that there is a change of use from 
bedrooms to meeting room, guest lounge, team room and manager's office. I 
suspect this will encourage increased people to access the second floor and 
therefore this will increase to my privacy at home being compromised. Frosted 
glazing to the Sincil Bank side of the development would go some way in reducing 
this intrusion. Has this been considered I wonder? 
3) Would the changes to the upper 2nd floor level be subject to planning consent if 
the owners of the Nursing Home decide to convert the service rooms back into 
resident bedrooms as I can see these rooms being converted back into bedrooms 
due to demand for beds. 
4) Increase light pollution during the night- time/ darkness hours... There would be 
a considerable amount of light generated by residents accessing their bedrooms, and 
the communal areas of the building. This would impact upon my sleeping and back 
rooms of my property. 
5) I am also concerned that there would be street lighting for the area on the Sincil 
Bank side of the development which would impact upon my home and perhaps 
affect my sleep due to the level of light pollution this would create. 
6) I am concerned that there are gates which open onto the High Street on the 
Sincil Bank side of the development. Are vehicles going to be accessing the site from 
these gates and how often will there be vehicles going up and down at the back of 
the development? We already have substantial traffic noise pollution from South 
Park at the front of our properties and having increased traffic at the back of our 
home would be unacceptable. 
7) Noise from the Nursing Home due to vehicles accessing, visitors calling, 
ambulances, people walking along to site to the gardens at the far end of the 
development would again cause intrusion and again impact upon my wellbeing... 
8) Phase one of this build appears to be the construction of the Nursing Home and 
further development of the four-floor block of elderly flats further along the Sincil 
Bank Drain would I assume then commence. Whilst this is not part of the planning 
application for the Nursing Home, it is part of the long- term plan for this small 
pocket of redundant, urban land. I again feel this would be an over development of 
this site, severely impact on the local community and be extremely intrusive to 
current resident's lives. I urge the planning department to seriously consider the 
needs of the residents and ask the Developers for reasonable adjustments to be 
made to the Nursing Home plans... with a maximum height of the building at the 
back of the elevation to the High Street build being just two floors. 
Thank you once again for giving me the opportunity to comment and formally object 
to the Nursing Home Plans. 
I have no objections for this redundant site at the top of the High Street being 
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developed and brough back into use but feel that more consideration needs to be 
given by the Developers of how this can be best achieved and with the least impact 
upon the residents of the area. 
Your sincerely 
Mr. Christopher Bonnett 
Resident of South Park, Lincoln. 
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31 Spencer Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JH (Neutral) 

Comment submitted date: Fri 20 Aug 2021 
In response to the planning application for an Elderly Residential Building comprising 
of 32 residential apartments and the former united Reform Church developments. 
 
We have no objection to the erection of the Elderly residential apartments laid down 
in the application but we would like to object to a few of items. 
 
The 32 apartment block on the plans seem to end at the bottom right hand end of 
our garden as we look towards Sincil Dyke. This build on the plans look like they 
have a ground floor then a 1st, 2nd and 3rd floor estimating as it doesn't have 
height details that I can see each floor plus floor thicknesses and roof height I 
estimate the the building will stand 13.7 metres to 15.2 metres which is far too high 
and will take a lot of our light and the higher level windows of the rear building will 
overlook our garden which at present is quite private and enclosed. These objections 
will also effect numbers 32 and 34 Spencer Street Lincoln. 
 
If the plans are accepted could I suggest that the planning department organise and 
grant permission that all works vehicle which aren't continually in use be allowed to 
park on the Lincoln fairground Common on South Park Lincoln. The large number of 
vehicles which will be used to transport the workforce to the site plus the onsite 
vehicles will have a large impact on parking on Bargate, Tealby Street, Henley 
Street, Spencer Street, Little Bargate Street, Gibbeson Street and Shakespeare 
Street because at present parking in day can be a nightmare. 
 
Yours Sibncerely Mr & Mrs Paul Pyrah 

466 High Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JB (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Thu 19 Aug 2021 
Whilst I am sympathetic to the need for residential care, this proposal is on the scale 
of a hospice or large hotel, and will change the local population balance significantly. 
This may be good for the profits of the developers, but it is not good for the local 
area or the profitability of local businesses. None of the 100+ proposed residents will 
be customers of local businesses such as the ones run by my employees and 
tenants. 
 
As the owner of a local long-established business and the properties on the corner of 
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Spencer Street I object to the size and scope of this proposal and 2021/0597/FUL, 
along with the proposed access from Spencer Street, for all the local and 
environmental reasons stated in objections already submitted by local residents. 
 
A development of this size will have a significant and detrimental impact on the 
properties I own and the proposal offers nothing to improve the local area. 

6 Spencer Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JH (Neutral) 

Comment submitted date: Wed 18 Aug 2021 
Could I add the attached photo in support of my letter of concern regarding 
 
2021/0597/FUL and 2021/0598/FUL please. 
 
It is a letter from the environment agency regarding the flood defences which I 
believe demonstrates a government agency's understanding of the need to have 
more than access points to this site, specifically to have access from the High Street 
for heavy vehicles. 
 
Kind regards 
Lauren White 
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12 South Park Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8EN (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Mon 16 Aug 2021 
As a resident of South Park for 7 years I am objecting the proposal named above for 
a few reasons. 
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1. Due to the recent essential works carried out by the environment agency, the 
back of my property is now completely open. The development of a 4 storey building 
on that area land will alleviate any privacy to not only my back garden but the rooms 
at the rear of my property including two children's rooms. 
 
2. Not only will I lose all privacy to the rear of my property. I will also lose a lot of 
natural light from the mid afternoon through to the evening. This will have a 
significant impact on the mental health and wellbeing of myself and my young 
family. 
 
3. I am very concerned about the increased amount of traffic and vehicles wanting 
to park in the area. The footbridge leading from South Park to Spencer Street will be 
a convenient access path to the new development and is likely to be heavily used. 
The car park is often at capacity with a number of residents relying on the spaces 
there due to not having a driveway. Has any consideration been made to protect 
parking spaces for local resident through a residents pass scheme or similar? 
 
4. I am also concerned about the potential increase in traffic because of the amount 
of children and young families in the area. Any increase in traffic puts additional risk 
to the young people in the area who are quite often seen playing in the streets, 
commuting to local schools and accessing the park on South Park. 
 
