
 
Upper Witham Drainage Board 

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

  



 

 

 

 



 

 



 

 



 

  



 



 



 



 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 

 



 

Tony Edens Ltd (Objects) 

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

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



We look forward to your response and are happy to meet with the council or 
planning department to discuss the issues on site. 
 
Best wishes 
 
Vicki 

13 South Park Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8EN (Neutral) 

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



 
3. Additional traffic engendered will substantially compromise parking and access for 
existing residents. This has been explored in previous threads. Thought must be 
given to main access from the High Street which would engender specific problems. 
 
4. Taking into account all of the above this will have a hugely detrimental effect on 
the mental health of current residents. 
 
5. Much weight has been given to the appearance of the plan from a High Street 
and St.Katherine's perspective. This has no bearing on our side of High Street and I 
am at a loss as to why the developers website give no consideration to the residents 
living spaces on South Park and Spencer Street 
 
In conclusion - the reallocation of administrative and residents rooms is like shifting 
deck chairs on the Titanic. For this development to be welcomed into our community 
the size of the build should be drastically reduced in size and scope and residents 
very valid concerns regarding privacy taken into account and actioned. 
Janet Nissler 

Comment submitted date: Tue 17 Aug 2021 
I am a retired nurse previously specialising in discharge of elderly and infirm patients 
from hospital to safe environments. I worked closely with a multidisciplinary team 
involving hospital and community staff, Adult social Services and government 
housing departments and I am aware of the increasing need of safe housing for the 
elderly, supplied in supportive environments that address their activities of daily 
living. 
 
I am very concerned about the proposed siting of a large care facility and specific to 
this letter erection of elderly residential living apartments in a 4 storey block on a 
dense site behind 471 - 480 High Street Lincoln. The developers are a large 
company specialising in locating land that is commercially viable and consequent 
acquisition of planning permission; see website TORSION CARE.CO.UK 
There is no mention in the extensive planning documents of who will administer the 
home /apartments and what the licence will be for. 
 
The proposed site is in a the conservation area of St.Catherines (section 4 
subsection 3 / 4) and as such development is subject to stricter regulation to give 
broader protection to both the appearance of the area and the existing residents. 
Development should recognise these sensitivities. The design and access heritage 
statement plan addresses views of the proposal from the High Street and 
St.Catherines are but not South Park or the back streets where there is low cost high 
density housing with many elderly residents, young families with children and small 
local businesses. 
 
Local residents have not been consulted about the size or scale of the proposal 
which appears to maximise the largest possible occupancy onto the site. Average UK 
size for residential homes is approximately 50 beds; in total the site will potentially 
house 113 residents, the size of a hotel. The residential apartment block plan details 



a 4 storey building which is far higher than surrounding dwellings. 
 
South Park houses Nos.1-15 date in build from the Victorian area up to the present 
day and back onto Sincil Dyke, in use as a water course for centuries. The enclosed 
back gardens enjoyed historical privacy, the Dyke borders been sheltered by mature 
trees and vegetation, a haven for birds and wildlife. The Environment Agency 
contracted Bentley Environmental to improve the walls of the Dyke. After protests 
from residents this work was halted until the end of the bird nesting season as it 
was being illegally carried out. Within the past few weeks every tree and bush has 
been destroyed, leaving the back gardens and houses of South Park Nos. 1-15 
totally open to view and not enhancing the area at all. The agency will be replanting 
trees, not at South Park but at the Heritage aviation centre some miles away, with 
no benefit to the residents of South Park 
 
Consequently all historical privacy has been withdrawn with no restitution offered in 
the way of screening. 
The erection of the 4 storey block will mean the care home residents will have 
unlimited visual access to our back gardens and into our homes. 
 
24 hour access to the apartment block will mean constant traffic and noise, must be 
readdressed. 
24 hour security lighting will cause immense artificial light pollution for South Park 
houses 1-15. 
Parking is already at saturation point around South Park and Spencer Street. 
Deliveries to and from the small businesses will be badly compromised, local 
residents already having parking problems due to the rise in multi occupancy 
housing. 
Local GP surgeries are at full capacity. What measures are in place to cope with 
100+ extra elderly clients with multiple pathologies? 
A 2 storey apartment block would be acceptable if the development company, after 
consultation with local residents, provided full screening along Sincil Dyke for the 
residents of South Park Nos.1-15 in the form of fast growing hedging,high fencing or 
wall construction. This to be fully funded by the builders and could be on the 
construction site side of the dyke or on the perimeter of the back gardens. 
Full screening would not work if the build is 4 storeys high. 
 
