
108 Newland street West 

 

Hi Lana, 

 

I understand the application to convert the West End Tap pub to residential accommodation will be 
considered by the Planning Committee on 20 April 2022. I submit this statement for consideration. 

 

I am one of three directors of Lincoln Tap Properties, the company that owns the West End Tap. 
Nigel de-la-Hey & Lewis de-la-Hey and I jointly own 3 companies including Lincoln Tap Properties. 
They operate the companies. I am an investor working full time in Cambridge and am not actively 
involved in the day to day running of the businesses. They want the change of use in order to 
increase the value of the property prior to selling it to a property developer. I am strongly opposed 
to this and want the building to remain as a pub. Indeed, my original investment was made to 
prevent the Vine, as it was then known, from falling into the hands of developers. I have made 
repeated offers to buy out the de-la-Hey's share in the company at a valuation in excess of the pub's 
value. All such offers have been rejected.  

 

My business partners have stated that the pub is not viable. That is untrue. The pub closed last year 
when the tenant terminated the lease. He terminated the lease for personal rather than financial 
reasons. He kept the pub running throughout the pandemic lockdowns by operating a takeaway 
beer and food service. He was paying £2000 per month rent throughout. That's a 10% on an 
estimated value of £240,000. The fact that he could do this through the pandemic demonstrates that 
the pub is viable. When the tenant was able to re-open the pub it returned to being a popular and 
busy venue. It is sadly disappointing that he had to leave. 

 

The  de-la-Hey 's motivation in applying for planning permission is to sell the property to a 
developer. As a pub, with an estimated value of £240,000, their combined ownership amounts to 
25% or £60,000. I am the majority investor at 40% (£100,000) and there is a bank loan for the 
remaining 35% (£80,000). By my estimation the maximum value as a development property is 
£300,000 which would increase their combined equity to £90,000. It is disappointing that people will 
destroy a community asset for such a modest gain. My motivation in opposing the planning 
application is that I want the property to remain as a pub. The trading history and the strength of the 
local campaign by the Keep The Tap Running group convinces me of its viability. I am in contact with 
the group and supported their ACV application.  

 

If the planning application is rejected then the pub will be put up for sale and the community will 
have the opportunity to buy it, which is an outcome I srongly endorse. If they are unable to raise 
funds within the ACV deadline then I will repeat my offers to buy out the de-la-Heys. If I am 
successful then it is my intention to lease the pub and re-open it until such time as I can sell it into 
community ownership. I already have a tenant willing to do this. He is Paul Crossman and he owns 
and runs 2 independent community pubs in York and is the tenant of a third pub in York. All three 
are successful. Indeed The Slip Inn was recently recognised as Pub of the Year by York Camra. Paul is 
very experienced and successful in running community pubs and is also a founder of Campaign for 
Pubs, an organisation which promotes, supports and protects pubs. He considers the West End Tap 



to be viable and agrees it should ultimately be sold into community ownership. He would put a 
manager in place until that happens. The manager would be empowered to recruit staff locally. 

 

In my previous email I told you that the  de-la-Heys have begun work on the property, contrary to its 
current planning status. This happened without my knowledge. They have adapted the upstairs 
accommodation as a separate rental unit and it is currently leased to tenants. I am told the lease 
runs from February 2022 for 6 months. The tenants are otherwise not connected to the business. I 
believe this to be contrary to the proper use of the property and am concerned that I have 
unwittingly been drawn into an illegal activity. Furthermore I am concerned my business partners 
may be trying to justify splititng the property into two parts, the pub on the ground floor and the flat 
above. The loss of the accommodation would make the pub untenable. The de-la-Heys also recently 
informed me of their intention to convert the ground floor of the building into accommodation and 
to run it as an Airbnb business. They said they were doing this regardless of my wishes and 
regardless of the outcome of the ACV and Planning Applications. Fortunately I have been able to stall 
that plan using the threat of legal action. 

 

I hope you can see from this submission that I am passionate about keeping the West End Tap as a 
pub and that I am not opposing the Planning Application for personal gain. I have plans in place 
which are supported by KTTR and by Paul who is an expert in this field. If the Planning Application is 
rejected I will do everything in my power to restore the West End Tap as a community asset. 

