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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 2023 
 

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 20 March 2024 

 
Present: Councillor Bob Bushell (in the Chair),  

Councillor Gary Hewson, Councillor Debbie Armiger, 
Councillor Alan Briggs, Councillor Chris Burke, Councillor 
Rebecca Longbottom, Councillor Bill Mara, Councillor 
Mark Storer and Councillor Calum Watt 
 

Apologies for Absence: Councillor Liz Bushell, Councillor Martin Christopher, 
Councillor Edmund Strengiel and Councillor 
Dylan Stothard 
 

 
67.  Confirmation of Minutes: 31 January 2024  

 
RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 31 January 2024 be 
confirmed and signed by the Chair as a correct record. 
 

68.  Confirmation of Minutes: 21 February 2024  
 

RESOLVED that the minutes of the meeting held on 21 February 2024 be 
confirmed and signed by the Chair as a correct record. 
 

69.  Update Sheet  
 

An update sheet was circulated in relation to planning applications to be 
considered this evening, which included additional information for Members 
attention received after the original agenda documents had been published. 

 
RESOLVED that the update sheet be received by Planning Committee. 
 

70.  Declarations of Interest  
 

No declarations of interest were received. 
 

71.  Confirmation of Tree Preservation Order 181  
 

The Planning Team Leader: 
 

a. advised members of the reasons why a temporary tree preservation order 
made under delegated powers by the Assistant Director for Planning 
should be confirmed at the following site:  
  

 Tree Preservation Order 181: 1no Tilia x Europaea (European 
Lime) tree situated in the grounds of 3 Upper Lindum Street, Lincoln 
LN2 5RN  
 

b. provided details of the individual tree to be covered by the order and the 
contribution it made to the area  
 

c. reported that the making of any Tree Preservation Order was 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, however, this 
was contained within existing staffing resources  
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d. reported that the initial 6 months of protection for this tree would come to 

an end for the Tree Preservation Order on 15 May 2024  
 

e. confirmed that the reason for making a Tree Preservation Order on this 
site was as a result of an application to fell the tree, due to damage to an 
adjacent boundary wall, allegedly caused by this tree, however, there was 
no evidence such as a structural engineers report submitted to support this  
 

f. added that on this basis a Tree Preservation Order was sought to prevent 
the tree being felled, which required consent due to it being in a 
Conservation Area 

 
g. advised that following an 8 week consultation period (to account for the 

Christmas and New Year period) no objections had been received to the 
order  

 
h. advised that confirmation of Tree Preservation Order 181 would ensure 

that the tree could 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 one of 
the Councils priorities of enhancing our remarkable place.  

 
RESOLVED that Tree Preservation Order No 181 be confirmed without 
modification and that delegated authority be granted to the Assistant Director of 
Planning to carry out the requisite procedures for confirmation. 
 

72.  Application for Development - 1 Shearwater Road, Lincoln  
 

The Planning Team Leader: 
 

a. referred to the application site at 1 Shearwater Road, Lincoln, a detached 
house located on the corner of Skellingthorpe Road and Shearwater Road 

 
b. reported that the property was accessed from Shearwater Road although 

the application proposed an additional access from Skellingthorpe Road 
and associated works including a dropped kerb, remodelling of the existing 
boundary wall and gates to create an opening 
 

c. added that the application also proposed an outbuilding within the rear 
garden adjacent to the boundary with No.5 Shearwater Close and the rear 
boundary of the application property 
 

d. advised that a previous application had been refused because of the 
outbuildings position close to a protected tree within the garden, the 
resubmission proposed a repositioning of the access and the outbuilding 
 

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

 National Planning Policy Framework  

 Policy S53: Design and Amenity 

 Policy S66: Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 
 

f. provided details of the issues to be assessed in relation to the planning 
application, as follows: 
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 Impact on Residential Amenity  

 Impact on Protected Trees 

 Highway Safety 
 

g. outlined the responses made to the consultation exercise 
 

h. confirmed that the material considerations for this application were the 
impacts of the dropped kerb and erection of the outbuilding only; 
comments regarding the main use of the property, the need for the 
proposals or motives of the applicant were not relevant and should not be 
given any weight in the planning balance 

 
i. referred to the Update Sheet circulated at this evening’s Planning 

Committee which included additional representations and photographs 
received after the original agenda was published 
 

j. concluded that: 
 

 The scale and design of the proposed outbuilding was acceptable 
and the design would sympathetically complement the local 
architectural style. 

 The proposals would not cause undue harm to the amenities which 
occupiers of neighbouring properties may reasonably expect to 
enjoy. 

 Matters in relation to highways and impact on trees had been 
appropriately considered. 

 The application would therefore be in accordance with the 
requirements of Central Lincolnshire Local Plan Policies S47, S53, 
and S66 and guidance within the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

 
Mr John Williams, local resident addressed Planning Committee in objection to 
the planning application, covering the following main points: 
 

 He thanked members of Planning Committee for giving him the opportunity 
to speak. 

 He represented all those people having submitted objections. 

 The issues raised here were concerns in relation to environmental impact, 
danger to life, safety issues and disturbance to local residents. 

 The applicant already had an existing dropped kerb and rear access to the 
site and his property. 

 If the outbuilding was to be used for storage, then why was vehicular 
access to it required. 

 Was it to be used as a self -contained dwelling in the future. 

 In relation to Policy S66, irreversible damage to the trees had already been 
caused and mechanical diggers used to take the roots away. 

 Boundaries for the tree protection plan shown on page 70 of the agenda 
pack had been exceeded. 

 The development would encroach on 70% of the trees in the area. 

 Had trial excavations been carried out; he couldn’t see any evidence of 
this in the officer’s report. 

 There were issues of drainage, the proposed exit would cause water 
displacement and lead to flooding. 
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 Objectors requested that this planning application be rejected. This was 
not a personal vendetta. 

 It was quoted by the applicant that local residents apparently lived in 5 
bedroomed properties that were criminally underutilised. 

 Mini excavators had been used in the back garden of the application site 
which had destroyed/damaged trees. 

 
Councillor Edmund Strengiel addressed Planning Committee in his capacity as 
Ward Advocate in relation to the proposed planning application. He covered the 
following main points: 
 

 He was the County Councillor for Birchwood Division in which Shearwater  
Road and surrounding closes were situated. 

 He was also a City Councillor for Birchwood Ward. 

 He thanked members of Planning Committee for allowing him the 
opportunity to speak on behalf of local residents to express their concerns 
surrounding this planning application. 

 Having conducted a site visit himself together with the residents and 
Councillor Clarkson, he shared their same concerns. 

 The proposed planning application seemed more in line with business use. 
He had concerns that it was another potential step towards further 
development. Was this the thin edge of the wedge? 

 Having served on Planning Committee for a number of years, members 
knew his views on retrospective or part retrospective planning applications, 
which ‘cocked a snook’ at planning regulations and officers, as with the 
previous application for this site which was rejected in November 2023. 

 To a certain degree work had already started in the garden of 1 
Shearwater Road, involving diggers and concrete breakers. Was this not 
another retrospective planning application? 

 It was a great shame that one resident had upset so many of his 
neighbours. 

 Damage could occur to trees and their roots, especially the one in 
possession of a Tree Preservation Order. 

 He was disappointed to note that the Arboricultural Officer was not present 
here this evening. 

 There was also issues of extra pollution from increased vehicle numbers 
and potential road safety issues should planning permission be granted. 

 His main concern was the potential danger to pedestrians, cyclists and 
other road users due to the proposed installation of a dropped kerb 
allowing access onto a very busy Skellingthorpe Road. 