I hope these comments are not seen as negative but suggestions of problem 
resolution. 
 
Janet Nissler 

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

Comment submitted date: Mon 13 Dec 2021 
Formal Objection to Planning Application 2021/0597/FUL 
 



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



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



developed and brough back into use but feel that more consideration needs to be 
given by the Developers of how this can be best achieved and with the least impact 
upon the residents of the area. 
Your sincerely 
Mr. Christopher Bonnett 
Resident of South Park, Lincoln. 

 



 



 

 



 



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

31 Spencer Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JH (Neutral) 

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

466 High Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JB (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Thu 19 Aug 2021 
Whilst I am sympathetic to the need for residential care, this proposal is on the scale 
of a hospice or large hotel, and will change the local population balance significantly. 
This may be good for the profits of the developers, but it is not good for the local 
area or the profitability of local businesses. None of the 100+ proposed residents will 
be customers of local businesses such as the ones run by my employees and 
tenants. 
 
As the owner of a local long-established business and the properties on the corner of 



Spencer Street I object to the size and scope of this proposal and 2021/0597/FUL, 
along with the proposed access from Spencer Street, for all the local and 
environmental reasons stated in objections already submitted by local residents. 
 
A development of this size will have a significant and detrimental impact on the 
properties I own and the proposal offers nothing to improve the local area. 

6 Spencer Street Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8JH (Neutral) 

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

 



 



 

12 South Park Lincoln Lincolnshire LN5 8EN (Objects) 

Comment submitted date: Mon 16 Aug 2021 
As a resident of South Park for 7 years I am objecting the proposal named above for 
a few reasons. 
 



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



options, I feel that full consideration has not been given to local residents and the 
new residents of this development. What privacy are they guaranteed against the 
residents in the area? More needs to be done to protect everyone and to ensure the 
lifestyle and wellbeing is not impacted. A maximum of 2 storeys plus substantial 
hedging, walls or fencing around the perimeter of either the development land or 
the affected private dwellings must be considered. Parking and traffic management 
must have a thorough discussion before any final decision is made. The proposed 
access point/parking does not seem sufficient. Any reduction to house valuations 
should be adequately compensated for as a result of the development. 

Not Available (Neutral) 

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

 

Tony Edens Ltd 466 - 468 High Street Lincoln 
Lincolnshire LN5 8JB (Objects) 



Comment submitted date: Mon 09 Aug 2021 
Planning submission 2021/05987/FUL and 2021/0598/FUL 
09/08/2021 
Response from 
Tony Edens Ltd 
466-468 High Street 
Lincoln 
 
As the owner of a local business I am registering my objections to the proposed 
development of the former Abacus Motor Group site. 
We do not object to the erection of care home or accommodation for elderly 
residents. 
Our objection is to: 
1. The proposal to use Spencer Street and Cross Spencer Street to access the site. 
2. The inadequacy of proposed parking allocation and the inevitable impact on local 
residents and businesses of the compound effects of increased domestic traffic, 
increased delivery and emergency vehicle traffic, overspill parking and the loss of 
restriction-free parking for local residents and businesses. 
3. The figures used to justify the application are drawn from projections, 
extrapolations and comparisons with larger cities with very different local 
infrastructures. 
It is not reflective of the lived experience of local residents and businesses, many of 
whom would be keen to see the old garage forecourt used, but who will be 
understandably concerned by a proposal to decrease their established amenities. 
The current plan is likely to have significant impact on the day-to-day running of our 
business as well as others locally. 
Our reasons are: 
1. Despite the proposal's assurances that there is no significant increase in danger, 
we would ask the council to note that: 
i. The High Street is not a safe road for cycling as stated in the proposal. Cyclists 
already regularly use the footpath on both sides of the High Street, but particularly 
the one passing our shop front and the proposed development, as there is no safe 
cycleway. The safety of cyclists on the road is significantly compromised by the 
frequency of bus pull-ins, traffic pulling in and out of the short-term parking spaces 
lining the road on both sides and to allow rapid passage for police and ambulance 
traffic accessing the High Street and Tritton Road (via Dixon Street) from the new 
combined HQ on South Park, so they use the pavement. One of our employees was 
taken to A&E following an accident where a cyclist using the pavement collided with 
him as he left the front door of the shop. 
Local cycle paths are unlit and away from public areas, and therefore are no more 
safe than the road at night or during the winter, as well as not affording access to 
shops and other local amenities. 
 