5. The increase in refuse and refuse disposal is also a concern. We naturally have a 
lot of rodents in the area already due to the water. How often will refuse be 
collected for such a huge number of dwellings and what measures have been 
discussed to keep any rodent infestations at bay? 
 
6. Noise pollution is also a concern. This is both during development and afterwards. 
How long will the development take? What measures are in place to ensure there is 
no negative impact to the lifestyle and wellbeing of the residents during this time? 
Once the development is complete, the constant turnover of staff and deliveries, 
refuse collection etc will have a significant impact on the wellbeing of residents 
trying to relax in their garden. 
 
7. We have already seen a huge impact to the local wildlife in the area. We no 
longer see the range of birds, fish and reptiles along the banking due to the works 
carried out by the environment agency. With further developments and loss of 
natural land, what is being done to encourage the wildlife to return. It states there 
will be landscaping, what landscaping and will this be targeted to the local wildlife? 
 
8. Air pollution and renewable energy does not seem to have had any consideration 
in the proposals. Other new developments around the city have taken greater 
considerations - the new medial school for example, is carbon neutral. The building 
consists of renewable energy sources, natural lighting and ventilation. Given that this 
development is in a conservation area has any consideration been done in relation to 
the impact on the environment? 
 
Whilst I do not disagree that the area needs more post retirement residential 
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options, I feel that full consideration has not been given to local residents and the 
new residents of this development. What privacy are they guaranteed against the 
residents in the area? More needs to be done to protect everyone and to ensure the 
lifestyle and wellbeing is not impacted. A maximum of 2 storeys plus substantial 
hedging, walls or fencing around the perimeter of either the development land or 
the affected private dwellings must be considered. Parking and traffic management 
must have a thorough discussion before any final decision is made. The proposed 
access point/parking does not seem sufficient. Any reduction to house valuations 
should be adequately compensated for as a result of the development. 

Not Available (Neutral) 

Comment submitted date: Fri 13 Aug 2021 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above applications. The site is 
within the Witham Third District Internal Drainage Board area. 
 
It is noted the proposed surface water disposal from the development will be at 
51l/s to EA Main River Sincil Dyke. It is noted the invert level of the discharge is 
4.30m ODN, approximately 1m above the highest recorded levels for the 
watercourse. However, consideration must be given to the potential effect the 
proposed method of discharge may have on the receiving watercourse and it's 
embankments at this location. 
As the applicant is aware, discharge to EA Main River will require an Environmental 
Permit from the Environment Agency. 
 
No development should be commenced until the Local Planning Authority, in 
consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority has approved a scheme for the 
provision, implementation and future maintenance of a surface water drainage 
system. 
 
All drainage routes through the Site should be maintained both during the works on 
Site and after completion of the works. Provisions should be made to ensure that 
upstream and downstream riparian owners and those areas that are presently 
served by any drainage routes passing through or adjacent to the Site are not 
adversely affected by the development. 
Drainage routes shall include all methods by which water may be transferred 
through the Site and shall include such systems as "ridge and furrow" and "overland 
flows". 
 
The effect of raising site levels on adjacent property must be carefully considered 
and measures taken to negate influences must be approved by the Local Planning 
Authority. 

 

Tony Edens Ltd 466 - 468 High Street Lincoln 
Lincolnshire LN5 8JB (Objects) 
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Comment submitted date: Mon 09 Aug 2021 
Planning submission 2021/05987/FUL and 2021/0598/FUL 
09/08/2021 
Response from 
Tony Edens Ltd 
466-468 High Street 
Lincoln 
 
As the owner of a local business I am registering my objections to the proposed 
development of the former Abacus Motor Group site. 
We do not object to the erection of care home or accommodation for elderly 
residents. 
Our objection is to: 
1. The proposal to use Spencer Street and Cross Spencer Street to access the site. 
2. The inadequacy of proposed parking allocation and the inevitable impact on local 
residents and businesses of the compound effects of increased domestic traffic, 
increased delivery and emergency vehicle traffic, overspill parking and the loss of 
restriction-free parking for local residents and businesses. 
3. The figures used to justify the application are drawn from projections, 
extrapolations and comparisons with larger cities with very different local 
infrastructures. 
It is not reflective of the lived experience of local residents and businesses, many of 
whom would be keen to see the old garage forecourt used, but who will be 
understandably concerned by a proposal to decrease their established amenities. 
The current plan is likely to have significant impact on the day-to-day running of our 
business as well as others locally. 
Our reasons are: 
1. Despite the proposal's assurances that there is no significant increase in danger, 
we would ask the council to note that: 
i. The High Street is not a safe road for cycling as stated in the proposal. Cyclists 
already regularly use the footpath on both sides of the High Street, but particularly 
the one passing our shop front and the proposed development, as there is no safe 
cycleway. The safety of cyclists on the road is significantly compromised by the 
frequency of bus pull-ins, traffic pulling in and out of the short-term parking spaces 
lining the road on both sides and to allow rapid passage for police and ambulance 
traffic accessing the High Street and Tritton Road (via Dixon Street) from the new 
combined HQ on South Park, so they use the pavement. One of our employees was 
taken to A&E following an accident where a cyclist using the pavement collided with 
him as he left the front door of the shop. 
Local cycle paths are unlit and away from public areas, and therefore are no more 
safe than the road at night or during the winter, as well as not affording access to 
shops and other local amenities. 
 
ii. The proposal cites only 3 minor accidents in the past 5 years. This is potentially 
vastly inaccurate, as there have been three incidents directly involving my business 
in that time. One of those accidents is listed above, the second was an insurance 
claim in January 2018 for damage to our shop frontage and involved a delivery 
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vehicle crossing both carriageways and the pavement prior to collision with our shop 
front. Fortunately nobody was injured. The third was an incident involving a car 
travelling too fast down Spencer Street from the High Street and colliding with our 
delivery van. The frequent bumps and near misses round the Spencer Street / 
Henley Street / High Street area are not cited in the report. 
 
iii. Paragraph 3.3.8 of the proposal's transport assessment is irrelevant justification 
for this application, as this is not a proposed student development, it is not likely to 
be staffed primarily by students and is not in an area of high levels of student 
housing. This development is for elderly residents, who, if not car users themselves, 
are likely to have carers, personal and professional visitors, mobility accessible taxis, 
all of whom will be more likely to drive to the proposed development from other less 
well-served parts of rural Lincolnshire than to catch local public transport or cycle. 
 