 It appeared there was already access and egress for the site. Section 184 
of the Highways Act 1980 stated that one per property should suffice. 
There was no need for another. He fully accepted resident’s safety 
concerns. 

 The proposed slip road exit onto the road appeared to be positioned at 
almost a 90 degree angle onto the highway. The Highway Authority stated 
that traffic would only be travelling at 40 miles an hour, however, he had 
witnessed a devastating fatal accident at Birchwood Avenue at only 30 
miles an hour. He felt this was an accident waiting to happen and 
disagreed with the Highways Authority in their interpretation of safety 
concerns. 

 It appeared that the applicant had no regard for the peace and tranquillity 
of a quiet residential area. 
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 He requested the application be rejected on the grounds of road, 
pedestrian and cycle safety, and not being in keeping with the surrounding 
neighbourhood. 

 
Councillor David Clarkson addressed Planning Committee in his capacity as 
Ward Advocate in relation to the proposed planning application. He covered the 
following main points: 
 

 Skellingthorpe Road was the narrowest main road in the City and a very 
busy road at that. 

 The existing slip lane to Shearwater Road served 110 homes. 

 The area was a popular walking and cycling route. 

 The area was dark at night. 

 He referred to page 89 of the agenda documents which contained a 
response from a retired police officer expressing road safety concerns 
regarding the proposal to insert a dropped kerb and driveway at the start of 
the slip road. 

 The location of the dropped kerb would cause serious injuries/deaths. 

 He urged that Planning Committee paid attention to the professional 
experienced concerns of this former police officer having worked in this 
line of work for many years. 

 The applicant already had access to his property and land via an existing 
dropped kerb. 

 Vans/ mechanical diggers could be seen on the photographs at the 
application site. 

 The site already had a suitable access. 

 Why was a new access required for a storage building? 

 Why was a second dropped kerb necessary on a busy main road? 

 How often would the storage building be visited by these vehicles? 

 Was the storage facility for private use? 

 This application should be rejected due to road safety issues. 
 
The Committee discussed the content of the report in further detail. 
 
The following concerns were raised in relation to the planning application: 
 

 The erection of the outhouse had already begun, also a balcony had been 
erected previously without planning permission. 

 The proposed dropped kerb was dangerous. 

 Why did the applicant require an additional entrance/drop kerb? 

 An experienced former police officer had raised concerns regarding road 
safety. 

 Access onto a busy roadway was a material planning consideration. 

 Drainage had been mentioned this evening although there was no mention 
of this within the officer’s report. 

 There were safety concerns as this was a very fast road. The dropped 
kerb increased the risk of accidents. 

 The current cycle route was not adequate either. 

 On a practical level there was no need for another dropped kerb. 

 It was concerning that there was no one here speaking for the planning 
application. 

 Traffic could travel up to 40mph on this part of Skellingthorpe Road. 

 The proposed new access/egress was very dangerous being close to that 
of Shearwater Road. 
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 This was a narrow footpath making it a road safety issue for school 
children/ other pedestrians crossing the proposed new entrance. 

 A potential catastrophic accident was possible. 
 
The following comments were made in support of the planning application: 
 

 The material planning considerations to be considered tonight were the 
impact on the dropped kerb, impact from the storage building and tree 
protection.  

 Our Arboricultural Officer had raised no objections to the proposals, 
neither had the Highways Authority.  

 The storage facility was only slightly above the height of the eaves limit to 
require planning permission.  

 The application was not retrospective. It had been discussed with Planning 
officers and the Highways Authority. 

 The use of the storage facility was not a material planning consideration. 

 Would one more driveway really make a difference to the road when there 
were numerous others already. 

 It was not for Planning Committee to question why the applicant needed a 
side entrance to his property. 

 The access was set back which allowed vehicles to be off-road on 
entrance/exit. 

 The Arboricultural Officer had provided a plan of action and advice in 
relation to the trees on the site.  

 Impact on tree protection had been mitigated. 

 Impact on residential amenity was minimal. 
 
The following questions were raised in relation to the planning application: 
 

 Could clarification be given to the ‘no dig’ method to be used? 

 What protection would have been afforded to the trees if the storage 
facility had not required planning permission? 

 
The Planning Team Leader offered the following points of clarification in relation 
to the planning application 
 

 Works on the site had not started. Remedial work had taken place the 
previous year. 

 The necessity for the access was not a material planning consideration. 

 Whether or not it was harmful was the matter to be determined. 

 The foundations for the storage unit would be installed using a no dig 
method whereby the ground was pre-laid with a ‘raft’ and levelled out 
without digging down into it. 

 Lincolnshire County Council as lead flood authority had raised no 
objections in relation to drainage on site. 

 Although many objections had been raised locally, the Highways Authority 
had not objected. 

 In terms of the height of the building, had it not required planning 
permission, there would have been a separate application covering the 
works to trees. The Arboricultural Officer was satisfied with the proposed 
work. 

 
A motion was proposed, seconded, and put to the vote that planning permission 
be granted. The motion was lost. 
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RESOLVED that planning permission be refused due to its location on busy 
Skellingthorpe Road which was fast/dangerous. The addition of another dropped 
kerb would be an unnecessary extra hazard. 
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PLANNING COMMITTEE  17 APRIL 2024  
 

 
SUBJECT: 

 
WORK TO TREES IN CITY COUNCIL OWNERSHIP 
 

DIRECTORATE: 
 
REPORT AUTHOR 

COMMUNITIES AND ENVIRONMENT 
       
STEVE BIRD – ASSISTANT DIRECTOR (COMMUNITIES & STREET 
SCENE) 
 

 
1. Purpose of Report 

 
1.1 
 
 
1.2        

To advise Members of the reasons for proposed works to trees in City Council ownership, 
and to seek consent to progress the works identified. 
 
This list does not represent all the work undertaken to Council trees. It is all the instances 
where a tree is either identified for removal, or where a tree enjoys some element of 
protection under planning legislation, and thus formal consent is required. 
 

2. Background 
 

2.1 
 

In accordance with policy, Committee’s views are sought in respect of proposed works to 
trees in City Council ownership, see Appendix A. 
 

2.2 The responsibility for the management of any given tree is determined by the ownership 
responsibilities of the land on which it stands. Trees within this schedule are therefore on 
land owned by the Council, with management responsibilities distributed according to the 
purpose of the land. However, it may also include trees that stand on land for which the 
council has management responsibilities under a formal agreement but is not the owner. 

  
3. Tree Assessment 

 
3.1 All cases are brought to this Committee only after careful consideration and assessment 

by the Council’s Arboricultural Officer (together with independent advice where 
considered appropriate). 
 

3.2 All relevant Ward Councillors are notified of the proposed works for their respective 
wards prior to the submission of this report. 
  

3.3 Although the Council strives to replace any tree that has to be removed, in some 
instances it is not possible or desirable to replant a tree in either the exact location or of 
the same species. In these cases, a replacement of an appropriate species is scheduled 
to be planted in an alternative appropriate location. This is usually in the general locality 
where this is practical, but where this is not practical, an alternative location elsewhere in 
the city may be selected. Tree planting is normally scheduled for the winter months 
following the removal. 
 

4. Consultation and Communication     
  

4.1 All ward Councillors are informed of proposed works on this schedule, which are within 
their respective ward boundaries. 
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4.2 The relevant portfolio holders are advised in advance in all instances where, in the 

judgement of officers, the matters arising within the report are likely to be sensitive or 
contentious. 
 

 

 

 
5. Strategic Priorities  

 

Let’s enhance our remarkable place  
 
The Council acknowledges the importance of trees and tree planting to the environment. 
Replacement trees are routinely scheduled wherever a tree has to be removed, in-line 
with City Council policy.  
 