 

Please copy me on any communications with Lincoln Tap Properties, either by email or using the 
address below. It is unikely that communications sent to the de-la-Heys or to Lincoln Tap Properties 
will be shared with me.  

 

Regards, 

Terry Mackown 

 

6 Garner Close 

Milton 

CB24 6DY 

 

Lana 
 
In Response to the comments made by Terry Mackown on this application: 
 
To put the record straight, Mr Mackown's claim of an offer to buy our shareholdings in the 
company which owns the West End Tap (Lincoln Tap Properties Ltd), amounts to no more than 
hot air and procrastinations. What constitutes an official offer is a bid in writing with proof of funds 
through a legal body, this has never materialised despite all his claims. With this in mind no such 
offer has ever materialised from the keep the tap running group. 
 
The pub is not viable and the previous tenant who leased the property at a market value price, 
did the polar opposite of keeping the business running during lockdown, in fact the pub was due 



to have its Premises licence revoked due to illegal activities largely due to drug use on the 
premises and covid-19 restriction breaches. For the sake of data protection we will not disclose 
names and details, however for any councillors or planning officers we will happily provide 
Lincolnshire polices reports from regular visits to the premises and the subsequent action taken 
by themselves and the city of Lincoln council. Following notification of the pending loss of licence 
and court proceedings Arch West Collective Ltd swiftly vacated the premises realising their 
inability to trade any further, in breach of their lease subsequently owing Lincoln Tap Properties 
Ltd a further £108,000 on the remainder of a 5 year lease. Arch West Collective Ltd then quickly 
liquidated to avoid police prosecution and without even producing a set of year end accounts. 
That does not strike me as a viable business.  
 
In the year following Arch West Collective Limited's departure there has been no interest until the 
planning application was submitted from anyone, company or group to either lease or purchase 
the West End Tap. To date this is still the case. 
 
We looked into re-opening the site post Covid but having traded the site for 7 years previously 
before it was leased to Arch West Collective Ltd, we realised the capital outlay required in order 
to do so would never see any return of investment and the business would sadly inevitably fail 
after a short period of trading. 
 
The only reason the rent was able to be met during the lockdown caused by the pandemic was 
due to a government grant schemes. 
 
Our motivations are to protect the companies only capital asset and help our business survive. 
Mr Mackown's estimations on valuation and ownership claims as a majority investor are 
completely false and would not hold up in any legal scenario. 
 
For someone who has no involvement in the running of the business or ever has had any 
involvement in the licenced trade, Terry Mackown's individual view of knowing that the pub is 
viable and what is best for it, is farcical.  
 
Mr Mackown's claims of work being undertaken contrary to the premises current planning status 
are further delusional ramblings with no basis of truth and we would welcome producing any 
evidence to prove the contrary. 
 
Mr Mackown's claims of being passionate for keeping the pub running and no interest of 
personal gains are very questionable, when he is a active director in Property Renovations (Ely) 
Limited a company separate to our joint ventures of which we (The Delahey's) have no 
involvement in.  
 
The previous ACV bid by the Keep The Tap Running Group was successfully appealed on the 
grounds of abuse of the AVC regime, currently the Keep The Tap Running Group have submitted 
a second bid which is open to appeal by the end of May, an option to appeal is in consideration 
with our legal representatives. 
 
Nigel & Lewis DelaHey 

 

 

Customer Details 

Name: Mr Lewis DelaHey 

Address: 12 Mitchell Drive Lincoln 



 

Comments Details 

Commenter 
Type: 

Member of the Public 

Stance: Customer made comments in support of the Planning Application 

Reasons for 
comment: 

 

Comments: In Response to the KTTR document submitted on the 19th April, addressing specifically the 
pure speculation pasted in below:  
 
support for the West End Tap pub is immense and we simply ask for the opportunity to work 
with the majority-owner to safeguard the West End 
 
Nigel Delahey who, along with his son, owns a combined total of only 25% of the West End 
Tap pub. 40% of the pub is owned by Terry Mackown, with the remainder funded by a 
business loan. Terry is the majority-owner of the pub and he does NOT support the planning 
application.  
 
