Agenda Item 4
Planning Committee
28 October 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 28 October 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published.

S19/2111
Proposal:

Erection of 110 affordable dwellings and outline for 3 self-build plots including vehicular
and pedestrian accesses, infrastructure, open space, footpath links, landscaping,
green infrastructure and surface water management

Site Address:

Land Off Beaufort Drive, Bourne

Summary of Information Received:
Further information from applicant
The applicant has confirmed that further amended plans with amendments to house types were submitted in
September. These plans have been uploaded and are now available to view on the Council’s website.
Question from applicant
The applicant has questioned the planning balance in the officer report, posing the following question:
“Has the planning balance has been correctly applied by officers given the current housing crisis and
the position being taken by Inspectors? The delivery of 100% affordable housing (with or without 3x
self build plots for which you have 130 people on waiting list) should outweigh any minor conflict with
the development plan – See appeal decision attached from October 7th 2020 on an identical edge of
settlement site. The committee report does not set out that affordable housing delivery is a significant
benefit as well as meeting need.”
LCC Highways/SuDS
Following further liaison with LCC Highways/SuDS, a final response has been received – no objections
subject to conditions
Officer Comments:
The amended housetypes are noted, and are an improvement on those originally submitted and would not
be inappropriate in an edge of town context such as this site, if it were deemed to be acceptable in all other
respects. Equally the final response from LCC Highway/SuDS is noted. However this does not change the
fundamental policy conflicts set out in the reasons for refusal.
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Officers have considered the appeal decision and have concluded that there are some quite significant
differences in the circumstances and that it is not directly comparable to the Beaufort Drive application. In
the appeal case, the proposal was not deemed to have any adverse impact on the character and
appearance of the area and there was no equivalent of policy SP4 requiring a demonstration of community
support. Making reference to the “housing crisis” the applicant appears to be suggesting that the overall
need for housing trumps all other considerations.
Whilst in this case there is an identified need for affordable housing it does not automatically follow that any
proposal that satisfies that need is acceptable, particularly if it conflicts with other policies or has other
harmful impacts. The recently adopted and up to date Local Plan recognises the need for affordable
housing. Policy SP4 already allows for affordable housing exception sites where such a need has been
identified, subject to compliance with the relevant criteria of the policy. There does not appear to be any
reason why an alternative scheme which did comply with those criteria could not be achieved either on this
site or elsewhere, in or adjacent to Bourne. However, the current proposal does not comply with those
criteria, for the reasons set out in the main report. In respect of self build plots, again Local Plan policies
SP1, SP2, SP3 and SP4 provides for sites within and on the edge of settlements subject to compliance with
relevant criteria. In addition Local Plan policy H3 requires large strategic sites (of which there are a number
allocated in the district) to provide a percentage of self or custom build plots. The need for self build plots is
capable of being provided for through the spatial/locational policies of the local plan and is not so great or
pressing to outweigh the fundamental conflicts with policy.
Changes to Recommendation: None
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Agenda Item 5
Planning Committee
28 October 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 28 October 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published.

S19/2134
Proposal:

Erection of an 80 bed care home (use class C2) and 22 retirement apartments
including vehicular and pedestrian access, parking, infrastructure and associated
works.

Site Address:

Land Off Beaufort Drive, Bourne

Summary of Information Received:
Further representations
Two further letters of representation have been received, one of which is supported by comments from a
drainage engineer, both raising the same issue – that the flood risk assessment and drainage strategy that
has been submitted only deals with the adjacent affordable housing site and does not cover the care home
site. Therefore the current application does not have a site specific flood risk assessment/drainage strategy,
as required for a major application and the Council cannot determine the flood risk or drainage implications.
LCC Highways/SuDS
Following further liaison with LCC Highways/SuDS (taking the above representations into account), a final
response has been received – objection and request to refuse:

“The drainage strategy submitted as part of the application states that the care home is not
within the scope of the report, and therefore does not provide detail on the proposed
methods of surface water drainage for this site. Additional supporting documentation is
required, to enable a satisfactory assessment. Therefore at this time we cannot conclude
that the drainage proposals are acceptable, or that the development will not have an
adverse impact on surface water flood risk in this area.”
Typographical Error
It has been noted that there is a typographical error in reason for refusal 1 as set out in the main report
which refers to the identified need for affordable housing in Bourne, rather than the need or otherwise for
retirement dwellings or care homes.
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Officer Comments:
The issues relating to lack of a site specific flood risk assessment or drainage strategy were raised with the
applicant many months ago and it was understood that these would be resolved and additional information
submitted. However this information has not been forthcoming. LCC in their capacity as Local Lead Flood
Authority, as a result of the issues raised by the objectors and continued lack of additional information now
object and consider that the application should be refused. Given the other fundamental reasons for refusal,
officers agree with this position and have added an additional reason (reason 4) below.
The wording of reason for refusal 1 has been amended to refer to the need or otherwise for care homes or
retirement dwellings. For the avoidance of doubt, whilst there may be an overall need for these types of
accommodation, together with all other types of dwelling across the district, it has not been demonstrated
that other more suitable sites cannot meet this provision or that the need is so immediate or pressing as to
override the fundamental conflict with the development plan. The consultation response from LCC Adult Care
adds weight to this conclusion.
Changes to Recommendation: Amended reasons for refusal including additional reason for refusal 4
1. The submitted Statement of Community Involvement, together with the feedback from the public,
Town Council and Neighbourhood Plan Group during consultation on the application has very
clearly demonstrated that the proposal does not have substantial community support. The proposed
is therefore contrary to Local Plan Policy SP4 and there are no overriding material considerations,
including the need or otherwise for care homes and retirement dwellings, that outweigh this
fundamental conflict with the Development Plan.
2. The layout and extent of the proposed development, would not relate well to the existing built form
and would appear as a poorly designed and incongruous encroachment into open countryside
contrary to Local Plan policies EN1, DE1 and SP4 as well as the provisions of the NPPF (section
12).
3. No element of affordable housing has been proposed within the retirement apartments contrary to
Local Plan Policy H2 and the NPPF.
4. Insufficient information has been submitted with the application to enable the local planning
authority to fully assess whether the potential impacts of flood risk and drainage would be
acceptable, contrary to Local Plan policy EN5 and NPPF section 14.
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Agenda Item 6
Planning Committee
28 October 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 28 October 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published.

S18/2146
Proposal:

Construction of up to 260 dwellings and new vehicular access from Millfield Road,
public open space and associated infrastructure. Outline application with the matter of
access for consideration

Site Address:

Land Off Millfield Road, Market Deeping, PE6 8AD

Summary of Information Received:
Two further representations have been received. All issues raised in the first representation are already
discussed in the main report. The second representation has been submitted by a local resident who is also
a practising planning consultant and member of Deepings First (the Deepings Neighbourhood Plan Group)
and raises some new issues.
The note suggests that a refusal based on non compliance with Local Plan Policy SP4 criterion a. (failure to
demonstrate substantial community support) would not be sufficient grounds on its own to stand up at appeal.
Further, that in order to stand up at appeal, there would need to be an identification of material harm from the
development. A 2017 appeal decision relating to a site in Cambridgeshire has been referred to as evidence
that this may be the case, and an additional reason for refusal has been suggested relating to the loss of a
green space which plays an important role in the setting of the town which would result in a harmful effect on
the open character of the area.
Officer Comments:
Officers have considered the appeal decision and have concluded that there are some quite significant
differences in the circumstances and that it is not directly comparable to the Millfield Rd application.
The Inspector who examined the SK Local Plan (adopted Jan 2020) was very clear about the purpose of
SP4 criterion a. in his final report stating in para 66:
“A chief concern is that the policy sets too high a bar in that edge of settlement proposals must
demonstrate local community support through public consultation and/or town or parish council
feedback. This criterion, however, appropriately reflects the principle of localism now embedded in
neighbourhood planning. It is an entirely appropriate provision for locations where, ordinarily,
communities may reasonably expect development not to take place. I see nothing inherently
unsound in community support being part of the basis for what are exceptional circumstances. I
have been referred to a similar policy in the recently adopted Central Lincolnshire Local Plan and
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whilst the effectiveness of that policy is disputed, Policy SP4 in this plan should be given time to be
implemented and its effectiveness monitored.”
Taking the above into account, officers consider that refusal on Policy SP4 criterion a. is sufficient to stand
up at appeal.
The main officer report concludes that whilst there would inevitably be a significant impact, through change
from open countryside to built development, that on balance, overall the site is capable of being developed,
with appropriate design, landscaping, open space etc without undue harm to the character of the area.
Officers continue to take this view. However, if Members felt that on balance there would be an
unacceptable adverse impact on the character and appearance of the area, contrary to Local Plan policies
DE1, EN1 and criteria b. and d. of SP4, it would not be unreasonable for them to add this as an additional
reason for refusal.
Officers have also further scrutinised the Local Plan Inspector’s Final Report and considered whether Local
Plan policy SP4 criterion e. is satisfied. This criteria states that development under SP4 must “in the case of
housing development, meet a proven local need for housing and seeks to address, a specific targeted need
for local market housing”.
In para 119 of his final report, the Local Plan Inspector stated:
“Land at Millfield Road to the west of The Deepings was provisionally allocated for housing in earlier
iterations of the plan but was subsequently involved in a Village Green application leading to a
justified decision to remove the site prior to submission given the uncertainty on
availability/deliverability. The July 2019 decision of the tribunal not to approve the application for
Village Green Status was issued after plan submission and after the examination hearings.
Nonetheless, it remains that there are sufficient sustainably located sites to meet identified needs in
the District both for housing and employment. There is no need as a result of this examination to
allocate additional development land in The Deepings as part of this plan. Without prejudice and
noting the site has been subject to an extant planning application since November 2018, from a
local plan perspective the latest situation at Millfield Road should feed into the usual evaluation of
land requirements as part of any plan review process and the submitted plan at paragraph 3.47 is
sound in this regard.”
These comments confirm that the housing needs of the Deepings will be adequately met by the other
suitably located allocated sites. No compelling evidence that contradicts this conclusion has been
submitted with the application. Officers therefore propose a change to the reason for refusal to include
conflict with SP4 criteria e.
Changes to Recommendation: The officer recommendation remains to refuse the application, with the
Reason for refusal updated below.
1. The submitted Statement of Community Involvement, together with the feedback from the public,
Town Council and Neighbourhood Plan Group during consultation on the application has very
clearly demonstrated that the proposal does not have substantial community support. Furthermore
the proposal would not meet a proven local need or address a specific targeted need for local
market housing, that is not already provided for by allocated sites. It is therefore contrary to Local
Plan Policy SP4 criteria a. and e. There are no overriding material considerations that outweigh this
fundamental conflict with the Development Plan.
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Agenda Item 11
Planning Committee
28 October 2020

Additional Information Report
This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the
Planning Committee on 28 October 2020 that was received after the Agenda was published.

S20/0311
Proposal:

Erection of War Memorial

Site Address:

Main Square, Market Deeping

Summary of Information Received:
The Local Planning Authority has received further information from the applicant since the main agenda was
published. The points raised are as follows:
It was suggested that it should be on the remembrance park on border of
MD /DSG beside boundary fish restaurant.
This was the original site we favoured and it could replace the existing metal one or be
alongside as the metal one which has an inscription written saying “We remember the
past”. And would at some time require replacing whereas ours would be permanent,
however this was not accepted by some MD councillors who then gave us the new
proposed site.
The other concern by some was that there was no names on proposed memorial hopefully I
explained in the planning App that it would have an inscription to the fallen service
personnel in past and future conflicts thus negating future costs, the exact wording would
be coming from the Deepings school English dept (if Planning approved)
Some said the seating would be lost but the plan by Councillor Bob Broughton is to slide this
seating and flower bed to a nearby position so no loss would be incurred.
Two additional letters of representation have been received and the points raised are as follows:
1. Memorial is not necessary, one already exists and this will have no inscription.
2. Concerned regarding the impact this will have on my adjacent retail unit.
3. There are already an extensive collection of street furniture, will encourage local youths to gather
and possibly create further nuisance and vandalism.
4. Granite not in keeping.
5. Loss of seating.
6. Who will pay for the upkeep?
Officer Comments:
No change to the recommendation.
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