 

5.1 

 

 
 
 

6. Organisational Impacts  
 

6.1 Finance (including whole life costs where applicable) 

i) Finance 

The costs of any tree works arising from this report will be borne by the existing 
budgets. There are no other financial implications, capital or revenue, unless stated 
otherwise in the works schedule.  

ii) Staffing   N/A 

  
iii) Property/Land/ Accommodation Implications      N/A 

iv) Procurement 

 

All works arising from this report are undertaken by the City Council’s grounds 
maintenance contractor. The Street Cleansing and Grounds Maintenance contract 
ends August 2026. The staff are all suitably trained, qualified, and experienced. 
 

 

6.2 
 

Legal Implications including Procurement Rules  

All works arising from this report are undertaken by the Council’s grounds maintenance 
contractor. The contractor was appointed after an extensive competitive tendering 
exercise. The contract for this work was let in April 2006. 

 

The Council is compliant with all TPO and Conservation area legislative requirements.  
 
Equality, Diversity and Human Rights  
 
There are no negative implications. 
 

 

 

 
 
 
 
6.3 

7. Risk Implications 
 

7.1 The work identified on the attached schedule represents the Arboricultural Officer’s 
advice to the Council relevant to the specific situation identified. This is a balance of 
assessment pertaining to the health of the tree, its environment, and any legal or health 
and safety concerns. In all instances the protection of the public is taken as paramount. 
Deviation from the recommendations for any particular situation may carry ramifications. 
These can be outlined by the Arboricultural Officer pertinent to any specific case.  
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7.2 Where appropriate, the recommended actions within the schedule have been subject to a 

formal risk assessment. Failure to act on the recommendations of the Arboricultural 
Officer could leave the City Council open to allegations that it has not acted responsibly 
in the discharge of its responsibilities. 
 

8. Recommendation  
 

8.1 
 

That the works set out in the attached schedules be approved. 
 

 

 
 
Is this a key decision? 
 

No 
 

Do the exempt information 
categories apply? 
 

No 
 

Does Rule 15 of the Scrutiny 
Procedure Rules (call-in and 
urgency) apply? 
 

No 
 

How many appendices does 
the report contain? 
 

1 

List of Background Papers: 
 

                                         None 

Lead Officer: Steve Bird, 
Assistant Director (Communities & Street Scene) 

Steve.bird@lincoln.gov.uk  
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NOTIFICATION OF INTENDED WORK TO TREES AND HEDGES 
RELEVANT TO THEIR CITY COUNCIL OWNERSHIP STATUS. 

SCHEDULE No 2 / SCHEDULE DATE: 17/04/2024 

 

Item 
No 

Status 
e.g. 
CAC 

Specific Location  Tree Species and 
description/ 
reasons for work / 
Ward. 
 

Recommendation 

1  N/A  53 Outer Circle Drive  
Housing property  

Glebe Ward  
1 x Leyland Cypress  
Retrospective notice of 
tree removal  
This is a mature tree 
located in close 
proximity to the 
adjacent building; 
there are multiple 
included bark unions 
present at the base of 
the main co-dominant 
stems which place the 
tree at high risk of 
unpredictable failure.  

Replace tree with 1 x 
Silver Birch; to be 
located in a suitable 
position within 
grassland located at 
the junction between 
Outer Circle Drive and 
Nettleham Road.  

2  N/A  80 Westwick Drive  
Housing Property  

Moorland Ward  
1 x Ash  
Remove tree to 
ground.  
This tree has poor 
structural form and is 
also poorly sited, being 
in close proximity to 
the adjacent property. 
The continued 
presence of the tree is 
likely to cause future 
damage to the 
structure of the 
residence.  

Approve works.  
Replace tree with 1 x 
Small cherry cultivar; 
to be located on the 
highway verge outside 
number 59 Moorland 
Avenue  
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Application Number: 2023/0854/FUL 

Site Address: Site of Victory Hotel 50, Boultham Park Road, Lincoln 

Target Date: 30th April 2024 

Agent Name: Rob Bradley Building Design Ltd 

Applicant Name: JST Homes Limited 

Proposal: Erection of 9 dwellings. (Revised plans) 

 
Background - Site Location and Description 
 
The application relates to the site of the former Victory Hotel, 50 Boultham Park Road. The 
application site is an irregular shaped parcel of previously developed land, located on the 
west side of the road, approximately 50m to the south of the junction with Dixon Street. It 
has an open site frontage with the width of the site narrowing towards the rear. The site is 
relatively flat and includes areas of hardstanding and grass. It is currently used for vehicle 
storage and was previously occupied by The Victory Public House. Consent was granted 
in 2014 for the demolition of the building and a subsequent planning permission 
(2015/0038/F) also proposed its demolition to facilitate the erection of three detached 
buildings comprising 14 dwellings with four ground floor commercial units within the 
frontage building. A further application (2018/0074/CXN) was submitted and later granted 
for minor alterations to the approved scheme. The pre-commencement conditions 
associated with this permission have all been discharged and there has been a ‘start on 
site.’ This permission has therefore been implemented and, even though work has not 
progressed any further, this permission could be built out at any point.  
 
More recently an application (2022/0352/FUL) for two buildings to accommodate 18 flats 
was submitted. This was approved by Members of the Planning Committee in January 
2023 with delegated authority granted to officers to secure a S106 legal agreement for a 
financial contribution towards affordable housing, health and education. However, a formal 
decision was never issued as a discrepancy with the site ownership was identified during 
the conveyancing process for the S106. A strip of land to the north of the site, which 
provided historic access to former buildings to the west, is owned by another party. The 
scheme that was approved by committee could not therefore be constructed without this 
land being purchased by the applicant. The applicant did not wish to go through this 
process and decided to withdraw the application. 
 
This current application, on a slightly smaller site which does not include the land to the 
north, proposes to erect nine, three bedroom dwellings. A terrace to the front of the site will 
accommodate six properties with a further terrace at the rear of the site accommodating 
three. The application also proposes associated external works including car parking and 
soft landscaping. The existing access point towards the north will be reconfigured to be the 
main access into the development, with the additional access point to the south being 
closed. 
 
The boundary to the north of the site, with the strip of land, is not currently defined. Beyond 
this are the boundaries with 48 Boultham Park Road, the side elevation of this property 
faces the site at its frontage, and properties on Glenwood Grove. The semi-detached 
properties along Glenwood Grove are occupied as ground and first floor flats (no.s 1-23). 
The boundaries are defined by approximately 1.6-1.8m high fencing with a number of 
mature trees and conifers adjacent, some within the strip of land and others sitting on 
neighbouring land. None of these trees fall within the application site boundary. The south 
boundary of the site is also defined by approximately 1.8m-2m high fencing with some 
smaller trees and plantings within neighbouring gardens. The side elevation of 54 
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Boultham Park Road sits adjacent to this boundary at the front of the site. The remainder 
of the south boundary beyond sits adjacent to rear gardens with properties on Sunningdale 
Drive. To the west of the application site is the rear elevation of an industrial unit on the 
Sunningdale Trading Estate, off Dixon Close.  
 
The site is located within Flood Zone 3. 
 
Revised plans were received during the process of the application, proposing alterations to 
the rear terraces. All neighbours that adjoin the site, including those that have made 
representations, were re-consulted on the revised plans. Further revised plans were 
submitted to address concerns raised by the occupants of 54 Boultham Park Road. This 
neighbouring occupants were accordingly notified of this.  
 
The application is being presented to Members of the Planning Committee for 
determination at the request of Councillor Watt. 
 