ii. The proposal cites only 3 minor accidents in the past 5 years. This is potentially 
vastly inaccurate, as there have been three incidents directly involving my business 
in that time. One of those accidents is listed above, the second was an insurance 
claim in January 2018 for damage to our shop frontage and involved a delivery 



vehicle crossing both carriageways and the pavement prior to collision with our shop 
front. Fortunately nobody was injured. The third was an incident involving a car 
travelling too fast down Spencer Street from the High Street and colliding with our 
delivery van. The frequent bumps and near misses round the Spencer Street / 
Henley Street / High Street area are not cited in the report. 
 
iii. Paragraph 3.3.8 of the proposal's transport assessment is irrelevant justification 
for this application, as this is not a proposed student development, it is not likely to 
be staffed primarily by students and is not in an area of high levels of student 
housing. This development is for elderly residents, who, if not car users themselves, 
are likely to have carers, personal and professional visitors, mobility accessible taxis, 
all of whom will be more likely to drive to the proposed development from other less 
well-served parts of rural Lincolnshire than to catch local public transport or cycle. 
 
2. When it is realised that traffic, particularly delivery and maintenance traffic and 
emergency vehicles, require more space than the street allows when cars are 
parked, the double-yellow lines will be reinstated past the Cross Spencer Street 
junction. 
This will result in: 
i. The loss of 15 parking spaces currently available to residents and local employees: 
a. 3 car spaces between 1 Spencer Street and the rear entrance to our shop and 
delivery yard. 
b. 8 car spaces between our rear entrance and Cross Spencer Street junction. 
c. 4 car spaces on Cross Spencer Street itself, currently used during the day, and 
especially during school collection times and when there is a loss of parking in other 
areas due to matches and other functions at Lincoln City Football Sincil Bank 
Stadium. 
ii. A drop in trade when customer parking becomes a challenge. 
iii. An increase in difficulty running a sustainable business when employee parking 
and delivery vehicle access becomes even more challenging. 
iii. Parking at our rear entrance will become prohibited, creating issues with safely 
and legally loading and unloading vehicles. 
iv. Frustrated car users parking on double yellow lines due to a serious lack of 
residential and amenity parking. This is already a problem in this area, as anyone 
who visits out of hours will have noticed. 
 
3. Access is already difficult for our rear entrance, especially for any vehicle larger 
than our delivery van. Larger delivery and collection vehicles, including refuse 
collection, frequently block the road, creating access difficulties and often requiring 
vehicles to mount and block the pavement. A proposal to use this street for a large 
development site will cause disruption for local small businesses or disruption to care 
home traffic, neither of which is going to improve the local area, and is contrary to 
paragraph 110 of NPPF 2018. This presents an increase in street clutter and a 
conflict with pedestrians and residential users. 
 
A large care home will require efficient delivery of goods and services, it is also 
significantly more likely than average to require swift and trouble-free access for 
disability adapted and emergency vehicles. This could be problematic in an already 



congested area of the city. Alternative access via Shakespeare Street is frequently 
compromised by the requirements of a furniture store and long-established car 
dealer and garage, which diverts traffic down Spencer Street more often than it is 
able to accommodate additional traffic. 
 
4. This is an area of low-cost housing, and is heavily occupied by young families. 
Pedestrian safety is a concern, as is the safety of children (walking and cycling) 
push-chair users in an already congested area with no alternative parking available. 
 
5. Development and maintenance traffic will cause substantial disruption to access, 
parking and local business, which would all be avoided if the existing entrance on 
the High Street were used and the development was for fewer residents with a more 
future-proof parking plan and consideration of the rural nature of the rest of the 
county which will influence those servicing and visiting residents of the care home as 
well as the potential for residents to require travel to other less accessible places. 
 
6. The use of the existing High Street entrance, especially with a 'Left Turn Only' 
exit, is likely to be safer and will certainly have less impact on the local amenity than 
using Spencer Street. 
 
7. The provision of more than the bare minimum of car parking in the proposal 
would ensure that the local streets are not used for over-spill parking. Courtesy 
parking for other local area users will help reduce conflicting interests and provide 
mutual benefit and community integration for residents. The current proposal for car 
parking does not appear to account for additional support services, additional 
medical carers or the doubling of staff vehicles at handover times. 
 
Over-optimistic projections of vehicle use, parking and access requirements to 
maximise resident numbers and therefore profit would have a significant detrimental 
impact not only on local residents and businesses, but also on the residents and staff 
of the care home with no obviously available, sustainable or long-term solution. 

 

 