2. When it is realised that traffic, particularly delivery and maintenance traffic and 
emergency vehicles, require more space than the street allows when cars are 
parked, the double-yellow lines will be reinstated past the Cross Spencer Street 
junction. 
This will result in: 
i. The loss of 15 parking spaces currently available to residents and local employees: 
a. 3 car spaces between 1 Spencer Street and the rear entrance to our shop and 
delivery yard. 
b. 8 car spaces between our rear entrance and Cross Spencer Street junction. 
c. 4 car spaces on Cross Spencer Street itself, currently used during the day, and 
especially during school collection times and when there is a loss of parking in other 
areas due to matches and other functions at Lincoln City Football Sincil Bank 
Stadium. 
ii. A drop in trade when customer parking becomes a challenge. 
iii. An increase in difficulty running a sustainable business when employee parking 
and delivery vehicle access becomes even more challenging. 
iii. Parking at our rear entrance will become prohibited, creating issues with safely 
and legally loading and unloading vehicles. 
iv. Frustrated car users parking on double yellow lines due to a serious lack of 
residential and amenity parking. This is already a problem in this area, as anyone 
who visits out of hours will have noticed. 
 
3. Access is already difficult for our rear entrance, especially for any vehicle larger 
than our delivery van. Larger delivery and collection vehicles, including refuse 
collection, frequently block the road, creating access difficulties and often requiring 
vehicles to mount and block the pavement. A proposal to use this street for a large 
development site will cause disruption for local small businesses or disruption to care 
home traffic, neither of which is going to improve the local area, and is contrary to 
paragraph 110 of NPPF 2018. This presents an increase in street clutter and a 
conflict with pedestrians and residential users. 
 
A large care home will require efficient delivery of goods and services, it is also 
significantly more likely than average to require swift and trouble-free access for 
disability adapted and emergency vehicles. This could be problematic in an already 
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congested area of the city. Alternative access via Shakespeare Street is frequently 
compromised by the requirements of a furniture store and long-established car 
dealer and garage, which diverts traffic down Spencer Street more often than it is 
able to accommodate additional traffic. 
 
4. This is an area of low-cost housing, and is heavily occupied by young families. 
Pedestrian safety is a concern, as is the safety of children (walking and cycling) 
push-chair users in an already congested area with no alternative parking available. 
 
5. Development and maintenance traffic will cause substantial disruption to access, 
parking and local business, which would all be avoided if the existing entrance on 
the High Street were used and the development was for fewer residents with a more 
future-proof parking plan and consideration of the rural nature of the rest of the 
county which will influence those servicing and visiting residents of the care home as 
well as the potential for residents to require travel to other less accessible places. 
 
6. The use of the existing High Street entrance, especially with a 'Left Turn Only' 
exit, is likely to be safer and will certainly have less impact on the local amenity than 
using Spencer Street. 
 
7. The provision of more than the bare minimum of car parking in the proposal 
would ensure that the local streets are not used for over-spill parking. Courtesy 
parking for other local area users will help reduce conflicting interests and provide 
mutual benefit and community integration for residents. The current proposal for car 
parking does not appear to account for additional support services, additional 
medical carers or the doubling of staff vehicles at handover times. 
 
Over-optimistic projections of vehicle use, parking and access requirements to 
maximise resident numbers and therefore profit would have a significant detrimental 
impact not only on local residents and businesses, but also on the residents and staff 
of the care home with no obviously available, sustainable or long-term solution. 
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Application Number: 2021/0584/FUL 

Site Address: Lincolnshire Sports Partnership, Tanners Lane, Lincoln 

Target Date: 9th September 2022 

Agent Name: Wilson Architects Ltd 

Applicant Name: Mr Harry Conti 

Proposal: Erection of single storey extension to roof of existing 
warehouse and four storey extension to east elevation to 
facilitate conversion to provide 21no. student cluster flats (80 
beds). (REVISED PLANS AND DESCRIPTION). 

 
Background - Site Location and Description 
 
The application site is located at the bottom of Tanners Lane and currently accommodates 
a two storey warehouse along the west boundary with a hardstanding and number of 
adjoined portacabins to the east. The site is currently used by Lincoln Co-operative 
Society for storage and is accessed to the east from the High Street, via the single width 
Tanners Lane.  
 
To the north of the site is a small car park and beyond which is The Coach House and 
Firth Court, both of which are occupied as offices. To the north east is the Ritz 
(Weatherspoons). To the east is a service yard/car park which sits to the rear of 137-140 
and 141 High Street. This shares the access with the site from Tanners Lane. To the south 
east of the service yard is 134 High Street, a former chapel that abuts Tanners Lane and is 
now occupied by Flames of Lincoln. To the south of the site is Tanners Court, a three and 
four storey residential development. To the west is the Royal Mail Sorting Office.  
 
The site is not located within a conservation area although is abutted to the north by the 
West Parade and Brayford Conservation Area, which also incorporates properties on the 
High Street to the east. While The Ritz, The Coach House and 134 High Street are of 
significance, these are not listed and there are no other listed buildings in the vicinity.  
 
The application is for the erection of a single storey extension to the roof of the existing 
two storey warehouse and a four storey extension to east elevation to facilitate the 
conversion to 21 student cluster flats. In total the development would accommodate 80 
en-suite bed spaces along with shared communal areas. The extensions would be modern 
additions, which are intended to reflect and enhance the industrial character of the existing 
warehouse. There would be no on-site parking although cycle parking would be available 
within the landscaped forecourt. An enclosed bin store would also be accommodated here. 
 
Prior to the submission of the application the site was subject to extensive pre-application 
discussions with the architect, applicant team, Planning Officers and the Principal 
Conservation Officer. The application originally proposed a part three/part four storey 
extension to the roof of the warehouse, creating a five/six storey building, a five storey 
extension to the east and an additional five storey extension to the south. This would have 
created 36 clusters, accommodating a total of 127 bed spaces. 
 