Site History 
 

Reference: Description Status Decision Date:  

2018/0074/CX
N 

Variation of conditions 2 (plans) of 
planning permission 2015/0038/F 
to include changes to fenestration 
to north elevation of units 1-8, 
alterations to roof of units 9-10, 
alterations to fenestration and 
guttering of units 11-14 and 
changes to materials to be used 

Granted 
Conditionally 

8th March 
2018  

2015/0038/F Demolition of public house and 
garages and erection of three 
detached buildings comprising 14 
dwellings and 4 ground floor 
commercial units for A2 'Financial 
and Professional Services' or B1 
'Office' purposes (REVISED 
DESCRIPTION) 

Granted 
Conditionally 

1st May 2015  

2014/0269/DE
M 

Demolition of public house. Prior Approval 
Not Required 

29th May 2014  

2022/0352/FU
L 

Erection of one 2 storey and two 
2½ storey buildings 
accommodating 18 flats. 
Associated external works 
including car parking, access gate, 
cycle and bin storage and soft 
landscaping. (Revised plans and 
supporting documents). 

Withdrawn 11th May 2023  

 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 6th March 2024. 
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Policies Referred to 
 

• Policy S1 The Spatial Strategy and Settlement Hierarchy 

• Policy S2 Growth Levels and Distribution 

• Policy S3 Housing in the Lincoln Urban Area, Main Towns and Market Towns 

• Policy S6 Design Principles for Efficient Buildings 

• Policy S7 Reducing Energy Consumption - Residential Development 

• Policy S12 Water Efficiency and Sustainable Water Management 

• Policy NS18 Electric Vehicle Charging 

• Policy S21 Flood Risk and Water Resources 

• Policy S47 Accessibility and Transport 

• Policy S53 Design and Amenity 

• Policy S56 Development on Land Affected by Contamination 

• Policy S57 The Historic Environment 

• Policy S60 Protecting Biodiversity and Geodiversity 

• Policy S61 Biodiversity Opportunity and Delivering Measurable Net Gains 

• Policy S66 Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows 

• Policy S77 Housing Site in the Lincoln Urban Area 

• National Planning Policy Framework  
 
Issues 
 

• Policy context and principle 

• Visual amenity 

• Residential amenity 

• Access, parking and highways 

• Flood risk 

• Drainage 

• Energy efficiency and consumption 

• Trees, landscaping and biodiversity net gain 

• Contaminated land 

• Archaeology 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted January 2023.  
 
Statutory Consultation Responses 
 

Consultee Comment  

 
Lincolnshire Police 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Environment Agency 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Highways & Planning 

 
Comments Received 
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Upper Witham Drainage 
Board 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Anglian Water 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Public Consultation Responses 
 

Name Address   

Mrs Lorraine Smith 2 Sunningdale Drive 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN6 7UD 
       

Mrs Emma Richards 27 Glenwood Grove 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN6 7BA 
      

Mrs Jenny Connell 54 Boultham Park Road 
Lincoln 
Lincolnshire 
LN6 7BB 
                                                     

 
Consideration 
 
Policy Context and Principle 
 
Central Lincolnshire Local Plan (CLLP) Policy S1 advises that the Lincoln Urban Area, 
which includes the City of Lincoln, along with allocated sites will be the principal focus for 
housing development in Central Lincolnshire. CLLP Policy S2 deals with growth levels and 
distribution of housing, allocating a mix of sites to meet housing need. The spatial strategy 
identifies that the Lincoln Strategy Area will secure around 64% of the supply for the 
Central Lincolnshire area. 
 
The site is allocated as a housing site (COL/BOU/003) within the CLLP allocations map. 
The application site also has the benefit of planning permission for residential/commercial 
development and the most recent application, although not formally granted, was 
supported by officers and Members of the Planning Committee. Officers are therefore 
satisfied that the principle of the residential use is wholly appropriate in this location, which 
will help meet the identified housing need.  
 
Supporting the application would also be in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework’s (NPPF) presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
 
Visual Amenity 
 
CLLP Policy S53 advises that development should integrate into the surroundings and 
relate well to the site as well as its local and wider context. It should reflect or improve on 
the original architectural style of the local surroundings, or embrace opportunities for 
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innovative design which sympathetically complement or contrast with the local 
architectural style. Paragraph 135 of the NPPF requires that development should function 
well and add to the overall quality of the area. 
 
The character of the surrounding area is predominantly defined by two storey detached 
and semi- detached properties. However, in the wider area there are also bungalows and 
three storey residential properties, with the single storey car sales premises opposite the 
site. Buildings are generally constructed in red brick. Render is used often as a feature to 
the first floors, bays and side gables of some properties, including the neighbouring 48 and 
54 Boultham Park Road.  
 
The application site has a wide frontage, which will accommodate the main two storey 
terrace with the re-configured access to the north. The front elevation will sit in line with the 
frontage of 48 and 54 Boultham Park Road. A streetscene plan has been submitted with 
the application to demonstrate this relationship. Paths from the highway and small 
landscaped areas would sit in front of the properties. The entrance doors to each property 
sit at street level with the ground floor level raised internally to meet flood risk 
requirements, achieved by internal steps within the entrance hall. This results in a raised 
terraces to the rear of the properties with steps down into each property’s own private 
garden. In terms of the height of the terrace, the eaves will sit in line with the neighbouring 
no. 54 with the ridge sitting slightly higher, but only by approximately 300mm. To the rear 
of each of the end properties a gable will project to the rear, to add variation to the footprint 
and interest to the end elevations.  
 
The terrace will be constructed in Ibstock Leicester Weathered red bricks and Marley 
Edgemere Riven Anthracite Slate effect rooftiles. Photovoltaic (PV) panels are proposed 
on the front and rear roof slopes. The front elevation will include UPVC anthracite feature 
cladding above and below the windows, with the windows and doors being UPVC with an 
anthracite finish.  
 
The terrace to the rear of the site is essentially identical in design, albeit smaller 
accommodating three dwellings as opposed to six. It faces into the site, across the central 
parking area and towards the rear elevation of the front terrace. The rear gardens would 
extend up to the rear, west boundary.  
 
Officers consider that the site is of a sufficient size to comfortably accommodate the 
proposed development along with the associated access, parking and garden areas. The 
development represents a good use of land. It would put to use a site that has been vacant 
for some time and would visually be an improvement on the current arrangement, which 
comprises vehicle storage and informal grassland. Officers have no objection to the height 
and scale. As previously referenced, the street scene elevation illustrates the height of the 
front terrace in relation to the neighbouring properties on Boultham Park Road. The 
development sits marginally higher but would not appear unduly dominant or prominent in 
the street. The application also includes site sections indicating the height of the rear 
terrace comparable to Glenwood Grove and Sunningdale Drive. There is no objection to 
these height relationships. Existing land levels and finished land and floor levels have 
been provided, principally to satisfy the flood risk requirements, but officers do not 
consider that these will compromise the appearance of the development. Officers are 
therefore satisfied that the proposal would relate well to the context in relation to the street 
layout, building types, size, siting, height, scale and massing, in accordance with Policy 
S53. 
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With regard to the proposed design, it is considered that the front terrace would sit 
comfortably in the street. The pitched roof and use of brick with small areas of cladding 
would relate well to neighbouring properties. The front elevation would include entrance 
doors with porch canopies. This design approach is replicated on the rear terrace. The 
occupant of 2 Sunningdale Drive has commented that the design is in keeping with what 
has already been built nearby. 
 
