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Additional Information Report 
 

This report sets out additional information in relation to planning applications for consideration at the 

Planning Committee on 19 May 2022 that was received after the Agenda was published. 

 

S21/2138 
 

Proposal: Erection of a new discount foodstore (Use Class E) with access, car 
parking, landscaping and other associated works. 

 
Site Address:  Land To The East Of Peterborough Road  

Market Deeping 
PE6 8GQ 

 
 
1. Objection from Tesco Ltd received 16.5.22 (Conclusion of letter below – full letter at Appendix 

A) 

 

The applicant’s retail impact assessment is inadequate. There are errors in the assessment 
that justify refusal of planning permission in line with Local Plan policy DEP2.  
 
The applicant has failed to demonstrate compliance with the sequential test. Town centre and 
other out of centre sites should also be considered as part of their assessment and the 
catchment area for assessment should be extended to include potential opportunities in 
Stamford. Unless a revised and more comprehensive assessment is provided, refusal of 
planning permission is justified under policy DEP2.  
 
The proposal is materially in conflict with several policies of the newly adopted Deepings 
Neighbourhood Plan, most notably policies DNP5 (‘Protecting and Expanding Market Deeping 
Town Centre’) and DNP10 (‘Protecting and Enhancing Local Gateways’). There is also conflict 
with Policy SP4 of the South Kesteven Local Plan (‘Development on the Edge of Settlements).  
 
The applicant’s agent has identified the potential for a number of nearby heritage assets to be 
affected by the proposed development, however no Heritage Assessment is available in the 
public domain. This leads to further conflict with Policy SP4 above and Policies DN8 and E6 
which require appropriate assessment to be undertaken.  
 
For all the above reasons, permission should be refused. 

http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgMemberIndex.aspx?bcr=1
https://twitter.com/intent/tweet?text=Meeting%20agenda%20@southkesteven
http://www.linkedin.com/shareArticle?mini=true&url=http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgWhatsNew.aspx?bcr=1
http://facebook.com/sharer/sharer.php?u=http://moderngov.southkesteven.gov.uk/mgWhatsNew.aspx?bcr=1


 
 

 

2. Total number of representations of support to date is 217 – additional comments 

summarised below: 

 

• General comments in support 

• More choice in Market Deeping needed 

• Good competition for Tesco 

• Great bakery and other goods 

• Walkable and cyclable from town centre 

• Won’t involve loss of jobs, parking or petrol station 

• Would bring jobs to area and boost economy 

• Great use of land currently unused 

• Accessible  

• Addition of both Aldi and Lidl will bring footfall 

• Any new supermarket will give more options 

• Growing community, lots of housebuilding – supermarket needed 

• Good location outside of town centre won’t cause traffic  

• Deepings should welcome new investment 

• Similar proposal for town centre – don’t agree one is any better than other, town would 
benefit from both 

• Low cost, good value – good for lower income families, single parent families, 
pensioners  

• Close by, could shop locally 

• Design with stone frontage in keeping 

• Would attract other businesses to area 

• More favourable than town centre location  
 

3. Total number of representations objecting to the application is 60 (including the letter 

signed by 18 business owners as one representation)  

 

Additional comments include: 

 

• Site is unsuitable 

• Location should be in town centre  

• Site is important gateway – visual harm 

• Will cause damage to town centre – unwelcome competition for town centre 
businesses 

• No archaeological survey 

• Damage to wildlife 

• Create excess traffic on Peterborough Road 
 

4. Email received on 16.5.22 from Blake Morgan LLP on behalf of applicant raising concern 
that Section 38(6) Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 has not been complied 
with in terms of the officer recommendation report and reasons for refusal.  
Specifically, the letter disputes the evidence basis to support the New River Retail site as 
being suitable and available. The letter also states there is no justification to support the 
second reason for refusal i.e. the detrimental visual impact that would result from the 
proposed development.  
 

The Council’s Urban Design Officer has highlighted the following design concerns with the 

amended plans for the proposed development.  