Officers raised a number of concerns regarding the initial proposal. It was considered that 
the scale and mass of the extensions compromised the existing warehouse, which would 
also be out of context and harmful to the existing built development. There has been 
further discussions and negotiations, and a number of alternative schemes have been 
considered prior to the formal submission of the current proposals. 
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All neighbours and statutory consultees have been re-consulted on the revised proposals. 
 
Site History 
 
No relevant site history. 
 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 13th September 2021. 
 
Policies Referred to 
 

 Policy LP1 A Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

 Policy LP2 The Spatial Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy 

 Policy LP9 Health and Wellbeing 

 Policy LP12 Infrastructure to Support Growth 

 Policy LP13 Accessibility and Transport 

 Policy LP14 Managing Water Resources and Flood Risk 

 Policy LP16 Development on Land affected by Contamination 

 Policy LP18 Climate Change and Low Carbon living 

 Policy LP25 The Historic Environment 

 Policy LP26 Design and Amenity 

 Policy LP33 Lincoln's City Centre Primary Shopping Area and Central Mixed Use 
Area 

 Policy LP37 Sub-division and multi-occupation of dwellings within Lincoln 86 

 National Planning Policy Framework  

 Central Lincolnshire Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document 
 
Issues 
 

 Principle of Use 

 Developer Contributions 

 Visual Amenity 

 Impact on Residential Amenity and Neighbouring Uses 

 Noise 

 Access and Highways 

 Climate Change and Low Carbon Living 

 Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 

 Contaminated Land 

 Archaeology 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted January 2018.  
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Statutory Consultation Responses 
 

Consultee Comment  

 
NHS England 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Lincolnshire Police 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Lincoln Civic Trust 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Highways & Planning, 
Lincolnshire County Council 

 
Comments Received 

 
Education Planning Manager, 
Lincolnshire County Council 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Anglian Water 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Environment Agency 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Historic England 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Public Consultation Responses 
 

Name Address  

Mr Mark Laws 134 High Street 
Lincoln 
LN5 7PJ                                    

Royal Mail Group Limited 
(c/o Cushman & Wakefield) 

Lincoln Delivery Office 
Firth Road 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 7NU 
                                                                                    

Mr Stuart Allcock Speedframe / Bluestone Art 
139 - 140 High Street 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN5 7PJ 
  

 
Consideration 
 
Principle of Use 
 
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP) Policy LP2 advises that the Lincoln Urban Area will 
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be the principal focus for development in Central Lincolnshire, including housing. Policy 
LP1 and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) also advise that housing 
applications should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. 
 
Policy LP37 relates to the conversion or change of use of existing dwellings and buildings 
in other uses to self-contained flats or shared accommodation. This advises that such 
proposals will be supported where: 
 

a. the existing dwelling or building is capable of conversion without causing harm to 
the 
amenities of future occupants, neighbours and the wider area; 

b. in the case of an existing dwelling, it can be demonstrated there is an established 
lack of demand for the single family use of the property concerned; 

c. the development will not lead to or increase an existing over-concentration of such 
uses in the area; 

d. adequate provision is made for external communal areas, bin storage and 
collection, and on-site parking and cycle storage unless it can be demonstrated that 
the site is sustainably 
located on a regular bus route or within walking distance of the City Centre; and 

e. for student accommodation, university/college facilities are accessible by walking, 
cycling 
and public transport. 

 
The policy states that purpose built shared accommodation (PBSA) will be granted within 
appropriate locations where the criteria set out in c to e above are satisfied. 
 
It is considered by officers that this location is appropriate for the proposed PBSA. No 
on-site parking is provided although cycle parking is available and the site is within walking 
distance of local facilities, the University, city centre and public transport. The proposal 
would therefore satisfy the requirements of criteria d and e. The provision of external 
communal areas and bin storage/collection will be dealt with later in the report.  
 
With regard to criteria c, the concentration of HMOs in the area exceeds the accepted 10% 
maximum within a defined 100 metre radius. The purpose of this requirement is to ensure 
that there is not a high concentration of HMOs, which can lead to an imbalance in 
residential communities. However, while the concentration figure is exceeded, and an 
application for the conversion of a terrace in the West End or High Street areas of the city 
would be likely to be refused on these grounds alone, officers consider that the nature of 
the proposal, the site’s location and existing use are material to the consideration. The 
former warehouse building is located within the Central Mixed Use Area and there are a 
range of other commercial uses in the area. It is considered that these factors demonstrate 
that this is not the type of property or within the type of area that this policy is intending to 
manage and protect.  
 
Accordingly, officers would turn to CLLP Policy LP33, which advises that residential uses 
will be supported within the Central Mixed Use Area subject to the development not 
resulting in the area in which it is located losing its mixed use character; causing harm to 
the local environment or neighbouring amenity; or impacting upon levels of traffic and 
on-street parking. Officers are satisfied that the proposed use would not harm the mixed 
use character; which is predominantly retail, with restaurants, pubs, and residential uses. 
Matters relating to amenity and highways will be considered later within the report. 

108



 
On balance, officers are satisfied that the principle of the PBSA use in this location would 
not have an unduly harmful impact on the overall balance of the community or the mixed 
use character of the area, in accordance with the CLLP Policies LP33 and LP37. 
 
Developer Contributions 
 
Due to the nature of the proposed use as student accommodation the development is not 
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) liable nor is there a requirement for S106 
contributions relating to education, playing fields or play space. The Lincolnshire County 
Council (LCC) has confirmed they have no comments in relation to education.  
 
With regard to health, a response from NHS Lincolnshire has been received advising that 
the proposed development would put additional demands on the existing GP services for 
the area, and additional infrastructure would be required to meet the increased demands. 
A financial contribution of £22,000.00 has therefore been requested to contribute to the 
expansion in capacity, through remodelling/changes to layout or extension to existing 
facilities, within the Lincoln Health Partnership Primary Care Network PCN at the Heart of 
Lincoln Medical Group and the Brayford Medical Practice. It is advised that the funding 
may, where appropriate, be used to support expansion in capacity at an alternative 
general practice site as required to meet the local population health need.  
 
This request would be in accordance with CLLP Policies LP9 and LP12, as well as the 
Central Lincolnshire Developer Contributions Supplementary Planning Document. The 
applicant has no objection to meeting this contribution and officers would recommend, if 
Members are in support of the application, that this matter be delegated to the Planning 
Manager to negotiate and secure. 
 