The simple and modern design approach is considered by officers to be acceptable. The 
vertical emphasis of the windows and the overall proportions of the properties is 
successful and would relate well to other properties in the area. Officers are therefore 
satisfied that the development would sit comfortably in the context, complementing the 
existing character of the area, in accordance with Policy S53.  
 
Conditions would require samples of the proposed materials for approval and the setting of 
windows and doors within reveal to ensure the overall finish and quality of the 
development is to a high standard. A condition will also require details of all boundary 
treatments for approval. Surfacing will comprise tarmac and shared surfaces. Landscaping 
will be considered in more detail later within the report, although it is clear that the 
proposed scheme will soften the edges of the central parking court and also at the back 
edge of Boultham Park Road. The development will therefore provide appropriate 
landscape and boundary treatments, ensuring that the development can satisfactorily 
assimilate into the surrounding area, in accordance with CLLP Policy S53. 
 
The proposal would therefore be in accordance with CLLP Policy S53 and paragraph 135 
of the NPPF, which requires that developments should make effective and efficient use of 
land, add to the overall quality of the area and be sympathetic to local character.  
  
Residential Amenity 
 
The side elevation of the property within the front terrace would sit approximately 1.4m 
from the south boundary with 54 Boultham Park Road. The side elevation of no. 54 sits 
approximately 2m beyond incorporating a ground floor and first floor window. A low level 
wall defines the boundary opposite the neighbour’s side elevation, which then increases to 
an approximately 1.8m high fence to the neighbour’s garden beyond. The proposal would 
sit roughly in line with the front elevation of no. 54 and project approximately 1.5m beyond 
the rear. The bulk of the building will therefore sit opposite the neighbour’s facing 
elevation. The relationship of the building proposed under the previous application was not 
dissimilar, although this projected beyond the front as well as the rear elevation of this 
neighbouring property. The ridge height of the proposal will sit approximately 300mm 
higher than the ridge of no. 54. The terrace to the rear of this property projects a further 
2m to the rear, although this is screened by a 1.8m high wall adjacent to the boundary with 
no. 54. The step accessing the terrace are set on the opposite side boundary of the 
property’s garden, away from the boundary with no. 54. 
 
Whilst the building has a close relationship with the neighbouring 54 Boultham Park Road, 
and there will undoubtedly be some impact, it is not considered that this impact would be 
unacceptable. The impact certainly wouldn’t be sufficiently harmful to warrant the refusal of 
planning permission, particularly when the site has a historic permission for a building in a 
similar position and of a comparable height. It is not considered that the proposal would 
appear unduly overbearing and any loss of light would be minimal given the position of the 
proposal and its orientation to the north. The screen to the terrace would also not appear 
unduly overbearing and would limit overlooking from here and the glazed doors within the 
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rear elevation. It is also not considered that the first floor bedroom windows above would 
be an issue in terms of overlooking, these will face west and therefore any overlooking 
towards no. 54 will be at an oblique angle.  
 
Within the facing side elevation of the proposed dwelling there is a kitchen window and two 
first floor windows, which would be obscure glazed as they serve a bathroom and an 
en-suite. The occupant of 54 Boultham Park Road has objected to the application, raising 
a concern regarding overlooking from the kitchen towards their window, which sits 
opposite. Officers agreed and this issue was raised with the agent, requesting that the 
window be changed to be high level. Revised plans have been duly submitted, also 
changing the other side windows within the front and rear terrace to be high level. These 
plans were shared with the neighbouring occupant, and their response confirmed they 
were much happier with the development. Officers are therefore satisfied that the 
development would not result in undue harm to this neighbour’s amenity through 
overlooking, loss of light or the creation of an overbearing structure, in accordance with the 
requirements of Policy S53. 
 
The opposite side elevation of the front terrace would be located approximately 10m from 
the side boundary with 48 Boultham Park Road, which is defined by an approximately 
1.8m high fence. The proposal would be over 13m from this neighbour’s side elevation, 
and in between is the access road into the site, the strip of land adjacent to the site as well 
as some mature trees. Accordingly, officers have no concerns regarding this relationship.  
 
The side, north elevation of the terrace to the rear of the site would be located 
approximately 6m from the boundary with the gardens of Glenwood Grove. The boundary 
is defined by an approximately 1.6m high fence. The separation between the proposal and 
the rear elevations of the neighbouring properties would be over 30m. The side, south 
elevation of the terrace would be located approximately 1.7m from the opposite boundary 
with the gardens of properties on Sunningdale Drive and over 20m from their rear 
elevations. Officers are satisfied that these separation distances are sufficient to ensure 
that the proposal would not appear overbearing or result in an unacceptable degree of loss 
of light. There would be no issues of overlooking as the windows proposed within the 
facing side elevations are either obscure glazed or high level. Officers are therefore 
satisfied that the development would not result in undue harm to the amenities of 
neighbouring properties on Glenwood Grove or Sunningdale Drive through overlooking, 
loss of light or the creation of an overbearing structure, in accordance with the 
requirements of Policy S53. 
 
The occupants of 54 Boultham Park Road also objected to the application in relation to the 
proximity of the air source heat pump (ASHP), with concerns that noise will result in 
disturbance when they are in their garden. Whilst the City Council’s Pollution Control (PC) 
Officer has raised no concern regarding noise, as ASHPs are now becoming typical 
additions to residential properties, officers did make the agent aware of the neighbour’s 
concerns. In response the agent has moved the ASHP further away from the neighbouring 
boundary, as can be seen on the submitted revised plans. These were shared with the 
neighbouring occupant, and as mentioned above, they have confirmed that they are now 
much happier with the development.  
 
A comment from the Pollution Control Officer has noted that this type of development often 
includes the installation of external lighting to serve parking and other communal areas. If 
not sympathetically designed and installed, such lighting can give rise to problems offsite 
due to overspill and glare. Therefore, he has recommended a condition to require an 
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assessment of the potential off-site impact of all external lighting and, where necessary, a 
scheme should be submitted proposing appropriate mitigation. This will be applied to any 
grant of consent.  
 
Officers have therefore carefully considered the relationship of the proposal with 
neighbouring properties, taking account of the objections received. Officers are satisfied 
that the development would not result in undue harm to neighbour’s amenity, in 
accordance with the requirements of Policy S53.  
 
With regard to the amenities of future occupants, the floor area of the dwellings is 
acceptable when considered against the Nationally Described Space Standard guidance 
for three bedroom properties. Each bedroom and kitchen/living area would be served by a 
window and/or glazed door. The development is laid out so there is an acceptable 
separation between the buildings and each property benefits from its own private garden. 
Officers are therefore comfortable with the arrangement of the development and consider 
that it would provide a good level of amenity for future occupants, in accordance with the 
requirements of CLLP Policy S53. 
 
Access, Parking and Highways 
 
Access to the site will be taken from the reconfigured access point to the north. The 
application proposes 13 car parking spaces to serve the nine, three bedroom properties. 
Opportunities for cycle storage would be available within each of the private gardens.  
 
During the process of the application the Lincolnshire County Council (LCC) in their 
capacity as Local Highway Authority requested that the applicant amend the block plan to 
show revisions to the proposed crossing point, incorporating a tactile crossing. They also 
advised that the existing access that is no longer required will need to be removed and the 
footway reinstating. The agent has provided a revised plan to indicate that a tactile 
crossing point will be included and that the footpath at the other access will be reinstated. 
The LCC were re-consulted with this plan and subsequently submitted a response of no 
objection. Their response concludes that they do not consider the proposed development 
would have an unacceptable impact upon highway safety or a severe residual cumulative 
impact upon the local highway network. They have, however, requested a condition to 
require the aforementioned access to be stopped up. This will be applied to any grant of 
consent as will the LCC’s suggested informatives providing advice to the applicant 
regarding works within the public highway. 
 