We Respond:  
 
Terry Mackown is not the majority owner. Just look at the share allocation on companies 
house for Lincoln Tap Properties Ltd. 
 
This document should not be taken into any form of consideration regards the planning 
committee decision, as it is not factually correct or accurate; we advise you to do your 
research before posting hearsay on public forums as gospel, from information collected from 
one source.  
It is pretty easy to do a companies house search. 

 

 

 

 

 

 































 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Dear All, 
  
I am writing to you as National Planning Policy Adviser for CAMRA, the Campaign for Real 
Ale. I have been contacted by the group of local people campaigning to prevent change of 
use of the West End Tap pub to housing. 
  
I have seen the planning officer's report and recommendations concerning the planning 
application (2021/0621/FUL) and am greatly concerned about both the contents and 
conclusions of the report. I would be grateful if what follows could be included please in the 
Planning Committee information pack. 
  
Firstly, there is no mention of the relevant planning policies within the National Planning 
Policy Framework, notably paragraph 92 which requires planning policies and decisions to 
'guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services (which the Framework 
makes clear elsewhere includes pubs) particularly where this would reduce the community's 
ability to meet its day-to-day needs'. The value of the West End Tap to local people is 
attested by the number of objections to the application and by its registration, by your 
council, as an Asset of Community Value. The loss would be unnecessary for reasons I will 
come onto. 
  
Secondly, the report highlights the relevant policies within the Central Lincolnshire Local 
Plan and policy LP15 in particular. This states, inter alia, that loss will only be permitted if 
'the facility is demonstrably no longer fit for purpose and the site is not viable to be 
redeveloped for a new community facility'. The report goes on to reproduce the 
'justification statement' from the applicants. In my view, this statement utterly fails to 
support any contention that the pub is 'demonstrably no longer fit for purpose'.  It 
mentions, at length, criminal activity etc. within the premises. However, any such activity is 
in no way a planning issue - it will be purely a consequence of the ways in which the 
premises were (or were not) managed. I am told that when the pub was properly run in the 
past, no such problems arose. To suggest that such behaviour is somehow intrinsic to the 
premises is absurd. 
  
The applicants go on to claim that despite investment, the business became unprofitable. 
Have the applicants provided any trading figures and accounts to support this claim? In any 
event, the fact that a business fails to turn a profit does not mean that the premises 
concerned are fundamentally unviable. More often than not, this is a consequence of a 
business being poorly run and failing to attract custom as a result. I can point to countless 
examples of 'unviable' pubs that are now thriving under good management committed to 
making the business a success. I am told that the pub has been financially successful in the 
recent past and can see no reason why, in the right hands, it should not be so in the future. 
  
I see no evidence that the West End Tap has been marketed as a pub at a price reflecting its 
value as a pub, I am further told that, if it was, then there is at least one willing buyer in the 
wings. What represents a reasonable price can easily be ascertained by asking one of the 
several expert independent surveyors available to make a report. I should say that the 
majority of local planning authorities make it a requirement within their Local Plan that a 
pub is properly marketed at a reasonable price for at least twelve months before a change 



of use application will be entertained. Most also require an independent valuation or 
commission one themselves. 
  
Not being familiar with the area, I cannot comment on the availability of other facilities in 
the vicinity. What I would say, though, is that, in urban areas especially, localities can often 
support a variety of outlets and that choice is an important consideration. I have seen no 
evidence to suggest that the area is 'over-pubbed'. 
  
In conclusion, I would strongly disagree that the application passes the policy tests in LP15, 
nor does in satisfy the requirements of the NPPF. I would strongly recommend that the 
application be refused. 
  
Yours sincerely 

  
Paul Ainsworth 

CAMRA National Planning Policy Adviser 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



High Street – 2021/0597/FUL  

Environment Agency Comments in Full (page 3 missed off originally) 

 

 



 



 

 



 

 



 

 

Swept Path Analysis 