Visual Amenity 
 
CLLP Policy LP26 advises that development should respect existing character and relate 
well to the site and surroundings, particularly in relation to siting, height, scale, massing 
and form. Development should also reflect or improve on the original architectural style of 
the local surroundings. Paragraph 130 of the NPPF requires that development should 
function well and add to the overall quality of the area. 
  
The site forms an ‘L’ shape with the rear elevation of the existing warehouse defining 
almost the full extent of the west boundary. The warehouse is two storey although has a 
taller floor to ceiling height than other, more typical buildings in the vicinity, so has a strong 
presence on the site. The extension and portacabins to the east will be removed to 
accommodate the proposed extension, which would extend along the north boundary and 
up to the east boundary.  
  
The Design and Access (D&A) Statement advises that the site is currently hidden along 
Tanners Lane; the narrow lane largely protects the site from view when looking from the 
High Street. The buildings along the High Street also limit the views from street level, there 
is little opportunity to stand back and look towards the site from a wider angle here. From 
Firth Road the rear and side gable of the warehouse are visible, adjacent to the Royal Mail 
Sorting Office. Additional views of the site are also available from Firth Road due to the 
adjacent open area of hardstanding and the lower mass of the buildings to the north. 
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The character of the surrounding area is varied. The modest 1 ½ storey, stone Coach 
House and two storey buff brick Firth Court sit to the north of the site. On the High Street 
the buildings are predominantly red brick and three storey with the Ritz sitting taller, on the 
corner with Firth Road. The Flames building, set back from the High Street, is single 
storey, with the two storey, former chapel to the rear. Tanners Court is a three and four 
storey development, constructed with red and buff brick. The Royal Mail building to the 
west is three storey with a flat roof, constructed with a combination of buff brick and white, 
horizontal concrete banding.  
  
The D&A Statement advises that the warehouse, historically a tannery, is in a bad state of 
repair and there are a number of original features, such as the dentil coursing to the 
recessed brick panels, that have been lost. The application proposes an additional floor to 
the roof of the warehouse. A glazed link will connect the warehouse to a four storey 
extension. The top floor of the extension will be set back and the elevations are broken up 
by the use of different materials and window proportions, as well as a central metal mesh 
external stair, which is also a feature on the warehouse. 
  
The Civic Trust consider that the proposals are overdevelopment of a restricted site, and 
that the size and mass is too great. While the development will extend across the majority 
of the site, officers are satisfied that it can be comfortably accommodated and is a good 
use of the land. The height, scale and mass of the original five and six storey proposal was 
wholly inappropriate, but it is considered that the reduced scale of this revised scheme is 
far more sympathetic, and would not overpower the existing warehouse. Open views 
towards the site are limited to Firth Road, although it is not considered that the addition of 
a floor to the roof or the four storey extension would appear unduly dominant and 
prominent within the existing varied context. Officers therefore consider that the proposal 
would relate well to the site and surroundings in relation to the height, scale and mass, in 
accordance with CLLP Policy LP26. 
  
With regard to the proposed design, the alterations and extensions to the warehouse build 
on the history of the site, retaining the existing window openings or, where necessary, 
infilling some openings with panels to retain the opening itself and show the evolution of 
the building. The extensions will use industrial style materials. The roof extension will be 
constructed with zinc effect standing seam cladding. The extension to the east will be 
constructed with red brickwork, standing seam cladding, decorative perforated metal 
screens and a steel supporting exoskeleton. The linear grid rhythm of the windows on the 
warehouse is replicated on the new extension. The mesh metal external staircase on each 
of the buildings also adds to the coherence between the new and the old. 
  
The retention and enhancement of the warehouse is welcomed by officers. The 
sympathetic alterations and the form and design of the extensions are considered to be 
appropriate, which would respect and enhance the existing building and also the character 
of the area. Officers consider this is a well-considered and quality development, although 
would suggest that samples of materials are required by condition to ensure this quality is 
carried through to the final product. 
  
The boundaries mainly comprise brick walls, which are all to be retained. A new 1.8m high 
fence will be erected on the east boundary, adjacent to the side elevation of the extension, 
and a 1.8m high wall will erected on the other section of the east boundary, opposite the 
warehouse. There are no objections to these proposed boundary treatments. 
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A plan has been provided which indicates areas of hardsurfacing, comprising flagstone 
and block paving. The plan also includes details of the cycle stands, a two tier cycle store, 
seating and areas of soft landscaping. While the external space is limited officers consider 
this to be an efficient use of the space which will create a good quality environment. 
Details of the hard surfacing will be required by condition of any consent. 
  
It is therefore considered that the proposals would improve the original architectural style 
of the surroundings and add to the overall quality of the area, as required by CLLP Policy 
LP26 and the NPPF. Officers are also satisfied that the development would preserve and 
enhance views into and out of the conservation area, as required by CLLP Policy LP25.  
  
Impact on Residential Amenity and Neighbouring Uses 
 
The existing warehouse, which would have a single storey extension to the roof, is located 
over 8m from the south boundary. The section of Tanners Court directly opposite would be 
over 25m away, with another closer section to the south east, the blank gable of which 
abutting the road. There would be no windows within the facing south elevation of the 
warehouse or roof extension. The proposed extension to the east of the warehouse would 
be located over 30m away, with the vast majority of the structure being obscured by 134 
High Street. Given these relationships it is not considered that the proposals would either 
appear overbearing to the occupants of Tanners Court or result in an unacceptable degree 
of overlooking. There would be no issues of loss of light given the site’s location to the 
north. 
 
There is no record of residential development on the upper floors of the properties on the 
High Street, but in any case, officers are satisfied that the proposal would not have an 
undue impact. The blank facing elevation of the proposed extension would be located over 
17m from the rear elevations. It is not considered that this would appear unduly 
overbearing and loss of light would be limited to late afternoon/evening only. The existing 
warehouse is over 45m away, and whilst there are windows facing towards the rear of the 
High Street properties, the separation distance is sufficient to ensure that there would be 
no issues of overlooking.  
 
There are no other residential properties in the vicinity. While the proposal would have a 
relatively close relationship with adjacent Coach House, Firth Court and Royal Mail Sorting 
Office to the north and west, it is not considered that if would have an unduly harmful 
impact due to their commercial nature. 
 