In addition to the development providing a level of parking acceptable to the LCC and 
there being opportunities for cycle storage, officers would also note that the site is in a 
sustainable location with good access to local facilities and public transport. Travel can 
therefore be minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes maximised, as 
required by CLLP Policy S47.  
 
Flood Risk 
 
The application is accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment & SuDS Strategy (FRA). The 
application site lies within Flood Zone 3, which is land defined by planning practice 
guidance as having a high probability of flooding. The applicant sought pre-application 
advice from the Environment Agency (EA) and the development has been designed to 
meet their requirements; that all habitable finished floor levels shall be set no lower than 
5.48m AOD. The application advises that the proposed scheme incorporates 
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non-habitable areas (lower level accommodation - WC/hall/cupboard) built 335mm above 
existing ground level with habitable accommodation being set 1265mm above lower 
ground floor level. Therefore, all habitable accommodation is set at 5.67m AOD (1.6m 
above existing ground level), which is higher than the finished floor level required by the 
EA. It is also noted that the properties are two storey in height, thus a safe refuge is 
provided at first floor level. 
 
The EA has considered the FRA as part of the application consultation process. They have 
advised that the proposed development will only meet the NPPF’s requirements in relation 
to flood risk if any grant of consent is conditioned to require that the development is carried 
out in accordance with the submitted FRA. The requested condition specifically notes the 
suggested mitigation measures requiring that all habitable ground finished floor levels of 
the dwellings shall be set no lower than 1.6m above external ground levels, the dwellings 
shall have at least two storeys and the flood resilience and resistance measures shall be 
incorporated into the proposed development as stated. This condition will be duly applied 
to any grant of consent. The EA has also suggested informatives in relation to a Flood 
Warning and Evacuation Plan and signing up to Floodline Warnings Direct, which will duly 
be applied to any grant of consent. 
 
LCC Councillor Clarke raised a query regarding whether the floor level of this development 
will need to be raised as per other new developments in the area. Officers have shared the 
plans with him, and he has raised no objection. 
 
The Upper Witham Internal Drainage Board (the Board) objected to the application, as 
they do in principle to any development in Flood Zones 2 and 3. At the time their 
comments were received the FRA had not yet been submitted, and the Board accordingly 
noted the absence of this or annotated drawings denoting floor levels. The Board were 
duly re-consulted with this information, and they have advised that their previous 
comments still stand. Officers are satisfied that the EA has appropriately considered the 
matter of flood risk and that the condition will ensure that the risk of flooding will be 
reduced, in accordance with the requirements of CLLP Policy S21. 
 
Drainage 
 
Policy S21 requires that development proposals should incorporate Sustainable Drainage 
Systems (SuDS). The occupant of 27 Glenwood Grove has raised concerns that the 
development may adversely affect the surrounding properties with regards to drainage and 
flooding. The Board has requested that, in consultation with the LCC, the local planning 
authority should require and approve a surface water drainage scheme. The LCC as well 
as Anglian Water has advised that they do not provide advice on minor developments 
such as this (nine dwellings or fewer). Having discussed the proposal with the City 
Council’s Building Control Department, officers are satisfied that the matter of SuDS will be 
appropriately dealt with as part of the Building Regulations process.  
 
Energy Efficiency and Consumption 
 
CLLP Policy S6 relates to design principles for efficient buildings. It requires that, when 
formulating development proposals, the following design expectations should be 
considered and in the following order: 
 

1. Orientation of buildings – such as positioning buildings to maximise opportunities 
for solar gain, and minimise winter cold wind heat loss;  
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2. Form of buildings – creating buildings that are more efficient to heat and stay 
warm in colder conditions and stay cool in warmer conditions because of their 
shape and design;  
3. Fabric of buildings – using materials and building techniques that reduce heat 
and energy needs. Ideally, this could also consider using materials with a lower 
embodied carbon content and/or high practical recyclable content;  
4. Heat supply – net zero carbon content of heat supply (for example, this means no 
connection to the gas network or use of oil or bottled gas);  
5. Renewable energy generated – generating enough energy from renewable 
sources on-site (and preferably on plot) to meet reasonable estimates of all 
regulated and unregulated total annual energy demand across the year.  

 
The policy also states that Energy Statements, as required by Policies S7 (Residential 
Development) and S8 (Non-Residential Buildings), must accompany applications and set 
out the approach to meeting each of the above principles. Policy S7 is applicable in this 
case. This policy requires that developments should generate at least the same amount of 
renewable electricity on-site (and preferably on-plot) as the electricity they demand over 
the course of a year. To help meet this, it is also required that a target achieving a site 
average space heating demand of around 15-20kWh/m2/yr and a site average total energy 
demand of 35 kWh/m2/yr is achieved through a ‘fabric first’ approach to construction.  
  
The application is accompanied by an Energy Statement, which advises: 
 

The energy consumption of the proposed development has been assessed using 
the National Calculations Method (NCM) - SAP 10 (Standard Assessment 
Procedure), in order to determine the predicted annual energy demand of the 
development and the associated planning policy targets. The proposed 
development will need to generate at least the same amount of renewable 
electricity on-site as the electricity it demands over the course of a year, such 
demand including all energy use (regulated and unregulated). It is also noted that to 
assist in achieving the energy generation target, the proposed development should 
target an average space heating demand of between 15-20 kWh/m2 /yr and an 
average total energy demand of 35 kWh/m2/yr, through a ‘fabric first’ approach to 
construction. No single dwelling unit should have a total energy demand in excess 
of 60 kWh/m2/yr, irrespective of the amount of on-site renewable energy 
production.  
 
The proposed development benefits from a range of passive design features 
including internal layouts that facilitate natural cross-ventilation which should act to 
reduce overheating risks during the summer months and reduce the likelihood of 
any mechanical cooling being installed in the future. The use of PV panels is the 
most viable and cost effective technology for use within the proposed development. 
This will provide a local source of renewable electricity for occupant use as well as 
an affordable reduction in the calculated carbon dioxide emissions. The use of MCS 
Approved Air Source Heat Pumps is proposed as a means of providing the 
dwellings with a decentralised source of low carbon heating and hot water. The 
proposed development will have an average space heating demand of 31.79 
kWh/m2 /year, together with a total average energy demand of 42.90 kWh/m2 
/year. Furthermore, through the proposed installation of PV panels, the proposed 
development will generate 172.11 kWh more renewable electricity onsite than the 
electricity that it will demand over the course of a year for all regulated and 
unregulated energy use. 
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Officers are therefore satisfied that the development meets the requirements of both CLLP 
Policies S6, in relation to the orientation and fabric of the buildings, and S7, as it has been 
demonstrated that the development can generate at least the same amount of renewable 
electricity on-site that it will demand over the course of a year. Standard conditions will be 
applied to any grant of consent to require that the development is carried out in 
accordance with the Energy Statement and that, prior to the occupation of the first 
dwelling, a statement is submitted to verify that the dwelling has been constructed in 
accordance with the Energy Statement.   
 
With regard to water efficiency, a standard condition is recommended to ensure the 
development achieves the water efficiency standards as required by CLLP Policy S12. 
 
Trees, Landscaping and Biodiversity Net Gain 
 
The application is accompanied by a Tree Survey, Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) 
and Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) metric. 
 