 
 

• Loss of mature cat B trees on the northern boundary – note: on the latest landscape 
plan – both red and black circles represent removal of trees; 
 

• The southern boundary was very squeezed – In terms of the existing ditch, drainage 
proposals, the need to soften the site with tree planting along this southern boundary, 
the need to cater for pedestrians and cyclists – no footpath on this side of the road – 
cycle lane and footpath switches sides of the road at this point but would ideally 
continue to the store on this side of the street (see image below) (resi site allocation 
opposite) and some may walk from larkfleet dev Harrier Way). 

 

• No pedestrian entrance to site or route to front entrance through car park – or near to 
the entrance?  

  

• View towards the store is of the unsightly rear as you approach form the north – a 
gateway to the settlement – see image below – the rear of the building is roughly in line 
with where the cycle lane presently switches sides of the road (one oak tree proposed 
here on latest landscape plan but not space for anything more as building comes so 
close to the red line). 

 

 
 

 
Officer comments: 
 

• Many of the additional objections are in line with the recommended reasons for refusal 
in relation to the impact on the town centre, failure to satisfy the sequential test (with a 
sequentially preferable site adjacent the existing town centre) and visual impact.  
 

• Likewise the specific material considerations raised through the letters of support have 
been considered in the officer delegated report. It is noted that neither the volume of 
support for nor against the proposal is a material planning consideration in its own 
right.  
 

• In reference to the email from Blake Morgan LPP on behalf of the applicant suggesting 
that the officer report does not comply with Section 38(6) of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the main officer report clearly sets out the relevant 



 
 

policies, and why the proposal does not comply with those policies (notably Policies 
DNP2 and DE1).  

 
The recommendation is based on the Development Plan policies, the NPPF, and 
evidence from the independent retail advice from Urban Agile in relation to the retail 
impact assessment and sequential test (the full Urban Agile report can be read at the 
end of the officer recommendation report). National Planning Practice Guidance is 
clear that it is for the applicant to demonstrate compliance with the sequential test. The 
independent retail advice provided to the Council is that the New River Retail site is 
sequentially preferable, available and suitable. In relation to the alternative site, 
Lincolnshire County Council (as local highway authority) have provided the following 
high-level advice in terms of access arrangements for the alternative site.  
 
It is likely that the junction of this access road with Godsey Lane would be suitable to 
accommodate the vehicle movements associated with the operation of an Aldi store – 
it has served the Co-op store, its car park and the petrol filling station 

  
 In relation to the second reason for refusal – the visual impact may be able to be 
addressed through revisions to design/layout and landscaping, however, the current 
proposal would result in a prominent, unattractive elevation within an identified 
important gateway,  and therefore would not contribute positively to the character of 
the area. Further revisions were not sought due to the fundamental issue regarding the 
out of town location.  

 

• In conclusion, none of the additional items alter the recommendation to refuse the 
application. However it is recommended that the first reason for refusal is separated 
into 2 separate reasons as follows: 
 
Reason 1 
 
The application site is outside of the town centre. Based on the information and 
evidence available, including independent retail advice, there is a sequentially 
preferable site at land to the west of The Deepings Shopping Centre at Market 
Deeping. The applicant’s reasons for dismissing this alternative site as not being 
available or suitable have not been adequately substantiated. Therefore, the 
sequential test has not been passed and the proposal fails to comply with Policy 
DEP2 of the Local Plan, and paragraphs 87 and 88 of the NPPF.   
 
Reason 2 
 
The applicant has provided insufficient information to demonstrate that the 
proposed development would not give rise to significant adverse impacts on 
existing, committed and planned public and private investment within centres in 
the catchment area and on town centre vitality and viability, including local 
consumer choice and trade in town centres and the wider retail catchment. The 
proposal therefore does not comply with paragraph 90 of the NPPF and Policy 
DEP2 of the adopted SKDC Local Plan (2020). 

 
 Reason 3 (as per recommendation report) 
 

The proposed development would result in a prominent, unattractive visual 
impact, particularly when entering the Deepings from the A15 North/Bourne 
roundabout, identified as ‘Important Gateway 1’ in the adopted Deepings 



 
 

Neighbourhood Plan. It would therefore be contrary to Deepings Neighbourhood 
Plan Policy DNP10, Policy DE1 of the adopted Local Plan, and Paragraph 130 of 
the NPPF.   

  



 
 

 
 
  

  



 
 

 

 
 

 



 

 
 

Financial Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 

Legal Implications reviewed by: Not applicable 

 