An objection has been received from the adjacent 134 High Street, with concerns 
regarding disruption and the potential physical impact on neighbouring buildings during 
construction works. Similar objections are raised by 139-140 High Street, along with 
concerns regarding the obstruction of the access for staff parking and deliveries and also 
the potential impact on business operations. While concerns relating to the construction 
phase are not a material planning consideration, the LCC has requested a condition for a 
Construction Management Plan. This would mitigate against adverse impacts on the 
highway during the construction stage, controlling aspects such as parking of construction 
vehicles and storage of plant and materials. The City Council’s Pollution Control (PC) 
Officer has also requested a condition to restrict construction and delivery hours, to limit 
the impact on the amenities of these neighbouring occupants during this period. These 
conditions will be duly applied to any grant of planning permission and should go some 
way to allay the concerns of the neighbouring occupants. 
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The most significant consideration relating to the amenity for future occupants is the 
potential for noise from the adjacent Royal Mail site, which is considered below. However, 
officers are satisfied that the general level of amenity for occupants will be acceptable and 
there is access to a small, landscaped courtyard, which includes seating and cycle 
storage.  
 
In accordance with CLLP Policy LP26, it is therefore considered that the amenities which 
neighbouring occupants and uses may reasonably expect to enjoy would not be unduly 
harmed by or as a result of the development.  
 
Noise 
 
The application is accompanied by an Environmental Noise Survey, Noise Break-In 
Assessment and Sound Insulation Scheme (Noise Assessment). This assesses the 
suitability of the site for residential development, taking account of external noise sources 
and the impact this may have on future occupants of the development. A sound insulation 
scheme is proposed, comprising specialised glazing and alternative ventilation. The report 
considers that these recommendations should be sufficient to achieve the internal and 
external noise levels for the proposed development in accordance with the relevant British 
Standard.   
 
Policy LP26 requires that proposals for development adjacent to, or in the vicinity of, 
existing 'bad neighbour' uses will need to demonstrate that both the ongoing use of the 
neighbouring site is not compromised, and that the amenity of occupiers of the new 
development will be satisfactory with the ongoing normal use of the neighbouring site. An 
objection in this respect has been received on behalf of Royal Mail.  
 
The objection identifies Royal Mail’s concerns relating to the introduction of a noise 
sensitive use next to the Lincoln Delivery Office. It is considered that the significant noise 
generated by the Delivery Office will have a detrimental impact to future residents, despite 
the proposed mitigation measures. They do not consider that the noise results are 
representative, particularly as these were taken during the Covid-19 pandemic. They cite 
Policy LP26 and also paragraph 187 of the NPPF, which identifies that “existing 
businesses and facilities should not have unreasonable restrictions placed on them as a 
result of development permitted after they were established”. They request that, should the 
council be minded to approve the application, additional details of the mitigation measures 
are provided and that noise surveys are undertaken once the development is constructed 
to ensure these are effective.  
 
Officers have made the City Council’s PC Officer aware of the Royal Mail objection. The 
PC Officer advises that he has previously visited the site and, having considered the Noise 
Assessment in conjunction with the comments from Royal Mail, he has some reservations 
regarding whether the true impact from the adjoining Royal Mail premises has been fully 
considered. He states that, whilst the report outlines some fairly robust mitigation 
measures, he believes there is some uncertainty about whether the estimated levels of 
noise are a true reflection of the normal acoustic environment, due to the location and 
timing of the monitoring. While there are some concerns, he does not, however, consider it 
necessary for this matter to be a pre-determination requirement as the monitoring was 
undertaken during the run up to Christmas, which will be the busiest time, and the location 
from where the noise data was taken was not a significant distance from the preferred 
position, so is unlikely to be vastly different.  
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He therefore recommends a condition requiring an additional noise assessment be 
submitted, providing further representative monitoring of the western façade, and that this 
then informs any necessary mitigation proposals for the development. In addition, a 
condition is requested which will require that, prior to the occupation of the development, 
an assessment of the effectiveness of the noise mitigation measures shall be undertaken. 
In the event that the assessment identifies that the mitigation scheme has failed to achieve 
the objectives, additional noise mitigation measures will be required.  
  
The requested conditions will be duly applied to any grant of consent and therefore, in 
accordance with the PC Officer’s advice, officers are satisfied that matters relating to noise 
have been appropriately considered and can be mitigated as necessary. The proposals 
would accordingly meet the requirements of Policy LP26 and paragraph 187 of the NPPF. 
 
Access and Highways 
 
The D&A statement submitted with the application advises that, due to the city centre 
location, the proposed development will have no off street vehicular parking provision, 
however, the layout does include cycle parking and an area for servicing, deliveries and 
refuse collection. It considers that the site is within a sustainable location along key 
pedestrian and cycle routes with easy access to the local amenities, the city centre, the 
university and public transport. Any drop-offs would be reliant upon on-street availability 
within the vicinity, or alternatively close by pay and display car parking, such as St Marks, 
is available. It is considered that, as the scheme is for Purpose Built Student 
Accommodation(PBSA), the traffic generation from the proposal would not be significant 
so as to have a detrimental impact on the highway network. The D&A Statement also 
notes that Tanners Lane provides the site’s main vehicular, emergency and pedestrian 
access, and currently has very little traffic aside from accessing the Tanners Court flat 
development adjacent, and for maintenance/servicing vehicles to the adjacent buildings.  
 
Concerns have been raised by 134 and 139-140 High Street in respect of the lack of 
parking, the width of the access for bins and emergency vehicles and also that there is 
insufficient space for deliveries and servicing. The Civic Trust also considers that the 
access is too restrictive.  
 
In their capacity as Local Highway Authority, Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) has 
advised that the site is in a highly sustainable location within easy walking and cycling 
distance of all facilities and amenities. There are also good public transport links available 
in the form of local bus stops and proximity to the bus and railway stations. Accordingly, 
there are no car parking spaces provided for the development, which is supported by the 
LCC. The LCC note that refuse collection will be undertaken on the site frontage and cycle 
parking and a drop off/collection area is provided. No issues are raised with any of these 
proposals. Accordingly, the LCC has no objection to the application in terms of highway 
safety, and the aforementioned Construction Management Plan condition will ensure that 
there are no adverse impacts on the highway network or highway safety during the 
construction period. 
 