CLLP Policy S66 requires that development proposals should be prepared based on the 
overriding principle that the existing tree and woodland cover is maintained, improved and 
expanded. The policy has specific requirements for the loss of trees that are protected by 
a Tree Preservation Order, are within a conservation area or are classed as veteran trees. 
The trees proposed to be removed are not subject to any of these, and for the purposes of 
the policy are considered to be ‘other’ trees. With regard to ‘other’ trees, the policy states 
proposals will be expected to retain those trees that make a significant contribution to the 
landscape or biodiversity value of the area, provided this can be done without 
compromising the achievement of good design for the site. The policy requires that where 
it is appropriate for higher value trees (category A or B trees) to be lost as part of a 
development proposal, then appropriate mitigation, via compensatory tree planting, will be 
required.  
 
The Tree Survey advises that all trees on site, including those within the adjacent strip of 
land to the north have been assessed. No works to the trees within the strip of land are 
proposed, which are in any case not within the applicant’s ownership. However, a root 
protection area (RPA) for these has been identified and appropriate tree protection 
measures, in the form of fencing, has been proposed. The report notes that only two small 
trees within the site are proposed to be removed; a Willow (T12) towards the west 
boundary and an Ash (T13) adjacent to the south boundary with 54 Boultham Park Road. 
The report advises these are young, probably self-seeded, and both are classed as 
category C trees. The City Council’s Arboricultural Officer has considered the report and 
has raised no objections to either the tree removal or the tree protection measures.  
 
While the loss of any trees is regrettable, their removal is required to facilitate the 
development. Given that they are not defined as high value trees, they have limited 
amenity value due to their size and replacement tree planting is proposed, officers have no 
objection to their removal. The application would therefore meet the requirements of CLLP 
Policy S66. The implementation of the tree protection measures will be conditioned on any 
grant of consent. 
 
The PEA advises that the site was inspected in November 2023 and used the extended 
Phase 1 Habitat Assessment methodology. The PEA reports that the site predominantly 
comprises concrete and tarmacadam hardstanding along with minimal bramble scrub and 
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sapling vegetation. The site has limited biodiversity at the present time due to the previous 
use and management of this land. There was neither evidence of any significant locally 
rare plants and plant communities nor any physical evidence or field signs of protected 
species within the survey area. Officers are therefore satisfied that the development would 
not cause harm to any existing on site biodiversity, in accordance with the requirements of 
CLLP Policy S60. 
 
In terms of BNG, the requirement for small sites to deliver 10% BNG will be mandatory on 
applications submitted after 2nd April 2024 through the Environment Act 2021. Until that 
time CLLP Policy S61 expects that development proposals should deliver at least a 10% 
BNG and the net gain for biodiversity should be calculated using Natural England’s 
Biodiversity Metric.  
 
BNG is referenced within the PEA and further details and calculations can be found within 
the submitted BNG Metric. The PEA advises that the development would result in a small 
net gain in calculated biodiversity units across this site area from 0.58 units to 0.62 units, 
which is a gain of 6.28%. It states that “whilst this is less than the target of 10% gain it is 
still a gain and additional biodiversity enhancements could be achieved by including bat 
roost tubes and bird nest bricks into new residential buildings and if the landscaping 
around the building comprises native species this could further enhance biodiversity”. 
 
While the addition of bat roosts tubes and bird nest bricks are welcomed, these would not 
count towards the BNG gain figure. However, officers consider that there is scope to 
increase landscaping, both in terms of the amount and through the use of native species, 
which would increase the overall net gain. It is therefore proposed that, in addition to a 
condition to require details of the roost tubes and nest bricks, that a further condition 
requires details of a landscaping scheme to increase the BNG gain above 6.28%. With 
these conditions in place to improve the overall biodiversity officers are satisfied that the 
proposals with provide biodiversity enhancement, as required by CLLP Policy S61.  
 
Contaminated Land 
 
CLLP Policy S56 advises that development proposals must take into account the potential 
environmental impacts from any former use of the site. A Ground Contamination, 
Investigation and Assessment - Phase 1 Desk Study and a Ground Investigation report 
have been submitted as part of the application. These have been assessed by the City 
Council’s Scientific (Contaminated Land) Officer. He does not consider that the reports are 
sufficiently detailed to characterise the site and allow removal of the relevant 
recommended conditions should consent be granted. Additionally, the reports, originally 
produced in 2017, are considered to be out of date. He advises that new reports to meet 
current requirements should be submitted. In addition, following completion of the site 
investigation and reporting, a remediation scheme will be required to confirm how the 
development will be completed to mitigate potential land contamination risks. However, he 
is satisfied that these can be completed following determination in accordance with the 
recommended pre-commencement conditions. These conditions will therefore be applied 
to any grant of consent, and with these in place, officers are satisfied that the application 
would meet the requirements of Policy S56. 
 
Archaeology 
 
The City Council’s City Archaeologist has previously considered an Archaeological Desk 
Based Assessment at the time of the previous application. At the time he advised that, 
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given the previous disturbance of the site, it is unlikely to have any archaeological 
significance. Officers have discussed this current proposal with the City Archaeologist and 
he has confirmed he has no objections and that there is no requirement for further 
investigations or archaeological conditions. In this respect the application would meet the 
requirements of CLLP Policy S57 and section 16 of the NPPF. 
 
Other Matters 
 
Air Quality and Sustainable Transport 
 
It is proposed that all car parking spaces within the development will have electric vehicle 
charging points. This is welcomed and would be in accordance with the requirements of 
CLLP Policy NS18. 
 
Refuse Storage 
 
This would be accommodated within each private garden. There is no objection to the 
proposed arrangement from officers or statutory consultees.  
 
Deign and Crime 
 
A response from Lincolnshire Police has been received, raising no objections to the 
development. They have, however, made a number of recommendations which have been 
shared with the applicant for their information.  
 
Application Negotiated Either at Pre-Application or During Process of Application 
 
Yes. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
None. 
 
Equality Implications 
 
None. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The principle of the use of the site for residential purposes is considered to be acceptable 
and the development would relate well to the site and surroundings, particularly in relation 
to siting, height, scale, massing and design. The proposals would also not cause undue 
harm to the amenities which occupiers of neighbouring properties may reasonably expect 
to enjoy.  
 
Matters relating to parking and highways, flood risk, drainage, energy efficiency, trees, 
landscaping, BNG, contamination and archaeology have been appropriately considered by 
officers and the relevant statutory consultees and can be dealt with as required by 
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condition. The proposals would therefore be in accordance with the requirements of CLLP 
Policies S1, S2, S3, S6, S7, S12, NS18, S21, S47, S53, S56, S57, S60, S61, S66 and S77 
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:  
 

• Time limit of the permission 

• Development in accordance with approved plans 

• Samples of materials including hard surfacing  

• Details of all boundary treatments 

• Windows and doors to be set in reveal 

• Assessment of off-site impact of any external lighting 

• Hours of construction/delivery 

• Closing of existing access 

• In accordance with FRA flood mitigation measures 

• Construction in accordance with Energy Statement 

• Submission of statement to verify construction in accordance with Energy 
Statement 

• Water efficiency standards 

• Landscaping scheme, to increase the BNG net gain on site 

• Details of bat roost tubes and bird nest bricks 

• Implementation of tree protection measures 

• Contamination site characterisation and remediation measures/implementation 
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Victory site- plans and photos 

 

 

Site location plan 
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Site layout 
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Ground and first floor plans of front block 
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Front and rear elevations of front block 
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Side elevations of front block 

 

 

Front block shown within the streetscene 
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Section of rear elevation of front block with 54 Boultham Park Road to the right 

 

Side elevation of front block as seen from garden of 54 Boultham Park Road 
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Ground and first floor plans of rear block 
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Front and rear elevations of rear block 
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Side elevations of rear block 

 

39



 

View towards site from Ellison Place 

 

View towards site from south 
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View towards north boundary and properties on Glenwood Grove

 

Additional view towards north boundary and properties on Glenwood Grove 
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View towards west boundary with Sunningdale Trading Estate units beyond and south boundary with 

Sunningdale Drive 
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View towards south boundary with side elevation of 54 Boultham Park Road 
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Victory site- consultation responses 
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Application Number: 2023/0841/LBC 

Site Address: Central Market, Sincil Street, Lincoln 

Target Date: 16th January 2024 

Agent Name: John Roberts Architects Ltd 

Applicant Name: Maria Clayton 

Proposal: Installation of CCTV cameras to external elevations and 
internal locations. (Listed Building Consent). 

 
Background - Site Location and Description 
 
Application is for listed building consent for the installation of cctv cameras to the interior 
and exterior of this grade II listed building. 
 
The site is also located within the Cathedral City Centre and Conservation Area No.1 
 
The Central Market is owned by the City Council who is the applicant for this application. 
 
The cctv cameras are part of the wider redevelopment and refurbishment of the Central 
Market building which is nearing completion. 
 
Site History 
 
No relevant site history. 
 
Case Officer Site Visit 
 
Undertaken on 23rd January 2024. 
 
Policies Referred to 
 

• National Planning Policy Framework 

• Policy S57 The Historic Environment 
 
Issues 
 

• Local and National Planning Policy 

• Effect on the special architectural and historic interest of the listed building. 
 
Consultations 
 
Consultations were carried out in accordance with the Statement of Community 
Involvement, adopted January 2023. 
 
Statutory Consultation Responses 
 

Consultee Comment 

 
Highways & Planning 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
Lincoln Civic Trust 

 
Comments Received 
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Item No. 5b



 
Environmental Health 

 
Comments Received 
 

 
 
Public Consultation Responses 
 
No responses received. 
 
Consideration 
 
Policy 
 
Policy S57: The Historic Environment states "proposals should protect, conserve and seek 
opportunities to enhance the historic environment of Central Lincolnshire." 
 
Listed Buildings- "Permission to change the use of a Listed Building or to alter or extend 
such a building will be granted where the local planning authority is satisfied that the 
proposal is in the interest of the building's conservation and does not involve activities or 
alterations prejudicial to the special architectural or historic interest of the Listed Building 
or its setting". 
 
External Cameras 
 
3 cctv cameras are proposed for the exterior of the building. 
 
The justification for the cameras is provided in the submitted Design and Access 
Statement. The cameras will provide the "necessary cctv to support the proposal for the 
public space within and around the Lincoln Central Market.” 
 
2 no. smaller black cameras are located to the west facing (rear) elevation, whilst 1 no. 
slightly larger camera is to be located on the Northeast corner of the Market building 
between Sincil Street and City Square. 
 
The 2no. cameras to the rear are now in situ, having been installed with a bracket affixed 
to the inside face of the parapet with an arm extending over the parapet. 
 
The cctv cameras are small and finished in black and are not therefore particularly 
conspicuous on what is a secondary elevation where public views are limited. 
 
As initially proposed the 3rd camera was to be slightly larger, providing views of Sincil 
Street and City Square. The camera and bracket for this particular type of camera is 
manufactured with a white finish. 
 
The white finish for this larger camera was considered an inappropriate response to the 
listed building setting. The white housing and bracket for the camera as initially proposed, 
would appear incongruous on the building and result in an overly prominent feature. 
 
The architectural detailing and other fittings on the market building such as the grilles, 
lamps and windows are either black or dark bronze detailing. The white finish to the 
camera would therefore have appeared as an incongruous addition at this prominent 
corner location, where public views are afforded across City Square and this northern end 
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of Sincil Street. 
 
A revised camera design has therefore been secured, again to be fixed to the building via 
a swan neck bracket which will be attached to the rear of the parapet of the market 
building. Both the camera and bracket are to be finished in black and this can be 
conditioned as such. The 3rd camera will therefore also tie in with the style and colour of 
the other two black cameras on the west elevation of the building, thereby ensuring a 
comprehensive approach to cctv on the exterior of the building. 
 
It is considered therefore that the revised proposal for the cameras will not be detrimental 
to historic fabric, whilst given the size, design and colour finish of the cameras, will not be 
harmful to the special architectural character or historic interest of the listed building. 
 
The cable runs to serve the cctv cameras are either located behind the parapet or will sit 
along the top of the cornice and therefore limited views are available. 
 
Internal Cameras 
 
6 no. cameras are to be installed within the Central Market building. 2no. cameras are to 
be located within the new side extension, and will therefore be attached to new fabric, 
whilst the remainder are located at various points around the main market hall, attached to 
the new timber fascia's. The cameras are to be fixed lens HD turret cameras. 
 
The proposed cameras are therefore considered to be in accordance with both local and 
national planning policy and the duty contained within section 16 (2) of the Planning 
(Listed building and Conservation Areas Act) 1990. 
 
No objections are raised by either the Civic Trust or the Highway Authority. 
 
Application Negotiated Either at Pre-Application or During Process of Application 
 
Yes. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
None. 
 
Legal Implications 
 
None. 
 
Equality Implications 
 
None. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The revised proposal is considered to be in accordance with the duty contained within 
section 16 (2) of the Planning (Listed building and Conservation Areas Act) 1990 in 
considering whether to grant listed building consent for any works the LPA or SoS shall 
have special regard to the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any 
features of special architectural or historic interest which it possesses. 
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Application Determined within Target Date 
 
Yes- extension of time agreed. 
 
Recommendation 
 
That the application is Granted Conditionally. 
 
Standard Conditions 
 
01) The Works must be begun not later than the expiration of three years beginning 

with the date of this permission 
 
Reason: Imposed pursuant to Section 18 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and    

Conservation Areas) Act 1990 
 
02) With the exception of the detailed matters referred to by the conditions of this 

consent, the development hereby approved shall be carried out in accordance with 
the drawings listed within Table A below. 

 
03) The works shall be carried out in accordance with the details shown on the 

approved plans and in any other approved documents forming part of the 
application. 

 
Reason: To ensure the development proceeds in accordance with the approved plans. 
 
Conditions to be discharged before commencement of works 
 
03) The cctv camera and bracket hereby approved shall be finished in black prior to the 

installation of the cctv equipment on site, and shall remain as such at all times. 
 
Reason: In the interests of the special architectural and historic interest of the listed 
building. 
 
Conditions to be discharged before use is implemented 
 
None. 
 
Conditions to be adhered to at all times 
 
None. 
 
 
Table A 
 
The above recommendation has been made in accordance with the submitted drawings 
identified below: 
 

Drawing No. Version Drawing Type Date Received 

Dahua security bracket 
DH-PFB303S 

 Details 15th March 2024 
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Dahua security PTZ camera 
DH-SD5A425XA-HN
R 

 Details 15th March 2024 

0292  Plans - Proposed 20th November 2023 

0293  Plans - Proposed 20th November 2023 
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2023/0841/LBC Central Market CCTV Cameras 

 

Site Location Plan 
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Proposed camera locations 
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Camera located corner of Sincil Street and City Square 

Proposed camera locations to West elevation 

Proposed south elevation to City Square 
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 Cameras to west elevation and interior 
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2023/0841/LBC Central Market CCTV Cameras 

 

 

Corner of Sincil Street and City Square 

71



 

 

 

 

Cameras installed to west (rear) elevation 
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Corner of Sincil Street and City Square 
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2023/0841/LBC Central Market CCTV Cameras 

Consultation Responses 
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