On the basis of this professional advice officers are satisfied that there would be no undue 
impact on highway safety. It is also considered that the site is in a location where travel 
can be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes maximised, in accordance 
with CLLP Policy LP13. 
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Climate Change and Low Carbon Living 
 
CLLP Policy LP18 states that development proposals will be considered more favourably if 
the scheme would make a positive and significant contribution towards one or more of the 
following, which are listed in order of preference: 
 

 Reducing demand 

 Resource efficiency 

 Energy production 

 Carbon off-setting 
 
This matter was queried during the application process by Cllr. Watt and in response the 
applicant has submitted a Sustainability Statement. This statement details measures in 
relation to fabric efficiency, energy efficiency and water conservation. It advises that a 
considered approach is being proposed, using a hierarchy of firstly minimising the energy 
requirements through good design principles and material sourcing, as well as providing 
efficient and controllable services. The insulation will exceed Building Regulations 
requirements and low energy lighting and ground source heat pumps will be used. Officers 
welcome these measures and are satisfied that they would meet the requirements of 
Policy LP18.  
 
Flood Risk and Surface Water Drainage 
 
In their capacity as Lead Local Flood Authority the LCC requested that the applicant 
submit a Drainage Strategy. A Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Drainage Strategy was 
accordingly submitted along with the revised proposals.  
 
The LCC has considered the submitted information and has commented that the site 
drainage strategy has been designed for a 1:100-year event with 40% uplift for climate 
change allowance. Surface water will be captured by permeable paved areas, with 
attenuation by means of a cellular tank and a restricted discharge at 5l/s to the mains 
sewer. This represents a 94% betterment from the existing brownfield situation. 
Accordingly, they have no objection to the application on these grounds. 
 
Anglian Water has also considered the submitted FRA. However, they do not find this, 
where it is relevant to Anglian Water, to be acceptable. They have therefore requested a 
condition to require a surface water management strategy. This will be attached to any 
grant of consent.  
 
The Environment Agency (EA) has no objection to the application in this respect subject to 
a condition stating that there should be no drainage systems for the infiltration of surface 
water drainage without the prior consent of the local authority, to ensure the development 
does not contribute towards unacceptable levels of water pollution.  
 
The application would therefore meet the requirements of CLLP Policy LP13. 
 
Contaminated Land 
 
CLLP Policy LP16 advises that development proposals must take into account the 
potential environmental impacts from any former use of the site. The application is 
accompanied by Preliminary Geo-Environmental Risk Assessment report. The City 
Council’s Pollution Control (PC) Officer has noted this, which recommends further 
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investigation of the contaminated land risks should be undertaken. In order to ensure that 
the contaminated land impacts are fully assessed, he has recommended the imposition of 
the standard contaminated land conditions on any grant of permission. These will be duly 
applied.  
 
The EA has advised in their response that they are satisfied the report demonstrates that it 
will be possible to manage the risks posed to controlled waters by this development, 
subject to conditions. 
 
The EA’s specific requirements, in relation to the potential contamination to controlled 
waters, will therefore be incorporated in the PC Officer’s suggested conditions.   
 
Archaeology 
 
At the request of the City Council’s City Archaeologist an Archaeological Heritage 
Assessment and foundation design has been submitted. At the time of writing the report 
these are still being considered by the City Archaeologist. Officers will update members at 
committee if there are any issues or requirements beyond the imposition of the standard 
archaeological conditions. Subject to there being no issues, the application would meet the 
requirements of CLLP Policy LP25 and section 16 of the NPPF. 
 
Other Matters 
 
Refuse Storage  
 
A communal refuse storage area would be located adjacent to the entrance of the site, 
with a close boarded timber fence enclosure. A Waste Management Plan has been 
submitted, which provides details of type of bins provided and the collection arrangements. 
There is no objection to the proposed arrangements from officers or statutory consultees.  
 
Deign and Crime 
 
One of the grounds for objection from 134 High Street relates to anti-social behaviour, 
however, comments have been made by Lincolnshire Police, which raise no objections to 
the development. The Police made some recommendations in relation to safety and crime 
prevention, which have been forwarded to the agent for their information.  
 
Application Negotiated either at Pre-Application or During Process of Application 
 
Yes, see 'Background'. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
None. 
 
Equality Implications 
 
None. 
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Conclusion 
 
The principle of the use on the site, within the Central Mixed Use Area, is considered to be 
acceptable. The retention of and works to the existing warehouse are welcomed, which 
would enhance its historic character. The design and scale of the extensions are 
considered to be acceptable, complementing the original architectural style of the building 
and surroundings. The proposals would therefore also preserve and enhance the views 
into and out of the conservation area. Neither the use nor the external works would cause 
undue harm to the amenities of neighbouring properties or uses and, subject to 
appropriate noise mitigation measures, the development would provide an appropriate 
level of amenity for future occupants. The site is in an accessible location, also offering 
cycle parking.  
 
A S106 agreement will secure a financial contribution towards local healthcare 
infrastructure. Matters relating to highways, climate change, flood risk, drainage, 
contamination and archaeology have been appropriately considered by officers and the 
relevant statutory consultees, and can be dealt with as required by condition. The 
proposals would therefore be in accordance with the requirements of CLLP Policies LP1, 
LP2, LP9, LP12, LP13, LP14, LP16, LP18, LP25, LP26, LP33 and LP37, as well as 
guidance within the NPPF. 
 
Application Determined within Target Date 
 
Yes. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the application is Granted Conditionally subject to the following conditions with 
delegated authority granted to the Planning Manger to secure the NHS financial 
contribution through a S106 agreement: 
 

 Time limit of the permission 

 Development in accordance with approved plans 

 Samples of materials including hard surfacing  

 Site levels and finished floor levels 

 Noise assessment 

 Assessment of noise mitigation measures prior to occupation 

 Boundary treatments  

 Contamination 

 Surface water drainage management strategy 

 No surface water ground infiltration without prior consent 

 Archaeology 

 Construction Management Plan 

 Landscaping implementation 

 Provision of cycle storage prior to occupation 

 Hours of construction/delivery 
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Lincoln Sports Partnership plans 

 

Site location plan 
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Proposed site layout 
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Proposed east elevation 
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Proposed south elevation 

 

Proposed north elevation 

 

Proposed west elevation 
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View along Tanners Lane from the High Street towards site 

 

Entrance to the site 
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Existing warehouse with Royal Mail Sorting Office behind 

 

View north across the site towards Firth Road 
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Rear of High Street properties and 134 High Street to right 

 

Rear elevation of 134 High Street 
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Tanners Court 

 

Additional view of Tanners Court 
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Rear of warehouse from Firth Road 

 

Longer view towards site from Firth Road 
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Lincoln Sports Partnership consultation responses 
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Application Number: 2022/0542/RM 

Site Address: Garage Court, Derwent Street, Lincoln 

Target Date: 3rd September 2022 

Agent Name: DBL Architectural Design 

Applicant Name: Mr Joe Evans 

Proposal: Submission of reserved matters including access, appearance, 
landscaping, layout and scale for the erection of 4no. dwellings 
as required by outline planning permission 2022/0135/OUT 

 
Background - Site Location and Description 
 
Permission is sought for the erection of 4 dwellings on a parcel of land on Derwent Street. 
Derwent Street is situated off Carholme Road characterised by two storey terrace 
properties. The site is currently occupied by 18 single storey lock-up garages with outline 
permission granted for up to 4 dwellings.  
 
Site History 
 

Reference: Description Status Decision Date:  

2022/0135/OUT Erection of 4no. 
dwellings (Outline with 
all matters reserved) 

Granted 
Conditionally 

24th March 2022  

 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 24/08/2022. 
 
Policies Referred to 
 

 National Planning Policy Framework  

 Policy LP26 - Design and Amenity 
 
Issues 
 

 Principle of the development 

 Visual amenity and design 

 Impact on neighbours 

 Technical matters 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted January 2018.  
 
Statutory Consultation Responses 
 

Consultee Comment  

 
Upper Witham, Witham First 
District & Witham Third 
District 

 
Comments Received 
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Item No. 5c



 
Highways & Planning 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Environment Agency 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
West End Residents 
Association 

 
No Response Received 
 

 
Lincolnshire Police 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Public Consultation Responses 
 

Name Address  

Julie Lamb 
 

  

Mr Chris Gresham 32 Derwent Street 
Lincoln 
LN1 1SL 

Mr Raymond Negus 21 Masefield drive,  
Upminster 
RM14 1AY                                  

Liz And Simeon Clark 23 Derwent Street 
Lincoln 
LN1 1SL              

 
Consideration 
 
Principle of the Development 
 
The principle of developing the site has been agreed by approving the Outline application 
for the sites use for residential development.  
 
Visual Amenity and Design 
 
All development proposals must take into consideration the character and local 
distinctiveness of the area (and enhance or reinforce it, as appropriate) and create a sense 
of place.  
 
The proposed dwellings are of a scale and mass in keeping with the other terraces on the 
street. The design reflects other properties with a pitched roof, bay window to the front, 
same scale fenestration and detailing. The proposal would have false chimney stacks to 
match adjacent properties which reflects well on the surrounding area. The properties 
would be constructed from a red brick to reflect the current materials used on site as well 
as many of the nearby residential properties. The proposal would be similar to some other 
new build properties on the opposite side of the street which have assimilated well into the 
streetscene.  
 
The proposal would require the demolition of some existing single storey garages as well 
as a detached garage which sits at the front of the site. It is considered that the proposed 
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use would enhance the area overall and have a positive change to this area of land.  
 
Impact on Neighbours 
 
The amenities which all existing and future occupants of neighbouring land and buildings 
may reasonably expect to enjoy must not be unduly harmed by or as a result of 
development.  
 
The occupants of 23 Derwent Street have queried whether the existing wall on the 
boundary of the site would be retained. The walls currently in place surrounding the site 
would be remain and made good in places if required.  
 
They have also raised issues of noise during the construction phase and overlooking 23 
Derwent Street. There would inevitably be noise during the construction phase, however 
this would be restricted to reasonable daytime hours as agreed with the Environmental 
Health Team. The applicants have indicated in their construction management plan that 
the working hours would be 08.00 hours -1630hours – Monday – Friday and 08.00 hours – 
12 hours – Saturday. 
 
In terms of overlooking, there would be a single obscure glazed window in the side 
elevation of the proposed dwelling so there would be no direct overlooking into the 
windows on the side elevation of no.23. There may be views from the proposed rear 
bedroom windows, towards the garden of no.23, however this is a normal relationship 
between properties in a built up residential area with dwellings to all boundaries.  
 
In accordance with Policy LP26, it is not considered that the proposal would have any 
adverse impact on the residents of no.23 or on the other adjacent neighbours to the site. 
The proposed dwellings are of an appropriate height and mass and would not have 
adverse impact on overlooking, loss of privacy or loss of light.  
 
Highways 
 
The proposed development would provide one off street parking space for each property, 
this is in accordance with the conditions set out in the Outline permission.  
 
Neighbours have commented that the provision of 4 off street parking spaces is insufficient 
and that the spaces reduce the area for cars turning at the end of the street. Whilst this 
area may have been used, informally, in the past for turning, it is not the public highway. 
The Highways Authority have assessed the application and have raised no objections to 
the proposed scheme and have not found the scheme to make the road unsafe.  
 
Drainage and Flood Risk 
 
The applicants submitted a Surface Water Drainage Strategy as well as a Flood Risk 
Assessment as part of the Outline consideration of the scheme the details of which were 
secured by condition at the time. The Planning Authority are therefore satisfied that these 
matters have been addressed and this application would have to be in accordance with 
those details.  
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed development would be of an appropriate design and would assimilate well 
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into the streetscene. The proposal would have no adverse impacts on neighbours and 
would be an acceptable use in this location. The proposal therefore accords with national 
and local planning policy.  
 
Application Determined within Target Date 
 
Yes. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the application is Granted Conditionally  
 
Conditions 
 
Works to commence within 3 years 
Works to be carried out in accordance with the plans 
Hours of working restriction  
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Site location plan  

 

Site Layout Existing and Proposed  
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Proposed Streetscene and front elevation  

 

 

Rear elevation  

 

Side elevations 
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Proposed ground floor layout 

 

 

 

First Floor layout 
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Consultee Comments  
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Neighbour Comments  
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